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IN.THE CLEVELAND COUNTY, OKLAHOMA JAN 28 2019
DISTRICT COURT; OKLAHOMA SUPREME

COURT: UNITED STATES SUPREME COURT;

STATE OF OKLAHOMA; THE GOVERNOR OF THE It 50 oy onf 2 e e e AT TATITL TG
STATE OF OKLAHOMA; OKLAHOMA ATTORNGgurt Clél’kﬁ&%?zﬁﬁi{)ﬂ usion; 1 believe someone is attempting 1o
SENER A . 1Al - T A » - O AT ! ] )

GENERAL: ORLAHOMA SECRETARY OFSTATE: i 1ate a lawful proc’uss'ﬁM. Apears 1o the necked eye and the
STATE OF OKLAHOMA LEGISUATURE;

OKLAHOMA DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS; T : [ e e was T
UNITE STATES OF AMERICA: UNITED STATES ~ Unsuspecting individual that there is a ¢claim that someone was under
EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT: - o b R YT TR

UNITED STATES ATTORNEY GENERAL; UNITED ~ contract, and that somehow the contract was breached, and that
STATES SECRETARY OF STATE; UNITED STATES i e _ . e
CONGRESS: DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE, somehow this civil agreement could equate to a criminal hability. |

INTERIOR, AGRICULTURE, AND TREASURY

on behalf of the DEFENDANT obicct- without recowrse, and demand

Case Numbers: =y proof be made to appear on the record as to such vahidity of an

JES1905-74 1 in CLEVELAND COUNTY OK DISTCY .

W | CLEVELAND COUNTY OK DIST (T erronecus presumption.
DEMAND A SHOWING OF CAUSE, - S ' S
WRIT OF CORAM NON JUDICE v N i+ .
AND EVIDENTIARY HEARING! | 1, acting en‘behalf of the defendant hereby object to the

Court’s jurisdictioni which-is our right-

Parties: ,

e . ; - <. U.8. Sapreme Court : » : o
COWAN, ORVAL GIDEON, et al, | . Rhuodelsiand v. Massachusetts, 37 U.S. 12 Pet. 637 (1838)
v, - "~ " TRhode Island v. Massachusetts, 37 U.S. (12 Pet.} 657
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA AT - o
STATE OF OKLAHOMA .. Syllabus

“_.. Jurisdiction is the power:to hear and determine the subject matter in controversy between pa rties
to a suit -- to adjudicate or exercise any judicial power over them. An objection to jurisdiction on the
ground of exemption from the process of the court in which the suit is brought or the manner in which
a defendant is brought into it is waived by appearance and pleading to issue, but when;the objection
goes to the power of the court over the pafties or the subject matter, the defendant need not, for he
cannot give the plaintiff a better writ, or bill, e S

....Its action {the court) must be confined to the particular cases, controversies, and parties over which
the Constitution and laws have autherized it to act; any proceeding without the limits preseribed
is CORAM NON JUDICE, and its action a nuility. ‘

And whether the want or excess of power is objected by a party or is appurent to the Court, it must
surcease its action or proceed extra judicially.”

Jurisdiction is the power to hear and determine the subject matter in controversy between
parties to a suit, to adjudicate or exercise any judiclal power over them; the gquestion is, whether on the
case before a court, their action is judicial or extra-judiotal; with or without the authority of law, to render
a judgment or decree upon the rights of the litigant parties. [f the law confers the power 1o render a
judgment or decree, then the court has jurisdiction; what shall be adjudged or decreed between the parties,
and with which is the right of the case, is judicial action, by hearing and determining it. 6 Peters, 709, 4
Russell, 415; 3 Peters, 203-7" Cited by STATE OF RHODE ISLAND v. COM. OF MASSACHUSETTS,
37U.8.657,718(1838) - I _— 1

From the beginaing this party has said, as stated, has objected to the Court’s jurisdiction,
documenting the anwillingness of the defendant to submit fo the Court’s jurisdiction feaving the court

and the so-called prosecution in want of writ and/or bill- An objection to jurisdiction on the gronnd of exemption from the
process of the court inwhich the sult is brought o7 the manper i which » defendant is brouglit into 11 ... but Whea the objection goes to the power
of the court over the parties or the subject matter, {us was the case and is the case at present) the defendant need not. Far e cannot give the plainlt?

 hetter writ,or 51” rendering the proceedings and any orders, decrees, judgments, warrants, decisions any
proceeding without the limits preseribed is CORAM NON JUDICE, and its action a nullity!”

“Where a Court has jurisdiction, it has<a right to:decide every question-which accurs in the cause: and
whether its decision be correct or otherwise, its judgment, until reversed, is regarded as binding in every
other Court. But, if it acts without authority, its judgments and orders are regarded as nullities. They are not
voidable, but simply void: and form no bar to a recovery sought. even prior tu a reversal, in opposition 1o
them. They constitute no justification; and all persons concerned in executing such judgments or sentences,
re considered, in law. as trespassers.” Elliott v Peirsol. 1 Pet. 328, 340, 26 LS, 328, 344, 7ibd 164 (1828)
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WRIT OF CORAM NON JUDICE

In presence of a person not « judge. When a suit js brought and determined in a court which has
no Jurisdiction in the matter. then it is said to be CORAM NON JUDICE, and the }udomem 18
void.

OBJECTION

The act of a party who objects to some matter or proceeding in the course of a trial,; oran
argument or reason urged by him in support of his contention that the’ matter or proceeding
objected to is improper or 111cgai used to call the court’s attention to improper evidence or
procedure, : o

We, ac(.cpt your offer the contract under the following terms and conditions and
this shall be construed as a counter offer, done with full immunity and without recourse
with respects the undersigned and his avatar; I shall be deemed to have obtained the.age of
majority retroactively, and to have disaffirmed any and all contracts made in ihfanéyi I
shall be deemed and it shail be held and adjudicated that 'am s competent, natural Man, a
natural living person, that my words are never to be construed liberally, but contextually
The only law that shall apply to my person dre the principles of the “Golden rule”
otherwise known as The Comnion Law., Acceptance of your offer is contingent on the
aforementioned and vour rebutting each and every one of the proof of claim herein, pomt
by point with facts and conclusions of th'c Iaw of the land, original Junsd}ction,'common
law, and that 1 and my property and my Interest are to be considered and held fully
indemnified against any and all consequences as this agreement entered into is without

recourse on my behalf and interest,

it is believed that you arc a commercial entity, conducting commercial business, an
entity that files COMPREHENSIVE ANNUAL FINANCIAL REPORTS inclusive of
references, notes, ledgers, term definitions and by this conduct you document that you do
not represent the sovereign order a private organuatwn, engagmg in prlvatc contracts to
offer and subscription and/or apphcatwn. I acting on. -y own behalf and on behalf of the
defendant choose not to enter. or engage in contract unless it's under m} ‘terms. My terms
are spelled out within the body of this mstrument if you should except those/these terms in
their entirety without exception and/or amendmem and or augmentation, then we shall
proceed. If you choose not to accept the terms of this contract, then you have subjected my
person, my interests, my estate, my assets, my propcrty to mvoluntary su'vxtude, wlnch I$
illegal in all venues within the borders of the United States of America, a cnme for whlch it
is pumshabie by imprisonment and a fine, and restitution for damage done. This shall serve
as notice upon yourself and upon the agents acting in agreement and in conspiracy with
you to accomplish the ends for which you presume jusfify the means. You are held liable
under the terms of arbitration specified herein, arbitration is an administrative remedy
that has not been exhausted as Yet, a remedy that remains available to my person, to my

interests, to my estate, with reference my property.
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I would therefore demand that there be a showing of cause. that a warrant. affidavit. and
the contract be made to appear on the record immediately which would somehow under some

felonious circumstances purport to grant the court jurisdiction.

Now, just so that we have a clear understanding, I believe that someone held a hearing exparte’ by which
they sought to obtain a warrant, however, it must be known that no warrant shall issue unless upon
probable cause, in accord with due process of law. The due process of law that is guarantee is every
person in America be they legal person, Physical person. juristic person. and/or natural person. and or
artificial person, is that of common-law. Common law was the law in 0p¢rati0n at the time and reference
when the due process clause was introduced. The so-called courts are not courts of original jurisdiction,
under the constitution as that is reserved for the Supreme Court. So since it is an absolute necessity that a
party be notified before being subjected to any significant deprivation of rights, and that the hearing not
be fixed in form, | will need such to be produced on the record where notification was sent to the alleged
defendant and/or his party representative, and | must demand that information be made to appear !
immediately! '

A continuing and mfmibng chziilenge to jurisdi‘(-:t"i(mf
Thc most novice of the 1egaliy wise are aware that they hax e thc right to chall;,ng_.e
1ur|<;dmlon that 1hcy can chailenge Jurlsdxctmn at an} time, and that jurisdiction once challenged
must be proved 1, acting on behalf of the alieged defundani does not enter a plea. do not permit
anyone to enter a plea shall never cnter a plea. i h"xve not. do not and shall not hc forced and or

compelled to enter your ;ur:sdictlon and or a plea'

PROOF OF CLAIM, whereas the issue of a trial or hearing exists when the plaintiff and
defendant arrive at some specific or matter in which one affirms and the others denies [See:
Black’s Law Dictionary. 2" Ed., West Pubhshmg‘ 1910, p. 657] a court does not create the issue

by askmg s the “named” defendant how they dispute the “so-called” charges.

PROOF OF CLAIM, if there s a statute/law within and upon the face of a charging
documentfins%mment»which‘:al.leges/charges a violation of an unconstitutional statute/law; or is
from another State, or legal entity, or even a “un/non-constitutional legislative entity,” such as
those st'at‘tatesflgtws cited from the United States Code and specifically THE ACT OF MARCH
9TH, 1933 Proclamation 2038, 2039,2040 AND Titles 4, 7, 11, 12; 15. 16, ES 28,31 and 42
USC: C.ILR., THE FLDERAI RI"GI% TRY, thereof within and upon the face of the warrant of
arrest, chargmg document/m%tmment (Indtctment), and aﬁ‘:davxi‘z mn support thereof within the
above referenced allegcd Criminal C‘aee/Causc a defendant; and specifically the “named™
defendant within the above rcferenced aileg,ed CnmmaE Case/C ause, in the act of entering a plea
or verdict thereto; and therein, doeq not thereby; and therém admit to the geniuses of said

“charging dccument/mstmment (Indtctment) and. does not admit to the validity of the
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statute(s)/law(s) cited therein; and, does not thereby form the issue for trial which would exist
even withoiii a piea, and without wlﬁch thcre w;Quld be anﬁhhg before the court or jury for trial.
[Sce: Frisbe v. United States. 137 1.8 160, 165; 39 L. Bd. 657 (U S. La. 1895); which States:
“The very act of pleading to it [an indictment] admits its geniuses as a record.”; Koscielski v.
State, 158 N.E. 902, 903 (Ind. 1927), which States: “The plea forms the iséue to be iried, Wiih()l:kt
which there is nothing before the court or jury for trial.®; ¢f. Andrews v. State, 146 NL 817, 196
Ind. 12 (1925); State v. Acton, 160 A. 217, 218 {N.J, 1932); United States v. Aurandt, 107 P,

1004, 1063 (N ML 1910

PROOF OF CLATM- The right {o not enter a plea - entering a plea is the first siep in granting the
Cour‘x.jurisdiction to hear a matter;
a. “ltis an clementary ru}:ﬁ; of pleading, that a plea to the jurisdiction is the first
(step) in the order of pleading, and that any (othef of additional) plea which
refers to the Court any (additional prddf and or acknowledgment) vother
question, is a tacit adimission that thé Court ﬁas the right (juriﬁdiction) to judge
in the cause (e, subjccf matter jurisdiction), ana is a waiver ol'all
exceptions (i.e. acqliieséenée, whereby no challenges can be ﬁllé’wed

respecting) to the jurisdiction.” Girty v. Loghn, 6 Bush Ky. 8

PROOF OF CLAIM- ~Whenever it appears upon the record that the Court has no jurisdiction

(i.e. *in want of jurisdiction”). nothing which the parties may do or omit to do will give it (that

is, jurisdietion to the Court); but where want of juri.édiction mdy exist consisténtly with the
record (fingerprints, presumptions, assu_n:l‘[;tions, photogfaphs, éfﬁdﬁﬁfs, documents,
Statements): a plea to the actioﬁ ( eithér entered by the Court or by counsel/attorney or by a
party) is a waiver of any exception to the jurisdiction (i.e. thé party wa’ib’vbed’ his rights and
submits to the jurisdiction of the Court).” L'a’w-ren’ée v ’Basséﬁ, 5 A!lan'“{)

PROOF OF CLAIM, it appe:afs withi‘n and i;;')()zi the face of the reco rd of the alleged
court of record in the above referéncéd éiieged Crinﬁ;la} éase/Caﬁs'e, the nature of the
statute(s)/law{s) cited within and upbn the facé of thc warrant of arrest, charging
document/instrument (Indictment), and affidavits in support thereof, as relied upmi by sa‘idvcourt

1o assume its jurisdiction in the case/cause and over and upon the parties therein; and, the
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consequences of entering a plea; as established supra at Proof of Claim were disclosed to the
“named” defendant within the above referenced alleged Criminal Case/Cause. and the
Undersigned by ANY “officer” of said court and/ or United States; and, was not rather actively
concealed and hidden from the “named™ defendant and the Undersigned by said “officers™: and.
such concealment does not operate to constitute/establish acts of fraud upon and against the ‘
“named” defendant and the Undersigned within the above referenced alleged Criminal

Case/Cause.

'PROOQF OF CLAIM, the proceedings in which the “named™ defendant and the
Undersig‘ned‘were subjected to wi;hin the above referenced alleged Criminal Case/Cause, were
not in equity/chancery; and, the cc;n.fl’ict was not with any “un/non-constitutional” source of
authority for the existence of the statute(s)/law(s) alleged/charged as violated within and upon
the face of the warrant of arrest, charging document/instrument (I’ndi;tment),, and affidavits in

support thereof.

PROOF OF CLAIM, courts and the legal system today; and specifically the alleged court
of record within the above referenced alleged Crim'inair} Case/Cause, can and do recognize and
proceed upon common-.law crimes/offense. and therefore acts, which are made crimes/offenses,

are not made so by statute, or rather “Code.”

PROOF OF CLAIM, that all crimes are not commercial. [See: Constitution of/for the
United States of America (1789, as amended 1791) Axt. 1, §8. cl.3and 18; accord specifically
THE ACT OF MARCI«I 9TH. 1933 Proclamation 2038, 2039, 2040 AND Titles 4, 7, 11, 12, 15.
16. 18,28, 31 and 42 USC; C.F.R., THE FEDERAL REGISTRY. USC: Title 27 CFR §72.11:
and United States v. Volungus, 595 F.3d 1. 4"» (11‘“'; Cir. 2010): United States v. Pierson. 139 F.3d
501, 503 (5™ Cir.), cert. denied, 525 US 896, 142 L Ed 2d 181, 119 § Ct 220, 1998 U.S. LEXIS
5985 (1998).] | |

PROOF‘ OF CLAIM, the lack/want of subject-matter jurisdiction cannot stop a court; and
specifically thfa allgged court of record within the abo_ve referenced alleged Criminal Case/Cause,
from proceeding; and, does not void ALL orders, _d-eéisionsg jl.;d.gments., and the like of said court
as it cannot be waived, may be asserted at anytime; even after trial for the first time, and is not

ffected by NOR negated by the act of entering a pleé; not even a guilty plea, as such would
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contess nothing: and, this lack/want of subject-matter jurisdiction, whether ensving from a fatally
defective warrant of arrest or charging document/instfumént; e.g., an Indictment a.é int the above
referenced alleged Criminal Case/Cause, for employing/using and citing “unconstitutional
statute(s)/taw(s); or. “un/non-constitutional” statute(s)/law(syCode(s) wﬁthnut nexus
(relationship): e.g., contract or otherwise, established and existing between the parties, does not
effectuate the same result: i.¢., the judgment is VOID and a complete nullity aﬁ initio,

unentorceable, and without binding force and effect, even before reversal.

PROOI OF CLAIM. whereas other State Supreme Courts have held these so-called
“Revised Codes.” or however termed/styled, not to be the law of their respective Statés, the
United States Code is any different from these other so-called “Revised Codes™; and i.;; the law
of the United States of America. [See: Inre Self v. Rhay, 61 Wash.2d 261, 264, 265, 377 P.2d
885 (1963); cf. Oakley v. Aspinwall, 3 N.Y. 547, 568; Village of Ridgefield Park v, vBérgen Co.
Bd. of Tax, 162 A.2d 132, 134, 135, 65 N.J.Super. 133 (1960), citing: State v. Burréw, 104 SW

526,527, 119 Tean. 376 (1907)]

PROOF OF CLAIM. all jurisdiction with; and of, the United States/UNITED STATES is
not by “coniract”™; and, said contractual constraints are not binding upon ANY and ALL courts

within said juridical constructs and the jurisdiction exercised therein.

PROOF OF CLAIM. the “Executive Power™; i.e., the administrative branch of
Government; State and tederal/national, as creaﬁad, ordained, and established within the written

document/instrament for its existence, is not limited and guided by the “law of the land.”

PROOF OF CLAIM. the “law of the land™ and “due process of law” do rot have the
same meaning: and, the law intended by the Constitution; State and federal/national, is not the
common-law. [See: State v. Doherty, 60 Maine 504, 509 (1872), which States: “The expressions
“due process of law’ :}md “Jaw of the land” have the same meaning. .. The *law’ intended by the
constitution is the common lav;' that was handed down to us from our forefathers, as it ‘éx.isbted

and was understood and administered when that instrument was framed and adopted.”]

PROOF OF CLAIM. the “due process of law” clause as expressly written within the

Constitution for the United States of America, does not make and establish the common-law the

aw of the land.” [See: U.S. Const. 4" Amendment; Walter Anderson, A Treatise on the Law of
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Sheriffs. Coroners, and Constables, vol. 1, § 166, p. 160 (1941), which States: “Heed should ever
be paid to the voice of common law as it has echoed down through the ages, loudly proclaiming
in the mterests of the rights ot the citizen. that it must not be forgotien that there can be no arrests

without due process of law...”]

PROOF OF CLLAIM. the commaon-law is not the foundation of “due process of law.”
{See: 6 R.C.L.. § 434, which States: ©..it is clear that the common Jaw is the foundation of which

is designated as due process of faw.”]

PROOF OF C LAIM. “due process of law™ and “the law of the Jland™ does not declare
that, @ Private Citizen, cannot beb deprived of his liberty or property unless by the judgment of
his peers or fime Iz;w of the land. [Seef Constitrﬁiioﬁ"aﬁfovr thé United States vof America (1789, as
amended 1791) article in amendment V; Thomas Cooley, 'Constimti‘onai Lirﬁitations. 364 and

notes).

PROOY OF CLAIM, “due process of blaw” and what constitutes same 1s determined by
the “Legislative Power” of Government; State and/or federal/nationa!, and specifically that as
excreised by the General Assembly of the present exiéﬁng Government of the United States
within and/or through its Stauites;; and, is not a restréiﬁt upoh the fegislative as well as the
executive and judicial powers of Government. |{See: Murray’s Lessee v. Hoboken Imp. Co.. 18
How (U.8.) 272, 276 (1855), which States: “It is manifest it was not left to the legislative power
to enact any process whicilzmight be devised. The [due process] article is a restraint on the
1egislati§c as well as the executive and judicial powers of Govemnem,..ané cannot be so
construed as to leave congress free to.make any process ‘due process,” by its mere will.”; State

ex rel. v. Billings, 55 Minn. 466, 474 (1893)]

PROOF OF CLAIM, whereas the Congress of the federal Government is not free to make
any process it deems fit as constituting “due process of law,” the General Assembly of the

United States is free to make any process it deems fit as constituting due process of law.

PROOF OF CLAIM, what constitutes “due, process of law” is not to be ascertained by an
examination of the settled usages and modes of proceeding in the common and statute laws of
- England before the immigration of The People to this land and adoption ol any Constitution.

- \/Seg:: Twining v. New Jersey, 211 1.8, 78, 100 (1908)].
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Vot s, §restized e onus s not on mivself, s not my responsibility o prove vou have

oo jurisdiction, 1178 vour responstbility fo prove you have jurisdiction, In times past these so-

mistenal clerk’s otherwise known as judges for the administrative courts, have

sidustopped, fenored. ave avoided responding direetly to challenges. You don't get to do that,

o 0 pstance you do nol. you will prove your standing. you will prove your capacity. you
will prove your jurisdiction. you wiil prove your authority. vou will prove that you represent the

SOVer

FRiow s estate shall never consent to involuntary servitude, and ves all of your actions
oractions of involuntary servitude, unless you can show that there is a contract, a subscription to
Beense. tiat wasn't entered Ino knowingly, willingly, intentionally, deliberately, with full

hrowledge and pwarencess at the ume of its engagement,

{
-~ &

You vt prove that this party has not attained the age of majority.
You wili prove that this party does not have the right to be at liberty,
You will prove thul your so-called defendant is a natural fiving person.

You witl prove that the captioned name in your complamt. represented by all capital

foiiors iy gooetural Hving person. and not a legal person (fiction) and/or fegai name.

e vou wil] prove. §s that vouar presemption of Law 13 hereby challenged.

vl

Hiore oo founcational principle and presumption of Taw. There is a foundational principle in

an uiwehutted affidavit that there is no foundational principle for an unrebutted assumption.
presumption, Just because you raise a point does not mean that another party is obligated to

counter vour puint; if you raise a point. it must be supported by tacts and conclusions of law in

msiance or i1s construed in law as an invalid point. There must be validity to your

the
clabnis, and yet you produce documents that are neither certified, backed by full faith and credit,

which are facsimiles, copies, not evidence, And then you allow your so-called vilicers of your

el

Hed courts o testifv, W introduce evidence, and this is contrary 1o the very same decisions
Bumded down by vour very same courts, For instance. an attorney cannot westify, nor can an
sttornen intradiee evidence into a case: vou cannot do it on his hehalf, andéor on the béhalf of

ancder Fither e ie o aitorney. or he is a witness; but he cannot be both. I ke offers testimony.,

the net testimony can be impeached; if he introduces evidence, that so-cailed evidence must be
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supported by facts and conclusions of law, not any so-called rules of evidence. The courts don't
get to create rule. they are servants and cannot create a rule that governs the people. There i no
delegation of authority and if there is. please provide such with specificity. these rules that are
completely spelled out within the framework of the Constitution and the Northwest ordinance of
1879. So { bring forth this. my running objection to anvone claiming that 'théy have introduced
any evidence, especially if they're claiming (o introduce things such as fingerprints, photos,
documentation. and or testimony of any kind. The information 'p-mduced must be supporied by an
affidavit. sworn testimony under penalty. by an individual having firsthand knowledge of facts.

not firsthand knowledge of presumptions.

The only ths:r;g that a party can do is to make objection to the following:

| Your jurisdiction comes from the entering of a plea, the subscription and/or license is the
contract! 1, nor my property. shall and will. ever consent to such a subscription, w such a
license. t such a contract quasi, or otherwise, under any circumstances whereby the benefit does
not equate 1 a requirement. You see. your contracts/your agreements require servitude, which is
in violation of my right to not be subject to such. Your contract of involuntary servitude is
interfering witﬁ my contract of involuntary scrvitude to my God. Your practices interfere with
my right {0 practice my religion as I choose and as directed by my God. You cannot impair my
contract with my God; you cannot iﬁtcrfere and ot attempt to negate the obligations of my
voluntary contract vwith my God. This is how I know that there is no possible \%iay you could
have a contract with myself, whereby I would have volunteered to be ir‘z‘servitude, hecause T am

prohibited by my God from serving another or another God,

So a show of cause hearing is demanded and the following attached proofs of caims
must be rebutted by way of governiment point by point and supported with facts. conclusions of
law. specificity, without conjecture, without Statements unsupported by facts or conclusions of
lfaw. Please keep: in mind only Congress in the Unj.ted States has the authority to make law, so the
courts and their so-called case law is inadmissible in every court, because case law has never
been the law. and a ruling by a judge is not 2 ruling by a common-law jury, for the Constitution
only récognizes thé dgcisions of'a comﬁmwlaw jury as being on rebuttable. so once again I place

my running objection to the aforementioned arguments, standing capacity, and lawful

plication. Your courts are debt collectors: the United States is deemed in law to be a debt
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fe

cotfector. These procecdings take place under an act which identifies the procedures for

lecting a debr (28 USC 3002

Sind e PERSON the right 1o offset the damage that has been

seid ludement that has not peen corrected. despite the fact that this Court and the

of due process. the

choice of maedicud treatment. the denial of the right to bail. the denial of the right to

aveess oo b ot e s o eeees the mails, the denial o e right e practicn
ETRE B Cobthe pighit i be a i sirtab of the rrght fo contract.

3 N e PR N O A ey ) ) T ot im M wt . e p . - s gen )
el ef the speshs ihe demal of tie riebt to not be subjected to cruel and unusual

Tanent. e dental of the right o not be subjected to the invasive examination of one’s

canacit . the denial of the rivhi to challenge the jurisdiction of vour courts and every other

assaciated with this matter presented to this body by this person.

You and this Court and the other officers of this court have taken an oath and you are

undor aath while sitting m the capacity of vour office. Anything you say can and will be used

v windor that eag = and 1 is under that catl that T will bring forth my claim

my claim by introducing this into vour courts and proceeding

Town s arbitration. Youw will have ten (107 calendar day s from

the sl s conmmunication W respond. ten (100 calendar days whereby you must :
el eact and cvers one ol the aceampanying governing “prool ol claims™ andvor provide facts

conclisions of i supporting vour position. Your failure to do so will be construed as a
ciolation st vour sath ot officer acting in bad faith and such wouid be construed as bad behavior

during the commission of vour duty of care of office,

e said in Western Lawrence County Road Improvement District v. Friedman-

P ArL. 3620238 SUWLUAT80382: At section 337 of Page on Contracts (2d
B s said One who has entered into o contract which (he or she) might avoid because of
norsonal incapacity, such as an infant, an insane person, a drunkard, and the like, has the election

to affirey such contract. or to disaflirm it, and when {he or she) has exercised (his or her)

clection, with lul] knowledge of the facts, such election is final...An infant's contracts relating to
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personal rights or personality may be disaffirmed by him while (he or she) is suill an infant.. i

“The general rule. ... is that the disaffirmance of a contract made by an infant nuilifies 1 and

renders it void ab initio, ... and an infant may disaffirm coptract during (his or her) minonity or
within a reasonable time after renching (his er hery majority. The sencral ruler s shar i

disaflirmance of a contract made by an intant nullifies it and renders 0 voird abn

iy, and hat ihe

rights of the parties are to be deterniined as though

he contract had not been made, the patties
being restored to the status quo * * . 1n 27 Am. Jur, Infants, § 11, p, 7535 .43 (l*\ infants
§ 76 ¢, at page 183: In 43 C.J.S. Infants § 75 b, at p. 171: 43 C.LS. Infants § 758, p. 176, |
Exccutors and Administrators, § 189; In 43 C.J.5. Infants § 75, p. 176, 43 C.J.5., Infants, §

78, pp. 190, 192....

i further attest, affirm, DECLARE, as wel»i as certify that i have firsthand actual ‘
knowledge of all of the events desm'ivbed‘hefein.}’i’hat the legal document, certificate of title,
security instrument noted above carries i,nformation of my name as well as other credentials that
of no other person, i am the owner, 'f‘hat i have resigned as registered agent for the agency
assoctated with this instrument. and did so by sending proper notification to Responsive parties.
That t hereby withdraw any and all permissions extended to any and every party at any and every
time {o over;se’e my properties with reference to this instrumeny, my securities, and/or my interest,

i am the true holder in due course, and disaffirm any and all contracts to the contrary.

i have attained the age of majority. i am compeﬁuﬁ, and capable of handling my own
affairs and require/request that this be reflected in all records associated thereto/hereio
immediately! i hereby of my own accord and in compliance with the *\gn, of Majority Act and
the associated local act[s] assume, commandeer. seize control of anjy" and all accounts, asseis,
affairs associated with the minor account{s] and any am:i éﬂ primary accouht{s], hercetotore.

forthwith, retroactively, and perpetually.,

The record shall reflect the attaining of the age of majbrity!’adulthi}(}d, binding upon all
i urisdictions.‘that i am a Native American, born in North America.dﬁ .thc date indicated on the
certificate of live birth, and this is my will, and i place this inforﬁm;[io.n asia Memorial of my will,
and do so attesting under the organic Articles of Confederation and the original intent of the

organic Constitution for the United States of America, that the aforementioned information is
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SANDEDOHPRERY ATTESE DECLARY AS WELT AS aFFIRM THAT | HAVE

NOTICE OF FERTOPPELAND STIPULATION OF CONSTI TUTIONAL CHALLENGE.

his affidavit is completed with niy hand signe which shall serve as a self-authenticating

notary 1.c. evidence,

SHOW OF CAUSE PROOF OF CLAIM DEMAND

SERVED BY: UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE by the
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RELATIONSHIP THERETQ: NATURE AND CAUSE OF ARREST, CRIMINAL PROCEEDINGS
PROCESSES, LAWFULNESS THEREOF. AND PROCEDURAL LEGALITY THEREIN, VALIDITY AND
ENFORCEABILITY OF JUDGMENT(S), ORDER(S), WARRANT(S), UNLAWFUL IMPRISONMENT,
AND THE LAWFULNESS THEREOF, POSSIBLE CONTRACT VIOLATION, FRAUD; ASSUMPTION
OF DEBT, AND OTHER RELATED MATTERS AS ALL SUCH RELATE TO AND BEAR UPON
CRIMINAL CASE/CAUSE: USDC # CF-1995-741 IN CLEVELAND COUNTY OKLAHOMA DISTRICT
COURT; CF-1996-624 IN CLEVELAND COUNTY OKULAHOMA DISTRICT COURT: EACH/ALIL
ASSOCIATED CASES BEING VOID AB INITIO.

“Statement of Purpose. The general cowt finds that the authority of the department of safety Lo, Departinent of
ransportation/motor vehicles, THE UNITEID STATES, the DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA, THE EXECUTIVE
BRANCH, the GUNITED STATES LEGISLATURE, the UNITED STATES COURTS are linvited to only the
commercial users of the public ways and that the corporate State employees have, h\ their stience, failed Lo fuliy
inform the sovereigh people of the L,’nitcd States of America thal an automobile, a Trust Legal Person has been
venfirmed by UCC 9-102, 9-109_ 1o he "private property™ delineid as "honsehold goods" and "consumer goods"
not for commercial use or for profit or gain, Further. the courts have found that vorporate public sernvans whe
ignore their accountabiiio ax mandated in Bill of Rights. have by their silence and t.ulum o tully infoi Hi
savercign people of the conscquences arising from the corporate "offer to contract.” is deemcd silont deception and
inducement by fraud.™

{ear Messer Attorney General:
[, INTRODUCTION

1.} ¥ have recently, through exhaustive study and research, come across certain information and appuarent facis
relating "to and bearing upon maters within @ and  arising  from.  the shove  referenced
CIVIL/COMMERCIAL/Criminal Case/Cause ?;wg,innih;., with the arrest of My Selfl fwreinafter
“Undersigned, and the subsequent prosecution and criminad procedures resulting in e convictiun and su Osesjuent
imprisonment of the Uindersigned for what appears to be alleged violation(s) of alleged stuaute(s)fan (- | d
within the United States Code,(Stamws), and specificalty THE ACT OF MARCH 9TH. 1933 P‘”(‘C?d”ll-xl ion 2038,
2039, 2040 AND Tides 4.7, 110 12,15, 16, 18, 28, 31 and 42 USC, CFR., THE FEDERAL RUGISTRY ¢ IS

thereof, which may. or may not be constitutional in accordance with and pursuant to the Constitution forof the
United States of America: unless otherwise specifically noted. therefore creating the presumption thai constitutional
impermissible acts and misapplication of statute/law have occuwrred withing and thioughout, the alove reforenced
CIVIL/COMMERCIAL/Criminal Case/Cause ab initio in which your court, oftice, and the United States

participared within: and. therein proceeded against the Undersigned to achieve the conviction and imprisonnent,

i.2 In the Undersigned’s review of the above referenced CIVIL/COMMERCIAL/Criminal Case/Cause
in light of information, and apparent facts relating to and bearing upon same, which have surfaced as a result of
Stated studies and research as to matters referenced abovc, such have left the Undersigned confused; to say the least,
and uncertain as to the validity and lawfulness of said proceedings within said Criminal Case/Cause. the nature of
such, and the Undersigned’s past and present State of i Bnprisonment, nunc pro tunc to beginning of court actions,

L3 Please know. and understand, that it is NOT the Undersigned’s intent, desire. NOR design o hinder the
operation/function of your office, court, NOR the United States of America, NOR to cause embarrassment. disgrace.
NOR to detract from the Honor and Dignity of same, NOR same invested within the Respondents. Be it known by
Respondents, that the Undersigned herein; and hereby, agrees, consents, and covenants with the Respondents to
perform the balance of the obligation on the term of imprisonment as imposed by the court within the above
referenced Criminal Case/Cause. and to pay/perform ALL other: and additional, obligations: of whatever nature,
pcﬁaining thereto, therein, and arising therefrom, as well as 10 cease and desist in pursu[m the matters contained
herein, in this manaer, conditioned upon Respondents tendering the requested Proofs of Clain.

1.4 The Undcmgned seeks Proofs of Claim in the nature of discovery and validation of debt in exiausting the
Undersigned's Private Admiaistrative Process for remedy (in the nature of an article in amendment | Petition for
Redress of Grievance, and articie in amendment X reservation for resolution and equitabie settlement under
necessity) from Respondents, within their respective offices, and requests the tender of these Proofs of Claim with
respect to; inter alia, the warrant of arrest, charging document/insirument (Information). and the aflidavits in support
thereof which the United Attorney’s Office for the STATE OF OKLAHOMA, by and through Uinited Spates

Attorney, within the court denoted within the above referenced CFf VIL/COMMERCIAL/Criminal
Case/Cause relied upon in its prosecution of the Undersigned, and thereby: and therein, established ihat the arrest
and ALL proceedings and processes ensuing therefrom ARE lawful, proper. valid, constitutional, and thereby: and
therein, procedurally legal so that the Undersigned may determine that the courl, and ALL  partics
participating/involved  within. the above referenced Criminal Case/Cause; did/not commit  constitutional
impermissible acts and misapplication of statutesflaws in this matter, and did estabiish upon the face of the court's
record its jurisdiction in said CIVILACOMMERCIAL/Criminal Case/Cause in accordance with and
pursuant to due process of law or the law of the land; and the Undersigned was accorded proper and valid process
and service therein, and the court’s jurisdiction therein as to both in personarm [urisdiction and subject-magter
furisdiction: wherein the court acquires/obtains its authority to act and thereby emter/render valid and enlorceabls
judgments, orders, and the like in any matter before it, claimed therein by the court within the ahove referenced

Quasi-CIVIL/Quasi-COMMERCIAL fCIV!UCOMMERCIAL/memaI Case/Cause was com ph,u and
ot fatally flawed.
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1.5 Further. in-as-ruch, as the Undersigned is confused by the copyright symbol contained within what appears o
be ALL b codes. references. reporters, and the like dealing wath “Jaw”, and such a symbol’s use and
employ c notice that the contents theretn are the privale property of the copyright owner, and the
Undersi , itti ar the Undersigned has neither grant, franchise. Heense, NOR letters<patent 1o use
said con O practice s : please be advised that ALL cites thereto, and excerpts therefrom, are used and
mereiy for educational purposes: to show from where the Undersighed’s present understanding and
confusion irheres Irom: & due to the depth of the matters with which this document attempts to cover, the
Undersigaed hus provided the excerpts there from to facilitate and ease the time burdens of the Respondents which
the Undersipacd understands is precious and Hmited.

1.6 A the Undersiened wants, wishes and desires to resolve this matler as soon as possible, it is of “necessity” that

- the Undersigned can only to do 5o conditioned upon Respondents providm" the requested; and required, Proofs of

Claim which are set-forth herein below, to wit;

I PROOFS OF CLAIM * 700 s

1. PROOFS OF CLAIM, whereas the concept behind a law implies a command; in order for, @ Private Citizen,
to be bound to ohey and follow some law/command, there must not, of necessity bt an avthority created and
essahix : wiﬁir' a spe C Source far said an:‘mmman(i 10 exist; and, must core not on}y from the source which

Pranster Co. 76 L ‘> ‘?I& 533; 72 L. Ec] 6‘3 38 % (‘I -;04 [19"8) whxch S:‘ﬁes “Law in ihe sense in W?nch
the eouris speak ul it today, does not exist without some definite authority behind it.”]

2. PROOF OF CLAIM, in order for the law of a specific source to have any binding force or effect over and upon, &
Private Citizen, o Private Citizen, a rc]anonshlp, which acts. to subject, in some manner or degree, said, &

Frivare Citizen, w said source. is not necessary and does ot need to exist between said parties in ‘order to create
and establish the authority within said source to issue and enact law '

- PROOF OF CLAIM, it is not relationship: between a source of law and, @ Private Citizen, bound thereby,
whu,h creates and establishes the authority of a source to issue and enact law of a bmdmg force or effect over and
upon satd man, and this authority to so act is not soiel\e dependent upon relationship for its existence and bmdmg
foree or effect over and upon said man,

4. PROOE OF CLAIM, in the absence/want of reiatwnsmp bcmeen, a Private Citizen, and a spﬂcrf ¢ source of
Ju[]‘on“ for lcm there does exist the authority withip said source to issue @nd enact law of binding force or effect

LAIM, o child being a product of a parent and entirely dependent thereon, which creates and
tionship hetween same, and in wim generates and establishes the authority within said parent to act
n said-child as a source of autharity, this same authority does and would extend over and upon a child
1 said parent's own duc 1o lack/want ofauthort(} created and established by relationship existing between

O PROOT OF (LA, the Jaw of Jefivvah the Living God (YHWH/IHVH) does not stand; and has not always
[ we w human, a Private Citizen, law, [See: Borden v. State, 11 Ark. 519, 526
CIBRT] wineh Staies: “Man's faws wre sirengti-less befure Jehovah the Living God's Law, consequently a frurnas,
a Private Citizen, faw, directly contrary to the law of Jehovah the Living God, would be an absolute nullity.”]

stood. o pr

£ PROGE OF CLATM, the Law making authority of Jehovah the Living God (YHWHAJHVH), does not rest solidly
and soundly upon the foundation of the relationship evistino between Him and, a Private Citizen, as man's
Creator and Provider, [Sec: | Blackstone Commentaries, § 38, p. 39, wherein Sir William Blackstone States; "Man
considered- as a creature, must necessarily be subject 1o the laws of his Creator, for he is entirely a dcpmdcnt
being... Consequently. as, @ Private Citizen, depends absolutely upan his Maker for cvarwhmb, it is nccessary
that he should conform in ol points fo his Maker's witl. "]

R PROOIF OF CLAIM, therc is not a higher loyalty man; and specifically the Undersigned owes in this world than
fovalty to his uouufl\ whnch is to say, loyalty to Jehovah the Living God (YHWH;’JHVH) [See: United States v,
Seeger, 380 LS. 163, 172, 13 L. Ed. 2d 733, 85 S Ct 850 (1965), which Slatcs “There is a higher lTovalty than
kavah‘,« 10 this muatw lc)ya]rv 0 Jehovah the Living God.”]

9. PROOY OF CLAIM, in-accordance with the principle of "authnnty and law™; set-forth hergin above, the fact does
not emerge that true Lawtol authority-is derived from a relationship existent and- eszabi;sned between the pames and
not power. foree, or weilth. :

10. PROOF OF CLAIM, a State of despatism and/or tyranny does not exist in which authoritative law is sacrificed
and abolished when law exists because; and through, force anci power.

P, PROOY (}i C l %I’% dm fundamental ctmcepx of Amencxm Government: i.e,, a Government, which is both de
i Pty and > {Present'Established), is not that ALL pofitical ponu wmch exist, resides in The People.
SHEG T i.! 1 Liniied States of America (1789, as amended 1791); Preamble; Ar 1L § 2. ¢l 1) Art 1, §
iz o 2it other State constitutions |
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12, PROOF OF CLAIM, The sovereign political power of The People {The People- Common Communily 1wt
individual) did not create a “Constitutional Entity” within their written (expressed) Constitution {contract): iv..

originally, in which they created, established, and ordained the general assembly to which they delegated
“specific” portion of their political power thereto, and thereby; and therein, constituting Lhe geberal assembly as the
sole legislative power (authority) for the Government. [Sec: Constitution offfor the United States of America (1789
as amended 1791) Preamible: Art. 1, § 1] [...In pari materia to ali other State constitutions. |

. PROOF OF CLAIM, the Declarations ol the sovercign will of The People. as expressed within their written
(on%tztuiuon originally creating a Government for the several united States of America in the exercise of their
political power does not reveal the relationship between The !’f‘oplb and those in Government service to be that the
latter are the substitutes, agents, or servants of the former ensuing from 3 contractual relationship created. ordained,
and instituted through; and by, the instrument (Constitution) for the Government’s creation and existence.

14, PROUI OF CLAIM, & codification - i.e., the process of collecting and aranging the laws of a country or State
into a Code (a compilation of existing laws, systematic arrangement into chapters, subhcads, table of contents, and
index, and a revision to harmonize conflicts, supply omissions, and generally clarify and make complete a body of
laws to regulate completely subjects to which they refate. [See: Gibson v. State. 214 Ala, 38, 106 So. 231 2354
ie. mto a complete system of positive law, scientifically ordered, and promulgated ( Lo, to publish; to announce
officially: to make public as important or oblizgatory {See: Price v. Supreme Home of the r\ncsem Order of Pilgrims,
285 8.W. 310, 312 (Tex.Com.App.)1} by legislative authority of the statites Taws o' a State and/or the United States
of America; and specifically the United States Code and specifically THE ACT OF MARCH STH. 1932
Proclamation 2038, 2039, 2040 AND Tides 4, 7, 11, 12. 15. 16, 18. 28, 31 and 42 USC; C.F R, THE FEDERAL
REGISTRY, thereof as employed and used within the above referenced alleged Criminal Casce/Cause. 15 not a
redrafling and simplification of the entire body of a statute which effects a revision, and a compiete reStatement of
the law which is then substituted - L.e. pat in place of the former: exchanged, serving in tieu of und displaces and
repﬁals the former taw as it stood relating to the subjects within its purview. [Sce: MucLean v. Brodigan. 41 Nev,
468, 172 P, 375 Elite Laundry Co. v, Dunn, 126 W.Va, 858, 30 $.1.2d 454, 458]: and, is not drastically different in
natute and scope that a mere compilation, {Fidelity & Columbia Trust Co. v. Meek, 171 S.W.2d 41, 45-44 (Ky.
1943), which States: “A compilation is merely an arrangément and classification of the Jegisiation of a State in the
exact form in which it was enacted, with no change in langvage. It does not require a legislative action in order o
have the effect it is intenided 1o have. A revision, on the other hand, contemplates a redrafting and simplification ot
the entire body of a statute. A revision is a complete reStatement of the law. It requires enactiment by the fegislature
in order to be effective...”)

5. PROOF OF CLAIM, a “bill” passed by the general assembly/General Assembly of the United States of
America; hereinafter “General Assembly™: in order to be in accord with and pursuant to constitutional provisions,
must not be presented to the President for signature; or if returned by him with objections. must not be passed by a
two-thirds vote of both Houses, in order for the “bill”" to become iaw; or, if the President fails to return satd "bill”
within ten (10} days it thereby becomes law, [See: Constitutton of/for the United States of America, Art. 1, § 7. ¢b.
1, 2.37{...in pain materia to all other State constitutions. ]

(6. PROOF OF CLAIM, these codifications/codes; and specifically The United States Code and specificatly THE
ACT OF MARCH 9TH, 1933 Proclamation 2038, 2039, 2040 AND Titles 4, 7, 11,12, 15, 16, 18.28. 31 and 42
USC; CF.R, THE FEDERAL REGISTRY, thereof employed and used upon the warrant of arrest and charging
document/instrument {Indictment) and affidavits in support thereof in the above referenced alleged Criminal
Case/Cause, are not the products of some departiment, bureau, commission, committee, council, or some sub-
whatever thereof, which represents in nature an entity created and established by the General Assembly: and.
theretore is not a “un/non-constitutional legislative entity™ created by statute and therefore is bound by constitwtiona!
provisions and prohibitions; and is not operating, functioning, and laboring outside. and foreign 1o, the Constitution:
and, any semblance/appearance of constitutional restrain is not by virtue of statutory constraint: and, i pot
legislating and promulgating foreign law which is then passed ofl as that of the sale provided fegislative power
created, established. and ordained by express constitutional provisious provided by the soversipn political wilt of
The People.

17. PROOF OF CLAIM, whereas the General -Assembly’s approval of a corporation’s by-laws does not make nor
constitute said byulawq those of the General Assembly, i3 approval of the laws of a “un/non-constitutional
legislative entity” (corporation/guasi corporation) is different from approving a corporaticn s by-laws and theretore
does make and:constitute these laws as those of the. General Assembly.

18, PROOF OF CL Al‘Vl the enactment, by the Gentrai Assembiy, of these * ‘complete reStatements of the law.™ and
specifically the United States Code and specifically THE ACT OF MARCH 9TH, 1933 Proclamation 2038, 2039,
2040 AND Titles 4, 7, 11, 12, 13,16, 18, 28, 31 and 42 USC; C.F.R, THE FEDERAL REGISTRY, thereof
employed. used, and uu.d within ihc abm; referenced alleged Criminal Laqe/t,aus.f. written, drafted, txdramu.
revised, promulgated, and the like by a “un/non-constitutional legistative entity” is not an act of adoption ~ Le. 1o
accept. appropriate; to make that ones own (property or act) which was not so originally - of said law; and, is in
accordance with - Le., complete accord with the spirit: substance; essence; object and law - and pursuant to - i.e., in
compliance with the “Im‘ms" of law (Jegal) - the expressed sovereign pohtrca! will of The People whom in the

exercise thereof, created, established. and ordained the Government for the United States of America by their act
¢videnced by the Constitution. :

19. PROOF OF CLAIM thf:se codiﬁcaiwnsfcodas and $peclﬁca11y The Umted stazus Code and specifically. THE

ACT OF MARCH 9TH, ]933 Pmciamatmn 2038, 2039 2040 AND Titles 4, 7, 11, 12, 15, 16, 18, 28, 31 and 42

JSC; C.F.R.. THE. ?EDERAL REGISTRY, thereof as employed/used and.. cited mthm the above referenced
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aileped Criminal Case/Cause. are not enacted (approved) imo law by the General Assembly by 4 “single statute
bill”: and, whereas the 1789. as amended 1791 Constitution expressly provides for every “bill” to be read at length
on three (3} different days in each House before a final vote is taken on the ‘bill” and the Constitution of the
Government of The United States of America, where or was revised to strike the reading at length requirement to
read that every “bili” is 1o be considered - Le., to fix the mind on, with a view to careful examination [See: East, «
Private Citizen, Kodak Co. v. Richards. 204 N.Y.S. 246, 248, 123 Miscel. 83]; to deliberate about and ponder
over |Seer People v. Tru-$port Pub,. Co., 291 N.Y.S. 449, 457, 160 Miscel, 628] - on three different days in each
House, 2 reading of the “single statate bill” employed/used to enact these codifications/codes into law; and
specifically the United States Code and specitically THE ACT OF MARCH 9TH, 1933 Proclamation 2038, 2039,
2040 AND Titdes 4, 7, 11, 12, 15, 16, 18,28, 31 and 42 USC; C.F.R.,, THE FEDERAL REGISTRY, fthereaf,
would aot be a mandatory requireiment: not just a mere option, in order to actually, and substantially accomplish the
mherent meaning ol the termiword “considered.” and thereby meet and comply with this official duty and obligation
imposed upon the members of the General Assembly as expressly provided for within this revised pravision of their
unplownuw contract. [See: Constitution offfor the United States of America (1789, as amended 1791) Art. [, § 7,
. 1. 2. 3; Harvey Walker., Law Making in-the United States, N.Y., 1934, p. 272, which States: “The vsual practice
is to introduce the revision [of statutes] as a single bill. Obviously, however, the members of the legislature cannot
Live such a comprehensive measure adequate consideration. [t is almost as difficult for a committee to do so.” ] [...
pari materia to all other State comstitutions, »

20. PROOF OF CLAIM, the Constitution of the UNITED STATES OF AMERICA was not revised at Article |, § 7.
L L Form of bilis - revised to allow the nse of a “bill” embracing more than one subject and title to be enrolled as a
singde stanate “bill” and at Atticle 1, § 7. ¢l 2, Consideration of bilis - revised 1o remove the requirement that “Every
hill shatt be read at fength on three different days in each House:” in part because of the shear enormity, difficulty,
' f »mphuw wi t* such prior provisions i enacting (approving/adopting) thm. codifications/
¢s Code and specitically THE ACT OF MARCH 9TH, 1933 Proclamation
v pio12, 15,16, 18, 28, 31 and 42 USC: CF.R, THE F‘{%;[_')IEZRAL REGISTRY.
tite:mqﬁ into law aitd. this practice does not constitute and equate to mere “convenience™; ami, these prior
constitutional provisions do not tacitly; if not expressly, Declare and Affirm that neither this present day practice,
mode. NOR basic concept employved/used by the (General Assembly in enacting these codificationsicodes into law;
and specificatly the United St.atc L,ode and /or specifically THE ACT OF MARCH 9TH, 1933 Proclamation 2038,
2039, 2040 AND Titles &, 7 2,15, 16. 18, 28, 31 and 42 USC; C.F.R., THE FEDERAL REGISTRY, thereof,
s in accordunce with and pu:;ﬁuam W proven, acceptable, traditional, and customary usages, NOR constitutional
methods of law making. [Sce: Harvey Walker. supra, ibid, at 19. which States: “Many revised statute bills are voted
threugh oniy for the members to find jater numerous ‘jokers™ and unwise provisions which must then be repealed or
amended - and the process of change goes on.”}

21 PROOFE OF CLAIM, these “revision committees” or “code commissions” or by whatever name known,
operating. and functioning as “un/non-constitutional legislative entities,” which may be composed of some
legislative members - as well as siorneys, judges. and non-Governmental types are 1ot exercising legistative power
in drafting, redrafting, revising, amending, promulgating, and the like the law they produced: and, where there is a
lack/want of nexus creating/establishing a relationship therewith; and thereto, such laws do have a binding force or
effect over and upon a private man: e.g., the Undersigned-as such relates to-and bears upon the above referenced
alleged Criminal Case/Cause. [See: State v. Mauer, 164 S.W.-551, 552, 255 Mo, 152 {1914), which States: *
revisers have ne legislative authority, and are therefore powerless 0. lessen or expﬂnd the letter or meaning ot” the
jaw.”| .

22, PROQOF OF CLAIM, a title, and enacting clause, and a body are not essentials-to the form and style of alt valid
Jaw. whether by express constitutionat provisions; or, by fundamental coneepts, requisites, solemnities, and proven
usages from radition and custom as practiced by Lawful societies in ALL centuries. [See: Harvey Walker, supra,
ibid, at 19, p. 316, which States: “The three essential parts of every bill or law is: (1) the title, (2) the epacting
clavse, and (35 the hody ™)

23, PROOF OF CLAIM, the enacting clause: and necessity for it, is noi to give it jurisdictional identity and
constitutional authenticity - ensuing from the sole legislative power as constitutionally created and. provided for
through express constitutional provistons reflecting the sovereign political will of The People - whether prescribed
therein or pot: and, is not to establish the act; and, is not to give it permanence, uniformity and certainty; and, is not
o provide evidence of its legisiative nature; and, 15 not to prevent in adventure, possible mistake, and fraud, [Sec:
Joiner v, State, 155 5.H.2d 8, 10,223 Ga. 367 (1967). NOTE: This case/cause arose in Georgia, & State: whose
Constitution contains no express provisions for the use and employment of ‘an enacting clause just as the United
States Constitution does not comtain such an express provision; Ferrill v. Keel, 151 §. W 269272, 105 Ark. 380
(1912); State v. Reiily, 95 Atl. 1005, 1006, 88 N.J.Law 104 (1915); Harvey Walker, supra, ibid at 19, p. 346, which
States: “The enacting clause is a short formal Statement, appeating after the title, indicating that all which follows is
to become law, and giving the authority by which the faw is made. Ihen is no excuse for not using it.”; Tlﬂe [ USC
§ l(}l] {...and pari materia to afl other Qtate consutut:ons } .

24. PROOF OF CLAIM. an enacting clause is not mandatory for a'Taw fo have authm'ltv behmd it,

25, PROOF OF CLAIM. whereas the employment and usage of an enacting clause has an ancient and time honored
history of usage in law making. its emplovment and use upon the face of each and every law validly enacted by the
General Assembly of The United States of America and then made law 'in accordance with and pursuant to
enstitutional provisions, is not absolutely necessary and mandatory for a law 1o have any binding force or effect

rand upon, a Private Citizen, subject to the source of authority for the laws existence. [See: 73 Am.Jur.2d,
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Statutes, § 93, which States: “The almost unbroken eustom for centuries bas been to prefuce laws with a Staivment

in some form declaring the enacting authority. The purpose of an enecting clause of @ siniute is W idenify € as un
acl of iegisiation by expressing on its face the authority behind the Jaw,™ Sjoberg v. Scourity Savings & <8

73 Minn, 203, 212-213 (18981, which Srates; “Written laws, in all times and all ¢
absolule monarehs, decrees of King and Council, of the enactisents of reprosentative hodies, have abn
i e form, expressed upor their fage the authoriiy by which they were promuoizued or il
oken Customy for Centuries bas been to preface faws with a Staternent in some form decharing the enaen
authority. ™ State v Burtow, 104 SW. 526, 529, 119 Tean. 376 (1907), which States: » The propiiety of an cnucting
clagse i conformity (o this ancient usage was recognized by several States ol the Umion afier the Amerienn
Kevolulion, when they came to adopt constitutions for their Govermuments, and withoutl cxception. wo far as we can
ascerlain, express provision was made for the form to be used by the legislutive depariment of the State in enacting
faws.™; cf. Title  USC § 101: Commonwealth v, Ilinois Cent. R, Co.. 170 S,W, 171, 175, 160 Ky, 743 (1914),
State v. Kozer, 239 P. 803, 807 (Oregon 1925); Joiner V. State, 155 S.£.2d 8.9, 223 Ga. 367 (1967); Ciy of Cariyic
v. Nicolay 165 N.E. 211, 216-217 (}1. 1929): Cane v. Robbins. 131 P.2d 516. 318, 61 Nev. 416 (1942), which
States: “A declaration of the enacting authority in law is a usage and custom of great antiquity... and & compulsory
abservance of it is found in sound reason.™. Ruling Case Law. vol. 25, Statutes, § 22, p. 776, which States: “in
recognition of this custom [of using an enacting clausel, it has sometimes been declared that an enacting clause is
necessary to the vaiidity of a statute, though there is no provision in the fundamental law requiring suech a clause.”
Cushing’s Law and Practice of Legislative Assemblies (1819). § 2102, which States: (27 Where the enacting words
are not prescribed by a constitutional provision, the enacting authority must notwithstanding be Stated. and any
words which do this to a common understanding are doubtless sufficient, or the words may be preseribed by rule. In
this respect much must depend on usage.” 82 C.J.S,, Statutes, § 65, p. 104, which States: “Although there is no
constitutional provision requiring an enacting clause, such a clause has been held to be requisite to the validity of a
legislative enactment.”; Harry Bettenson, Documents of the Christian Church, 2nd ed., Oxford Univ. Press, 1963 p.
63 Select Documents of the English Constitutional History, edited by G. Adams and H. Stephens, MacMittian Co..
London, 1926, p. 68, 124; Thorpe, Federal and State Constitutions, Washington, 1909, vol. 1, p. 46; (George 11,
1792) 32 George 11L.c.60: Documents of American History, edited by Henry 8. Cummager, Appleton. N.Y.. {949,
p.153. op. cit., p. 40}

es whaothe

N

26. PROOF OF CLAIM. a motion by a member of either House of the General Assembly to strike out the enacting
clause of a “bill” is not the most common method adopted to kill a “bill” and prevent its becoming faw: and as such,
does not reveal the necessity, importance, and value of an enacting clause in relation to what is able to become faw,
is considered law, and is law. [See: Nevada v. Rogers, 10 Nev. 250, 255, 256 (1875): approved: Caine v. Robbins,
131 P.2d 516, 518, 61 Nev. 416 (1942)]

27. PROOF OF CLAIM, the enacting clause does not go to the substance - i.e.. essence; the material or essential
part of a thing, as distinguished from mere “form™; its spirit, worth, and value of a law; and therefore, does not have
substantial - i.e.. importance: considerable value; real as opposed to imaginary; salid; true; not merely nominal
validity creating, enacting, and promuigating law. [See: Morgan v.- Murray, 328 P.2d 644, 634 (Mont. 1938), which
States: “The enacting clause of a bill goes to the substance of that bill, it is not merely procedurai.™]

28. PROOF OF CLAIM resolutions; and specifically as this matter may pertain to the actual method employed/used
in “enacling” the Uniled States Code andfor specifically THE ACT OF MARCH 9TH, 1933 Proclamation 2038,
2059, 2040 AND Titles 4, 7, 11, 12, 15, 16, 18, 28. 31 and 42 USC; C.F.R.. THi FEDERAL REGISTRY. thereol
mto faw, do have any force or ctiect as faw; and, are not merely expressions of opinion; and alleration of the ruies:
or a vote of thanks or of censure as to 2 given maiter, the subject-matier of which would noi properly constitute a
statute, and which has only a temporary effect on such matters, whereas a lay. is intended to permanently direct and
control matters, [See: Scudder v. Smith 331 Pa, 163, 200 A. 601. 604: McDowell v. People, 68 N.E, 379, 204 i,
499: Conley v. Texas Division of United Daughters of the Confederacy, Tex.Civ.App. 164 S.W. 24, 26: [x parte
Hague. 104 NJEq. 31, 144 A. 546, 559; Chicago & N.P.R. Co. v. City Of Chicago, 51 N.E, 396, 598 (ill, 189%;
Village of Altamont v. Baltimore & 0.S.W. Ry. Co., 56 N.E..340, 341, 184 i1l 47: Van Hovenberg v. Holeman, 144
5.W.2d 718. 721, 261 Ark. 370 (1940); 73 Am.Jur.2d, Statutes, § 3, p.270, cases cited.]

29. PROOF OF CLAIM, the Judicial Branch of the national Governments, working from the Constitution for the
Uvited States of America; which contains no express provision for the use and employment of an enacting clause in
the form of its “bills/laws”; nevertheless, did not determine, hold, and forever establish the necessity for: and
mandatory employment and use of an enacting clause upon the face of each and every law in the mutter of “In re
Seat of Government,” wherein the Supreme Court for Washington Territory in considering an Act to mave the seat
of Government; which contained no enacting clause, and said territory having no Constitution of its own: and
therefore, generally governed by that for the United States of America held said Act invalid for want of an enactin a
clause. [See: [n re Seat of Government, 1 Wash. Ter. 115, 123 (1861}, which States; “Strip this act of its outside
appendages, leave it “sofitary and alone,” is it possible for any Private Citizen, a human being, (o eil by what
authority the seat-of Government of Washington Territory was to be removed from Olympia to Vancouver? The,
{-.-} fact that the constitutions of s0 many States, made and perfected by the wisdom their greatest legal i shis,
contain a Statement of an enacting clause, in which the power of the enacting authority is incorporated. is to our
minds a strong, and powerful argument of its necessity. It is fortified and strengthened by the further fact that
Congress, and other States, to say nothing of the English Parliament, have, by almost unbroken custom and usage,
prefaced ali their laws with some set form of words. in which is contained the enacting authovity. Guided by the
authority of' such eminent jurists as Blackstone, Kent, and Cushing. and the precedents of national and St
legislation, the Court arrives with satisfaction and consciousness of right in declaring, that where un act iike the ony
now under consideration, is wanting in the essential formalities and solemnities which have been mentioned. it is
_inoperative and void, and of no binding force or effect.”]
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R {)éf (_}r CLATM, wherags: and specifically as this retates to and bear upon the United States Code and/or
OF MARCH 9TH, 1933 Proclamation 2038, 2039, 2040 AND Titles 4. 7, 11, 12,15, 16, 18,
CCCF R THE FEDERAL REGISTRY, rhemy’. only “biils” exist within the General Assembly;
and, no hill” i wr Claw” exeept by a vore of a majority: and, every “hill” which passes both Houses of the
General A Fhe presented to the President for signature (authentication): and, every “bill” he a‘pprmfcs
shall become “lavw™ and. whereas the Maxim of Law States; A law is not obligatory unless it be promulgated,” the
usage and employment of an cnacting “upon the tace™ of every faw is not mnnda!ory and does net apply 1o “bills
as they make their way through the General Assembly: and. are not required “upon the face”™ of every law when and
as published; and. i be removed from laws in their published/promulgated form as is the case with laws appearing
within the United States Code and specifically THE ACT OF MARCH 9TH. 1933 Proclamation 2038, 2039, 2040
AND Titles 4, 7, 11012, 15, 16, 18, 28, 31 and 42 USC: C.F.R,, THE FEDERAL REGISTRY, thereof; and, ‘on its
face’ does not mwan o be in the same plane of view: and, this requirement of an enacting clause to be on the face of
ail laws: rom conception and gestation as *bills.” to birth in published/promulgated form as laws, is not made clear
by authorities of law. [Seer State v, Naftalin, 74 M W.2d 249, 261, 246 Minn. 181 (1936): Cunningham v, Great
Southern Life Ins. Co., 66 S.W.2d 765, 773 (Tex.Civ.App.), which States: “Face has been defined as the surface of
anything: especialiy the front, upper, or outer part of surface; that which particularly offers itself to the view of a
spectator.” cf. In re Stoneman, 146 N.Y.S. 172, 174, which States: ‘The face of an instrument iz shown by the
fangiage emploved without any modification or addition from extrinsic facts of evidence.’]

31 PROOF OF CLAIM. whereas a law i ‘promulgated’ by its being printed, published and made available or
accessible by a public document such as an official Statute and/or Code Book as; e.g., the United States Statutes at
Large and/or the United States Code, the removal and absence of this essential, necessary, and mandatory requisite
for the enacting clause to be “on its face™ of the law in its promulgated/published form does not apply to its
appearznce within said “official books”; and can be in some other record book; and its rcmoval or otherwise
mysterious  absence from said book as in the United States Code is therefore a valid and lawful
publication/promulgation of the faw of the United States of America. [See: Preckel v. Byrne, 243 N.W. 823, 826, 62
N.D. 336 {19323, which States: “The purpose of an enacting in legislation is 1o express in the face of the legislation
self the authority behind the act and identify it as an act of jegislation.” State v. Burrow, 104 SW. 526, 529, 119
Tenn, 376 (1907) which States: “The purpose of provisions of this character [enacting clauses] is that all statutes
v bear upon their faces a declaration of the sovereign authority by which they are enacted and declared to be the
taw, and w promaote and preserve uniformity in legistation. Such clauses also import a command of obedience and
cE(at he the statnte with a certain dignity, believed in all times to command respect and aid in the enforcement of
faw Pmnw Detrenhalwer, 77 WoWL 430,451, 118 Mich. 395 (1898). citing: Swan v. Bank 40 Miss, 268 (1866).
;vhm[: States: “H is necessary that every law should show on its tace the authority by which it is adopted and
promuigated, and wlcl it should elearly appear that is intended by the legisfative power that enacts it that it should
take effect as faw " Sjoberg v, Security Saving & Loan Ass’n, 73 Minn. 203, 213, 7§ N.W. 1116 {1898}, which
States: It an enacting clouse is useful and important, if it is desirable that iaw.s shall bear upon their face the
authority by which they are *nacsui s0 that people who are to obey them need not search legislative and other
records o ascertain the authority. ) Vinsant, Adwx v, Knox 27 Ark. 266, 284, 285 (1871}, which States: “[A]
legislative act, when made, should be a written upussxon of the legislative will, in evidence, not only of the
passage, but of the authority of the law-making power, is nearly or quite a self-evident proposition. Likewise, we
regard it as necessary that every act, thus expressed. should show on its face the authority by which it was enacted
and promulgated, in arder that it should clearly appear, upon simple inspection of the written law, that it was
intended by the legislative power, which enacted it, that it should take effect as law. These refate to the legislative
authenticity of the legistative will. These are features by which courts of justice and the public are to judge of its
authenticity and validity. These then, are essentials of the weightless importance. and the requirements of their
‘observance, it the enacting and promulgation of laws, are imperative. Not the least important of these essentials is
the styke or enacting clanse.™}

32 PROOF OF CLAIM, whereas enacting clauses are required in the promulgation of law; and, to be on the face of
each and every faw: and, a law is not obligatory until promulgated; and, the legislative will cannot be ascertained in
the absence of an enacting clause, nor the authority, nor the nature of the law by those to be bound thereby; such
goals. aims, and purposes of an enacting clause in s removal or otherwise apparent absencer as well as all titles, on
the face of the laws/statutes contained within the published form known as the United Stares. Code;” and/or
specifically THE ACT OF MARCH 9TH, 1933 Proclamation 2038, 2039, 2040 AND Titles 4. 7, 1}, 12, 15, 18, 18.
28, 31 and 42 USC: C.F.R,, THE FEDERAL REGISTRY, thereof, are met, achieved. and accomplished; and, are in
full accordance with and pursuant to the fundamental requirements, requisites, solemnities, concepts, and proven
usages of tradition and custom. and fundamental constitutional law-making; and are the valid and lawful
taws/statutes of the i nited States of America.

. PROOF OF CLAIM, the publication/promulgation of a szat;;tef‘law within the United States Code; and/or
spu:’.nc‘.lly THE ACT OF MARCH 9TH, 1933 Proclamation 2038, 2039, 2040 AND Titles 4, 7, 11, 12,15, 16,18,
28, 31 and 42 USC; C.F.R., THE FEDERAL REGISTRY. fheregf. which remove and or otherwise omit the
enacting clause(s); as well as ail titles. and are then cited within and upon the face of the warrant of arrest, charging
documeni/instrument (Indictment). and the affidavits in support thereof, for a criminai/public offense, that said
statute/law is notvoid for lackswant of said clause; and title, and thereby: are therein. representing an invalid and un-
lawiut publication/promulgation of said statute/law: and. said documents therefore, do charge a valid and lawfil
offense. {See Joiner v, State, 135, S.E2d 8, 10,223 Ga. 367 (1967). in which the Supreme Court of Georgla: a State

ase ttion containg ne oxpress provision for using and employving enacting clauses ur)(m the face of
; neverth a.h 5. m considering an act containing no enacting clause. held the act to be: . .a nullity and of
i sackswant of an enacting clause.: ¢f Walden v. Town of Whrszham 48 S.E. 159,
s { ¢ 17, 27 P.§39, 840, 47 Man. 157 (1891), which States: “The publication of an act of
ﬂle §x§:§>llu are, omitiing the ens mmz; clause or any other essential part mvrmf is no publication in law, The law not
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being in force when the indictment was found against the petitioner, nov when tie acts complained of therein were
done, the petitioner could nat have been guilty of any crime under its provisions, and s therefore, so far as s
indictment is concerned. entitled to his discharge.™ State v. Kearns, 623 P.2d 507, 309, 229 Kan. 207 (1981 ). which
States: “in [the case off in re Swartz. Petitioner. 47 Kan. 157, 27 P, 839 {1891), this court found the acl i Guestion
was invalid because it had been mistakenty published without an enacting clause, We again adhere to the dictates of
the opinion.”; Ruling Case Law, vol. 25, Statutes, § 133, p. 884, citing: L.R.A. 19158, p. 1063, which States: “The
publication of a statute without the enacting clause is no publication.”; Commonwealth v. HHinois R, Co., 170 S.W.
171, 175, 160 Ky. 745 (1914). which States: “It will be noticed that the act does not contain an enacling clause,...
The alleged act or law in question is unnanied; it shows no sign of authority: it carries with it no evidence that the
General Assembly or any other lawmaking poser is responsible or answerable for it.”]

34. PROOF OF CLAIM, the United States Code; and/or specifically THE ACT OF MARCH 9TH, 1933
Proclamation 2038, 2039, 2040 AND Titles 4, 7, 11, 12, 15, 16, 18, 28, 31 and 42 USC: C.E.R., THE FEDERAL
REGISTRY, thereaf. is not enly “prima facie evidence™ of the law of The United Siates of America.

35. PROOF OF CLAIM, an act of the General Assembly 1o enact the United States Code: and/or specifically THE
ACT OF MARCH 9TH. 1935 Prociamation 2038, 2039, 2040 ANID Titles 4. 7, 11, 12, (5, 16, 18, 28. 31 and 42
LUSCUCER., THE FEDERAL REGISTRY. thereot. into “positive law.” iLe.. u general designation for a faw that is
actually ordained or established. under human, a Private Citizen, sanctions. ns distinguished from the jaw of
nature or natwral law [See: Bouvier's Law Dictionary, Banks-Baldwin Law Pub., Cieveland 1948, p. 955] does
change or effect anything regarding the nature of the statute/law contained therein aside from its weight of evidence:
i.e., as “legal evidence,” of the faw therein. [See: United States v. Zuger, 602 F Supp. 889, 881 (1984): Ryan v.
Bulby, 764 F.2d 1325, 1328 (C.A. 9 (Ariz.) 1985)]

36. PROOF OF CLAIM, the United States Code; and/or specifically THE ACT OF MARCH 9TH, ju32
Proclamation 2038, 2039, 2040 AND Titles 4, 7, (1,12, 15,16, 18, 28,31 and 42 USC: CF.R,. THE FEDERAL
REGISTRY, thereof, were not already “positive law” in accordance with and pursuant to the definition from
Bouvier's Law Dictionary cited supray and. any such enactment of such on the. part of the General Assembiv does
raise said statutes contained therein 1o the levei of acts of the General Assembly as would occur with a validly
enacted “bill” as “law,”

37. PROOF OF CLAIM, any enactment of the United States Code; and/or specifically THE ACT OF MARCH 9TH, -
1933 Proclamation 2038, 2039, 2040 AND Titles 4, 7, 11, 12, 15, 16, 18, 28, 31 and 42 USC; C.FR., THE
FEDERAL REGISTRY, thereof, into “positive law™ is not solely a designation which declares and translates o the
contents therein having undergone extra proofreading and checking to remove the errors, inconsistencies (“jokers™).
and unwise provisions. T B A ’

38, PROOF OF CLA!M, “legal evidence™ is not a general term fqr'most types of evidence which includes “prima
facie evidence,” “circumstantial evidence,” and even “hearsay evidence” when relevant to an issue. [See: Hornick v,
Bethlehem Mines Corp,, 161 A, 75,77, 307 Pa, 264; Oko v. Krzyzanowski, 27 A.2d 414, 419, 150 Pa. Super. 205}

39. PROOF OF CLAIM, the “greatest evidence” of a true law is not one which contains and carries upon its face a
valid enacting clause. ’

40. PROOF OF CLAIM, the United States Code; and/or specifically THE ACT OF MARCH 9TH, 1933
Proclamation 2038, 2039, 2040 AND Titles 4, 7, 11, 12, 15,16, 18, 28, 31 and 42 USC; C.F.R,, THE FEDERAL
REGISTRY, thereof, was in fact validly enacted as a statue(s)/law(s) and can be construed as such,

41. PROOF OF CLAIM, the drafting of a “bill"; or a “resolution” by the General Assembly to enact the United
States Code; and specifically THE ACT OF MARCH 9TH, 1933 Proclamation 2038, 2039, 2040 AND Titles 4, 7,
11, 12,15, 16, 18, 28, 31 and 42 USC; CF.R., THE FEDERAL REGISTRY, thereof, into law; or “positive law,’
does factually and substantially render same law simply because the General Assembly says it is; and, that the
Cieneral Assernbly did in fact draft a “bill” for such purpose, and did not rather draft and employ/use resolution for
such a purpose. [Sec: Cane v. Robbins, 131 P2d 516 518 (Nev. 1942), which States: “[N]othing becomes a law
simply and solely because men who possess the legislative power will that it shall be, unless they express their
determination to that effect, in the mode pointed out by the instrument which invests them with power, and under all
the forms which that instrument has rendered cssential.”; Vinsant Adm’x v. Knox, 27 Ark. 266, 277 (18713, which
States: “These rules and solemnities, whether derived from the common law or preseribed by the Constitution,
which are of the essentials of lawmaking, must be observed and complied with, and, without such observance and
compliance, the will of the legislature can have no validity as’ law."}

42. PROQF OF CLAIM, a single enacting clause ¢mployed in the publication/promulgation of tie United Siates
Code: and/or specifically THE ACT OF MARCH 9TH, 1933 Proclamation 2038. 2039, 2040 AND Titles 4. 7. 11,
12, 15.16, 18,28, 31 and 42 USC: C.F.R., THE FEDERAL REGISTRY, therenf. is sufficient for the entire text of
this multi-volume, multi-subject, and diverse Code: and, sueh; if not cited from the “Session/Parphict Laws™. can
be called and considered valid law. N S

43. PROOF OF CLAIM, whereas all “bills” of the General Assembly must be presented to the President for
signature for them to become laws, ALL of the single statute “bills” employediused for the enactment into law; or
positive law.” of the “Codification/Code” published/promulgated as the United States Code: and/or specifically
THE ACT OF MARCH 9TH, 1933 Proclamation 2038, 2039, 2040 AND Titles 4, 7, 11, §2, 15, 16. 18. 28, 31 and
42 USC; C.F.R., THE FEDERAL REGISTRY, ther¢of, were in fact so presented o any President; and, were signed
uthenticated) by any President, and therefore, were validly; and lawfully ordained and established as law(y).
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. PROOE OF CLAIM, there 18 not a *Code” requirement for the employment and use of an ¢nacting clause 10 be
in evidenee upon the fd(,t_ of every law of the United States of America as allcacd!y published/promulgated as the
United States Statutes. [Scu Title 1 USC $ 101).

43, PR{)OF OF CLAW, in order for a court: and specifically the alleged court of record within the above referenced
alleged Criminal Case/Cause, 1o have the jurisdictional right/authority to decide/act in 2 matter brought before ir,
and therein proceed to issue/enter order(s). deciston(s) judgment{s}, and the like, said court does not have 1o acquire
buth iz persemmn jurisdiction and subjecl-malter jurisdiction over and in the parties and “thing” (res) involved in
the maticricontroversy. [Seer Thomas M. Cooley, A Treatise on the Constitutional Limitations, Little, Brown & Co.,
Boston, 1853, P | cst “The proceedings in anv court are void if it wants jurisdiction of the case in
which I7 has 4 ction s, first, of the subject-matter; and. second. of the persons whose rights arg

: ; 'a,zr - Uriminal Law. § 338, p. 558, which States: “To try a person for the commission of
a crime, the trial court must have jurisdiction of both the subject-matter and the person of tre defendant.”]

40, PROOEF OF TLAIM, ifa "named” party in a suit, action. proceeding, indictment, complaint, information, and

the like: and spu.z aca}ly the "named” party/defendant within the above referenced alleged Criminal Case/Cause. is

absent from court, there does not ¢xist a want of jurisdiction over said “named” party, and the court; and specifically

the alleged court of record within the above referenced alleged Crimina! Case/Cause, can proceed with the trial and

all related proccedings. [Seer State v, Brown, 64 S.W.2d 841, 849 . (Tenn. 1933). which States: “Personal

Jurisdiction, or the authority to judge a person, is primarily one of venue or procedure. Generally, if one is standing

in a court. it has some degree of jurisdiction over the person. Thus, if one is named in suit. but is ‘absent’ from court

by being cither in prison or by escape, there is a want of jurisdiction over the persen, and the Court cannot proceed
with the wrial.”]

47. PROOF OF CLAIM, a courts’ jurisdiction over the person “named’ in a matter brought before it; and
specifically as this relates 10 and bears upon the “named” alleged defendant within the above referenced alleged
Criminal Case/Cause, is not conferred upon the court byAhrough consent, waiver, pleading 1o the merits, and by the -
“named” party/defendant/person appearing through counsel. [See: Smlthv State, 148 S. 858, 860 (Ala App. 1933);

State v. Smith, 70 A.2d 175, 177, 7 N.J Super. 85 (1949))

48. PROOF OF CLAIM, whereas the subject-matter jurisdiction of the court: and specifically that of the alleged
court of record within the above referenced Criminal Case/Cause, involves the actual thing involved in the
controversy: £.g., property, money. tort or wrong one commitied against another, a contract, marriage, bankruptcy,
lien: or. the erime or public offense that is allegedly committed, subject-matter jurisdiction would exist if the “thing”™
mvelved in the conroversy does not, and never did exist. [See: Stilwell v. Markman, [0 P..2d 15, 16 (Kan. 1932),
which States: “The subject-matter of w criminal offense is the crime itself. Subject-matter in its broadest sense means
the cause: the abject, the thing in dispute.”; Black's Law Dictionary, Rev, 4th Ed., 1968. p. 33 at ACTUAL, which
States: “Real; substantial; existing presently in act, having a valid objective [offor having to do with a material
object as distinguished from a mental concept; having actual existence of reality} existence [as opposed to artificial;
e.g. corporations, L.L.C.s, franchises, ens legis entities existing only in contemplation offor by force of law; i.e., in
the mind only. a mental concept. and its “by-laws® which are; ipso facto, artificial laws of the artificial entity
existing only in contemplation of/or by force of law, a mental concept] as opposed to that which is merely
theoretical or possible,.. Something veal. in oppusition to constructive or speculative.” NOTE: bracketed material
added by the Undersigned.

49, PROCT OF CLATM. whereas the courts subject-matter jurisdiction; and specifically that of the alleged court of
record within the above ced alleged Criminal Case/Cause, is dependent upon and acquired by the subject-
gk al grant or valid statute. and the subject-matter of a criminal case/cause being the
: ‘charged against the “pamed™ defendant Hsell, a court does not still Jack subject-

11 on it 1h_ crime/otiense allegedicharzed as a violation(s) of law(s} within and upon the face of the
warrant of arress, charging document/instrument {Indiciment) and affidavits in support thereof is-are invalid, void,
and a nullity by reason the violations of law complained of are unconstitutional; or un-un’non-constitutional for
lack want of nexus {contract), and therefore non-existent and alleging/chiarging no crime/offense. [Seer Brown v.
State, 37 NoE.Zd 73077 (Ind. 1941), which States: “Jurisdiction over the suh;cct matter of oazon is essential to
nower 0? court to act, and is conferred on v by constitution or by valid statute.™]

500 PROOF OF CLAIM, a law which is invalid and void for being unconstitutional; or un-un‘non-constitutional for
Jack/want of nexus {contract), does not fail in creating and establishing a subject-matter within which a court; and
specifically the alieged court of record within the above referenced alleged Criminal Case/Cause, can exercisc

&

¢ to said alleged statute/law failing to create and establish an actual crime; or thing {res), which is

Jurisdiciion
itself the subjeci-matter of a criminal proceeding. [See: 22 CJS., Criminal Law, § 157, p. 189, citing: People v.
- Katrinak, 185 Cal Rprr, 869, 136 Cal App.2d 145 (1982), which States: “if a criminal stan zie is unconstitutional, the
court facks subject-matter jurisdiction and cannot praceed to try the case.”™]

S1. PROOF OF CLAIM, a law that is unconstitutional;-or a un/non-constitutional law employed/used without nexus
(contract) between the authority and the, &4 Private Citizen, alleged 10 be bound thereby, is not void and, a
conviction under such can be a lawful/legal canse of imprisonment and or even sanction: and, a conviction- and
imprisonment imposedforderad therein under such law is not void [See hdl:.v v. Meysrs, 263 P. 903, 905 (Ore.
1928} which States; “If these sections are unconstitutional, the law is void and an offense created by them is not a
crime and a conviction under them cannot be a legal cause of mprisonment, f‘or no court can acquire jurisdiction to

a person for acts which are made criminal only by an unconstitutional law.”; State v. Christensen, 329 N.W.2d
w338 11983), which States: “Where the offense charged dou; not exist, the trial court lacks
“refl State ex el Hansen v, Rigg, 104 N W, 2d 333, 258 Minn. 388 {19607]

rsddiotion,
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52, PROOF OF CLAIM, subject-matter jurisdiction: and specifically within the above referenced alleged Criminal
Case/Cause, which is the most critical aspect of the courts authority 10 act: and specifically the alieged court of
record within the above referenced alleged Criminal Case/Cause. can be waived, or can be conferred by consent, or
cannot be objected to at any time, even after judgment for the first time: and, there is anything that Undursigned can
do. or fail to-do, which would cause the issue of subject-matter jurisdiction to be lost. not even a guiity plea or
verdict in the criminal proceeding (or aleged criminal proceeding): which, is only a record admission to whatever
is well alleped in the indictment. [See: Singiefon v. Commonwealth, 208 S.W.2d 325, 327. 306 Ky, 454 (1948).
which States: “The law creates courts and defines their powers. Consent cannot authorize a judge to do what the law
has not given him the power to do.”™: ¢f. Brown v. State, 37 N.E2d 73. 77 (Ind. 19413 21 Am.Jur.2d. Criminal Lasw,
§ 339, p. 589, which States: “Jurisdiction of the subject matter is derived from the law. [t can neither be waived nor
conferred by consent of the accused. Objection 10 the court aver the subject matter may he argued at any siage of
the proceedings. and the right to make such an objection is never waived.™ of. Harris v. State, 82 A .2d 387, 389, 46
Del. 111 (1950); Matter of Green, 213 S.E2d 193, 195 (N.C.App. 1984). which States: “It is elementary that the
Jurisdiction of the court over the subject-matter of the action is the most critical aspect of the court’s authority (o act.
Without if, the court facks any power to proceed: therefore, a defense based upon this Tack cannot b waived and
may be asserted at any time. Accordingly, the appellant may raise the issue of jurisdiction over the matter for the
first time on appeal although they initially failed to raise the issue before the trial court.”™ ¢f. Monaco v. Carey
Canadian Mines, Ltd., 514 F.Supp. 357 (D.C. PA 1981); Babcock & Wilcox Cn. v, Parsons Corp., 430 F2d 531
(1970); Athens Community Hosp., Inc. v. Schweiker, 686 F.2d 989 (1982); Edwards on Behalf of Nagel v,
Department of the Army, 545 F.Supp. 328 (1982); Zenith Radio Corp, v. Matsushita Elec. Indus, Co. Lid., 494
I".Supp. 1161 (D:C.PA 1980); Basso v. Utah Power & Light Co., 494 F.2d 906, 910; Hill Top Developers v. Holiday
. Pines Service Corp., 478 80.2d 368 (Fla.2d DCA 1985); People v. McCarty, 445 N.E.2d 298, 304, 94 1,24 28
(1983). (cases cited), which States; “Subject matter jurisdiction cannot be conferred by a guilty plea if it does not
otherwise exist.... The guilty plea or verdict must confess some punishable offense to form the basis of a
sentence. The effect-of a.plea or verdict of guilty s a record admission of whatever is well alleged in the
indictment. If the latter is insufficient the plea or verdict confesses nothing.}

§3. PROOF OF CLAIM, if a law is.invalid and void for being unconstitutional; e.g., containing no enacting clause
and or title, or in-un/non-constitutional when employed/used where, there exists a lack/want of niexus; ¢.g., conract
creating and establishing a relationship between the authority for the un/non-constitutional law and, ¢ Private
Citizen, bound ‘therehy, and said law is employed/used -in alleging/charging a criminal/public offense by citing
such law/statute within and upon the face of the warrant of arrest, charging document/instrument {Indictment), and
affidavits  in support  thereof, - and  specifically’  within  the  above ' referenced  alleged
CIVIL/COMMERCIAL/Criminal Case/Cause which alleges/charges criminal/public offences cited from
the United States Code and/or specifically THE ACT OF MARCH 0THH, 1933 Proclamation 2038, 2039, 2040 AND
Titles 4, 7, 11, 12. 15, 16, 18,28, 3] and 42 USC; C.F.R., THE FEDERAL REGISTRY, thereof. within and upon
the face of the warrant, charging document/instrument ( Indictment), and affidavits in support thereof therein, such
employment/use, and citing of said laws(s)/statute(s) does not affect the validly; sufficiency, and lawfulness of said
documents/instruinents, and such do in fict charge an actual crime/offense; and, such law/statutes do not render all
such warrants, charging documents/instruments, and affidavits in support thereof insufficient and = fatally defective,”
and therefore VOID; and, such law(s)statute(s) cited within and upon the face of said warrants. tharging
documents, instruments, and affidavits in support thereof does create a legal; or tawful, cause of punishment for a
conviction thereunder; and, such law(s)statute(s) cited within and upon the face of said warrants. charging
documents/instrumients does not fail to establish/confer ‘subject-matter jurisdiction vpon the cowrt: and. the
employmentiuse and citing of such law{sVstatutes within and wpon the face of such warrams, charging
documents/instruments, and affidavits in support thereof does not therefore render ALL proceedings prior to filing
of a proper instrument (if it’s possible) void ab initio. {See: State v. Dungan, T18 P24 1010, 1014, 149 Ariz, 357
(19835), which States: “When a criminal defendant is indicted under a not-vet-effective statute, the charging
document is void.”; ¢f. 42 C.1.S., Indictments and Information, § 1, p. 833: 22 C.1.S., Criminal Law, § 324, p. 390,
which States: “The want of a sufficient atfidavit. complaint, or information goes 1o the jurisdiction of the court.
..and renders all proceedings prior to filing of a proper instrument void ab initio.”": Ex parte Waldock, 286 P. 765,
766 (OkL. 1930), which States: “The allegations in the instrument or information determines the jurisdiction of the
court.”; People v. Hardiman, 347 N.W.2d 460, 462, 132 Mich. App. 382 (1984); 22 CJ.S., Criminal Law, § 157, p.
188, citing: People v. McCarty, 445 N.E.2d 298, 94 i11.2d 28, which States: “Where an information charges no
crime, the court lacks jurisdiction to try the accused, and a motion to quash the information or charge is always
timely.”; Honomichl V. State, 333 N.W.2d 797, 798 (S.D, 1983), which States: “Without z formal and sufficient
indictment or information, a court does not ‘acquire subjéct matter jurisdiction and thus an accused may rot be
punished for a crime.”] o

54. PROOF OF CLAIM, the term/word “may” as employed by the judge handing down the decision of the court in
Honomichi v, State, supra, doeés not mean “SHALL™ or “MUST” to the end that justice may not be the slave of
grammar. | See: Black’s Law Dictionary, Rev. 4™ Ed. (1968), p, 1131 at “MAY.” case cites given.] '
55. PROOF OF CLAIM, a court, and specifically the alleged court of record within the above réferenced alleged
Criminal Case/Cause, which has proper jurisdiction. within and over the subject-matter and the “person(s)" in a
criminal proceeding; and, therefore, has the right to decide in the matter and decide wrongly in its judgment; which
would only be found upon appeal as “error,” a court lacking/wanting subject-matter jurisdiction for lack/want of a
“sufficient” warrant of arrest, charging instrument/document; e.g., an Indictment, and affidavits in support thereof,
which allege/charge' a violation(s) of a non-existent criminal/public offense(s) for lack/want of a valid, lawful,
constitutional, and existing law(s); or, which allege/charge a violation(s) of a uf/non-constitutional criminal/public
ffense(s) lacking/wanting nexus: e.g., contract, between the partics, does not in such circumstances; therefore,

ol

rénder ANY AND ALL orders, decisions, and judgments of said court VOID. unenforceable, and without any force
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r effect whatsoever ab initio. {See: Hooker v. Boles, 345 F.2d 285, 286 (1965), which States: *“[N]o authority needs
m be cited for the proposition that, when a court lacks jurisdiction, any judgment rendered by it is void and
unenforceable, ...and without anv force and effect whatever.”; cf. Honomichi v, State. 333 N.W.2d 797, 799 (8.D.
1983): 21 C.LS. Courts. § 18, p. 25, which States: “Where judicial tribunals have no jurisdiction of subject matter,
the proceedings are void.”; ¢f. People v. MeKinnon, 326 N.W.2d 809, 812 (Mich.-App. 1985); Elna Pfeffer. etal v.
Alvin Meissner, ¢t al,, 286 S.W.2d 241 (i953); State ex rel. Latty, 907 S.W.2d 486; United States v. Boch
Oldsmobile, Inc. 909 F.2d 657, 661 .(1* Cir. 1990); Puphal v. Puphal, 105 Ida. 647; Burnham v. Superior Court of
California, County of Marin, |10 8.C1. 2105, 109 L.Ed.2d 63] (1990); Wah! v. Round Valiey Bank, 38 Ariz. 411,
300 P, 955 (1931); Tube City Mining & Milling Co. v. Otterson, 16 Ariz, 305, 146 P..203 (1914}, Milliken v.
Mayer, 311 U.S, 457, 61 5.C1 339, 85 L.bd.2d 278 (1940); Long v. Shorebank Development Corp., 182 F.3d 543
(C.A.7 11 1999); Triad Energy Corp. v. McNell, 110 F.R.D. 382 (S.D.N.Y. 1986); F.R.Civ.P., Rule 60(b)X4), 28
U.S.C.A,; Klugh v, U.S., 620 F.Supp. 892 (D.8.C. 1985) City of Los Angeles v. Morgan, 234 P.2d 319 (Cal.App.
19513, Wa;‘d. v. Tarvier, 386 P.2d 350 (Colo. 1963); Davidson Chevrolet, Inc. v. City and County of Denver, 330
P.2d 116, cert. den. 79 S.Ct, 609, 359 LL8. 926, 3 L.Ed.2d 629 (Colo. 1958); People v. Wade, 506 N.W.2d 954 (1.
1987). Eckel v. MacNeal, 628 N.I2.2d 741 (ItL.App. 1993); People v, Sales, 551 N.E.2d 1359 (Il App. 1990); Hays
v. Louisiana Dock Co., 452 N.E2d 1383: (IlLApp. 1983); Matier of Marriage of Welliver, 869 P.2d 653 (Kan
1994); {n re EState of Wells, 983 P.2d 279 {Kan 1999); Lange v. Johnson, 204 N.W.2d 205 (Minn. 1973); Mills v.
Richardson, 81 5.E.2d (N.C. 1934); State v; Blankenship, 675 N.E.2d 1303 (Ohio App. 1996); State v. Richie, 20
S,W.2d 624 (Tenn, 2000); Stale ex rel. Dawson v. Bomar, 354 S.W.2d 763 (Tenn. 1962); Underwood v. Brown, 214
S.W.25 168 (Tenn. 1951); Richardson v. Mitchell, 237 S.W.2d 577 (Tenn. App.. 1950); State ex rel. Turner v
Briggs, 971 P.2d 581 (Wash. 1999} In re Adoption of E.L., 733 .N.E.2d 846 (ill. App. 2000); B & C brvestments,
Inc. v. F & M Nat. Bank & Trust, 903 P,2d 339 (OkL 1995); People ex rei Brzica-v, V:iiage of Lake Bamngton 664
NLE.2d 66 (i, App. 1994}]

56. PROOF OF CLAIM. the cowt’s “plenary power”™- i.e. entire, corplete, absolute, erfect unqualified inherent
autherity to: inter aba. not only decide, but to make bmmng orders and judgments [See: Fewell v. Fewell, 23 Cal.2d
431, 144 25941 and s fically the “plenary powers” of the alleged court of record within the above
referenced afleged Criminal Case Cause, are not resident in the “office of aithe judge,” which upon “perfection of
1[5 & Ehi-:fretn by juc!ge Taki’fl and subscribing a valid and lawful “oath of office” secured by a “fidelity bond” (or
2l non are then conferred upon the judge; and, in the absence of such acts to “perfect
s;t:a. to satd mm:a §~zy a md ze. said powers are conferred; and. said office is not vacant and, all orders, decisions,
and judgments rendered h;. the judge having so failed to “perfect title™ to the office s/he holds are not Void ab initio,
therefore, unenforceable, and without force or effect, [See: State ex rel. Latty v. Owens, 907 5.W.2d 484 486 (Tex
1995y Mapceo, fne. v. Forest, 795 S W.2 700, 703 (Tex. 1990); Elna Pfetfer et al. v. Alvin Meissner, ct al. 286
5.W.2d 195 *) Long v. Shorebank Development Corp., 182 F.3d 548 (C.A.7 (111} 1999): People. v. Wade, 506 _
NOW. 2d 934 19873 People v, Sales. 551 N.E.2d 1359 (111 App. 1959); People v. Rolland, 581 N.E.2d 907 (L.
App, 1991); Slalc v. Richie, 20 S.W.2d 624 (Tenn. 2000); Rook v.-Rook. 353 S.E.2d 756 (Va. 1987); State ex rek
Turner v. Briggs, 971 P.2d 381 (Wash. 2000); [n re Adoption.of E.L., 733 N.E.2d 846 (I}. 2000); frving v.
Rodriguez, 169 N.E.2d 143 (1ll, App 1960); B & C Investments, Inc. v. F & M Nat. Bank: & Trust; 903 P.2d 339
{OkL 1995); People ex rel, Brzica v. Village of Lake Barrmgton 664 N.E.2d 66 (1L App.. 1994), W;Hiamson v,
Berry, & How 945, 12 L. L::i 1Y, HSQ{ESS{)‘;] ' : .

57. PROOF OF CL. ATM, a judge, without havmg perfecled title to his “oﬁ'ce” and, therefore, w:thout nﬂht to NOR
right 10 exercise/use the “plenary powers™ resident therein: and specifically the judge within the above referenced-
alleged Criminal Case/Cause, is not committing thereby; and therein, acts of “False Personation.”“Usurpation,”
“Fraud,” “TFalse Pretenses.” “Deceptive and Fraudulent Business Practices™; and, operating; alone or in concert, a
“Confidence Game™; for which, any or all such acts would not operate to render void ab initio, unenféreeable, and of
no binding force or effect ALL decisions, orders, and judgments of such a judge. {See: Black's Law Dictmnarv
Rev, 4™ hd (1968}, p. 723 at “FALSE PERSONATION™ and “FALSE PRETENSES,” pp. 788-78% at “FRAUD,” p.
1713 at “USURPATION?; Pa.C.S.A. Title 18, Crimes: Code,” '§4107; 4 Steph.Comm. 181, 290:22 CXS., Crlmma
Law, § ,3(} p. 183; Harrigan v, Gilchrist, 59 N.W. 909, 934, 121 W!S 127 (1904)] - S

38, PROOF OF CLAIM, a judge who has m{m [T ncrfect mle’7 to hig'her “oftice” and thereby, and therein, has 10
tawfu} NOR legal rizit to NOR right to excrcise/use the “plenary powers™ resident therein; and apecxf‘ cally as this
matter relates 1o and bears upon i}u, iudge within the above referenced alleged Criminal Case/Cause, is not therein
acting and holding waid “otfice™ in the character thus un- -lawfully assumed to deceive others, and thereby; and
therein. gain some profit or advantage and/or some right or privilege belonging 10 the one so i‘aisely personated; and,
is not thereby; and therein, acting and holding the *office of a judge™ under “color-of-law™ i.e., an appearance,
semblance as distinguished from that which is real, valid, and lawful; a prima facie or apparent adthority (not actual
authority, but that which a Principal holds agent out as possessing [See: Mutual Life Ins. Co. v. Steckel, 216 la.
1189 250 N.W. 476; Herbert v. Langhoft, La.App., 164 So. 262, 266]) and, is not therefore operating and
tuncmmmg as a “judge de facto” ie,, having no authority and right thereto by lawful title and would not render al[
decisions, orders. and Tudgments of such a judge void ab initio, unenforceable and of no force oreffect.

59. PROOF OF CLAIM, a judge who has failed 1o * perfect title™ to his “office™ and thereby; and therein, has no
right to NOR right to exercise/use the “plenary powers™ resident within the “office of a/the judge,” and spwﬁczﬁ!}
as this relates to and bears upon the judge and said “office” within the above referenced alteged Criminal
Case/Cause, is not operating and functioning in the capacity of a judge through trespass of title and “usurpamn” of
powers; and, such acts of “usurpation™ and trcspaw do not constitute acts of fraud (extrinsic and/or cotlateral) by an

“agent” of a principal and power appearing of a foreign nature and character, acting to gain an undue or
unconscientious advantage over another; and specifically the Undersigned as this matter reiates to and bears upon
be above referenced alleged Criminal Case/Cause, for w}nch said acts of “fraud” do not vitiate and rénder void ab
umnforceab]e -and of no force or eﬁect ALL decisions, orders, and ju(iamems of sach a trespassing, usurping,
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and de facto judge. [Sec: Joiner v. Joiner (Tex.Civ.App.) 87 S.W.2d 903. 914-913: long v. Shorevank
Development Corp., 182 F.3d 548 (C.A7 (UHL) 1999) Rook v. Rook. 333 S.H.2d 736 (Va. t987% Inving v,
Rodriquez, 169 N.E.2d 143 (H. 1960): People ex rel, Brzica v. Village of Lake Barringron. 644 N.k.2d 66 (11,
1994

60.  PROOF  OF CLAIM, the cpresiding  judge”  within  the  above - referenced  alleged
CIVIL/ACOMMERCIAL/Criminal Case/Cause was not acting therein without having “perfected titled” to
his/her office; and, thereby: and therein, was not “wespassing upon title” to said “office™ and, thereby: and thergin,
was not “usurping” the right of and right to exercise/use (falsely holding out possession coupled with use) the
“plenary powers” resident within said “office;” and, did possess lawtul title to said “office™. and the right of and
right o exercise/use of said powers: and. was not therefore acting under “color-of-law.” ~False Personation.” “False
Pretenses,” “Usurpation,” “Fraud.” “Deceptive and Fraudulent Business Practices,” and operating alone: or in
concert, a “Confidence Game™; and, did not thereby: and therein, commit “constitutional impermissiclte acts™ or.
“ultra vires” acts; ar. “illegal™ acts upon: and against, the Undersigned within the above referenced alleged Criminal
Case/Cause;  and, all  decisions, orders, and the iudgment  enteredrrendercd  within  said
CIVIL/COMMERCIAL/Criminal Case/Cause are valid. enforceable, and of binding force or effect.
NOTE: Response to this Proof of Claim will require the Respondent(s) ta provide “CERTIFIED” true, correct, and
complete copies of those docwinents and “Credentials™ which Respondunt(s) may be relying on to support any and
all claims that Respondent(s) brings forth to include but not limited to Oath(s) of office and also foreign agent
registration, bonding of the “presiding judge” within the above referenced alleged Criminal Cases/Causes.

61. PROOF OF CLAIM, a “void judgment” is not an-absolute and complete nuility from the beginning (ab initio)
even before reversal; and, acts performed under it are ziot afso nuliities; and, it s in law a judgment at all; and, is
entitled 10 any respect whatsocever, as it does affect, impair, or create legal rights; and, is not mere waste paper; and,
it does have binding force or effect; and, does bind anybody or anyone; and, is good anywhere; and. is not bad
everywhere; and, is capable therefore of enforcement in any manner or to any degree. [See: Ex parte Seidel, 39
S.W.2d 221, 225 {Tex. 2001): Ex parte Williams, No. 73,845 (Tex. 2001); Ex parte Spaulding, 687 S.W 2d 745; Ex
parte Myers, 121 Neb, 56, 236 N.W. 143, 144; Billy Dunklin v. AJ. Land, et ux.. 297 S.W.2d 360 {1956}
Williamson v. Berry, 8 How. 945, 12 L. Ed. 1170, 1189, {1850); Commander v. Bryan, 123 S.W.2d 1008
(Tex.Civ.App. 1938); Maury v. Turner, 244 S.W. 809 (Tex.Civ.App. 1922); Reynolds v. Valunteer State Life Ins.
Co.. 80 5.W.2d 1087, 1092 (Tex.Civ.App. 1935); Gentry v. Texas Department of* Public Safety, 379 S.W.2d |14,
19, (Tex.CiviApp. 1964); Luben v. Selective Service System Local Bd. No. 27 et al., 453 F.2d 645, 649, 14 A L.R.
Fed. 298; 15 Fed.R.Serv.2d 865 (C.A. (Miss.) 1972); Hobbs v. US Office of Personal Management, F Supp. 205.
recons. den. 149 F.R.D, 147, afrmd. 29 F.2d 1145 (N.D. 1il. 1992); Ruben v, Johns, 109 F.R.D. 174 (D. Virgin
istands 1985): Loyd v, Director, Dept. of Public Safety, 480 So.2d 577 (Ala.Civ.App. 1985); Aileock v. Allcock,
437 N.E.2d 392 (il App. 1982); In re Marriage of Parks, 630 N.E.2d 509 (IiL. App. 1994); Stidham v. Whelchel, 698
NE2d 1152 (Ind. 1998); City of Lufkin v. McVicker, 510 S.W.2d 141 (Tex.Civ.App. 19733 Thompson v.
Thompson, 238 S.W.2d 218 (Tex.Civ.App. 1951); Tn re Marriage of Hampshire, 261 Kan. 854, 862, #34 P.2d 38
(1997): Black’s Law Dictionary, Rev. 4% Ed. (1968), p. 1745 at “VOID JUDGMENT™]

62. PROOF OF CLAIM, “laches™ and “lapses in time”” are applicable to void judgments; and, such do create any
form of estoppel which operates/functions to preventvbar a party bound under a void judgment from obtaining reliel
and remedy therefram; and, void judgments are capable of confirmation or ratification; specifically as this matter
relates to and bears Gpon the above referenced alleged Criminal Case/Cause. . ISee: Commander v, Bryan, 123
S.W.2d 1008 (Tex.Civ.App 1938); Maury v. Turner, 244 S.W. 809 (Tex.Civ.App. 1922): Garcia v. Garcia 712 P.2d
288 (Ltah 1986); Lucas v. EState of Stavos, 600 N.E.2d 1114 (ind. App. 1933), Commonwealth v, Miller, 150 A2d
585 (Pa.Super. 1959); Ex parte Meyers, 121 Neb. 56] ‘ S ’ ‘ -

63.- PROOF OF CLAIM that “void judgments™ cannot be attacked collateratly.(i.¢.. an attempt to impeach (i.e., to
dispute, disparage, deny, or contradict: as, to impeach a judgment or decree) the judgrment by matters dehors (i.c.,
out of; without; beyondy foreign to; foreign to the record [See: 3Bl Comm. 28]) the record in an action other than
that in which it was rendered; an attempt to avoid, defeat, or evade it, or deny its force and cffiect in some incidental
praceeding not provided by law for the express purpose of attacking it and specitically as this refates to and bears
upon the above referenced alleged Crimirial Case/Cause. [See: Ex parte Williams, No. 73,845 (Tex.Civ. App. 2001);
Ex parte Shields, 550 S.W.2d 675: Glunz v. Hernandez, 908 S.W.2d 253, 255 (Tex.App: 1998): Tidwell v. Tidwell,
604 5.W.2d 540, 542 (Tex.Civ.App. 1980): Billy Dunklin v. AJ. Land, et ux.. 297 $.W.2d 360 {1956); Revnolds v.
Volunteer State Life Ins. Co., 80 S.W. 2d 1087 (Tex.Civ.App. 1935); Gentry v.-Texas Department of Public Safety,
379 3.W.2d 114, 119 (Tex.Civ.App. 1965). Long v. Shorebank Development Corp., 182 F.3d 548 (C.A. 7 111, 1999):
People v. Wade, 506 N.w.2d 954 (111. 1987); People v, Sales. 551 N.E.2d 1359 {HL.App. 19907, People v. Rolland,
SB1 N.E.2d 907 (Ill.App 1991); City of Lufkin v. McVicker, 510 S.W.2d 141 (Tex.Civ.App. 1973% Irving v.
Rodriguez, 169 N.E.2d 145 (IlLApp 1960); In re EState of Steinfield, 630 N;E.2d 801; People ex rel. Brzica v,
Village of Lake Barrington: 644 N.E:2d 66 (11). App. 1994); Sanchez v. Hester, 911 8, W.2d 173 (Tex App. 1995)
46 AmJur2d, Judgments. §25. pp. 388-389: John M. VanFleet, The Law of Collateral Avack on fudiciat
Proceedings. Callagham & Co.. Chicago, 1892, p.25]

64. PROOF OF CLATIM, a “collateral atack”™ against/upon a “void judgment” is not any proceeding or “procedure”
out of /foreign to the record: and specifically the record of the alleged court of record within the above referenced
Criminal Case/Cause, in an action/process other than that in which the void judgment was readered, inan atiempt to
avoid, defeat, evade, or deny the force and cffect of the void judgment. [See: Glunz v. Hernandez, 908 S, W 2d 253,
255, and see fn. | therein (Tex.Civ. App. 1995); Davis v. Boone. 786 $.W.2d 85, &7 (Tex.App. 1990}]

3. PROOF OF CLAIM, “procedure™ is not defined as 2 “Series of Symbolic Actions. generally accompanied by
ods, and. in developed societies. by the Exhibition.of Written Documents, by means of which Rights or Liberties
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el DY @ 50iely are reasserted by its individual members, Reassertion is the Essence of Procedure; for'in the
wepse iowiich we shall use the term... it assumes an already violated right.”  [See: Greenidge, The Legal
edires of Cleeron's "E”mu-.v I ntro, | {(‘)\mni 190. ) ?ow'r ¥, ‘v]umr\ 7 Q 8. m»_ 32‘)‘ 3A 3 (1661} Maine, Ancient
I vl i P TS SR AU 9 1 K .;*, B i N Macrn ..!-.H‘. & C()ﬂ.
IS ' ' "3'..m I u’maz Sir . by saving thas the
in 4 modern suu‘u;rl__x T \u«:‘m'm citiven is free to alter his

Rk COoTHIdL

there iy @ specitic or set procedure for @ “collatersl aitack” againstupon: avd in
nt’and speetfically within the sbove relerenced Uriminal CaserCause,  {See:
5302530 1 (hex.App. 19953 TR, Civ. P, Rule 60(b) re “independent action™]

i oK

. o.ndmu.ml Accepiance for Value and counter offersclaim for Prooi of Clain, fem
dministrative Procedure” in the mature of Discovery and Validation of Diebt, cannot
the dike by e Ilnclc—rsmncd as a co,latual atiack” azainst/upon; and in
1, dement to “set the agrecment” of the “parties™ ite., the Respondents and the
L{.Ifs\_£1§ L Hip“ wation o with the above retercaced alleged Criminal Case/Cause, and thereby; and
detvat evade, and deny the validity, lawfulness, procedural legality. enforeeability, and torce and
st enterediendered in said CIVIL/COMMERCIAL/Criminal Case/Cause and
d therein. aogutire relicf and “remedy™; which inciudes “rights.” and thereby: and fherc;in reassert a Right
: abraine reliet through the “personal repleving” of the corpus. Liberty, and all property of the
s an-lewfully (andiltegally) taken, seized, detrained, and the ke resulting from t?zc “void judgment”
of said court within said CIVIL/ACOMMERCIAL/Criminal Case/Cause and corrently warehoused within
Teid warchouse™. also known by any and all derivatives and variations in the spelling of said name,
erating/fuctioning as an instrumentarm/unit of the alleged “Bonded” “FEDERAL™ warehousing agency d.b.a.
Pederal Burcay of Prisons * FEDERAL BUREAU OF PRISONS a foreign to the United States body. a Private
on, Military Based Operation, also known by all derivatives and variations in the speiling of said name.

eIHIN

CLAIML the jurisdiction; and speciﬁcaiiy that of the alfeged court of record within the above
mg:‘a; (d;‘ ‘Cause, of the court: fe, in personam and subject-matter jurisdiction, does not
’ *yuml facts refared to the mmdn.tzon asserted does ot have to be proven upon the

o

Cause. to prove jurisdiction: and, the court: and specifically the

sod Criminal Cus

Loine cowrt and specifically the alleged court of record wthin ihe above referenced alleged Criminal
cun proceed once jurisdiction is raised; and, the cowrt: and specifically the alleged court of record
above veferenced aticged Criminal CaseCause, does have authority to reach merits, and should not rather
Caction: and. jurisdiction can be assumed. and does not have to be proven to exist and decided.
0F 12 1026, Joyee v 1180474 F2d 215: Rosemond v. Lambert. 469 T.2d 4160 Lantana v,
d st Ohicage v New York, 37 F.Supp. 130 Stuek v, Medical Lxaminers. 94 Ca.2d 731, 211 2.2
Phithogtor 100 S5.CL 250, Hagans v. Lavine, 413 U.S. 533]

s 'Ur
within 1

Y

9.1 {t wol OF CLAIM, the court: and specifically the alleged court of record within the above referenced alleged
TEHI { st Unuse, does not have the power and duty to vacate a “void judgment” and, relief from a “void

Ui a diseretionary  matier and i not mandatory: and, principles of res judicata and the
3t conscguences thereof will be applied 1o a “void judgment”™; and, a “vaid judgment cannot
Thomas, 906 S.W.2d 262; Harrison v, Whiteley, 8 $.W.2d 89 (Tex.Civ.App.): Neugent
. Bridgham v. Moore, 143 Tex, 250, 183 S.W.2d 705, 707; Orner v, Shalafa, 30 F.3d
DAL 1O (Colo.) 1994), quoting V. T.A., Inc. v. Alrco Inc., 597 F.2d 220, 224, n, 8 {(C.A. 10 {Colo.)
\iilum Community Hospital, Inc. v, Schweiker, 686 £.2d 989 (1982}, F.R.Civ.P_, Rule 12¢h); Hobbs v. U.S,
Hiee of Personnel Manzxaumm 485 F.Supp. 456 (M.D.Fla. 1980); Rubin v. Jones, 109 F.R.D. t74 (. Virgin
ds *% } Loyd v Dzruior Dept. of Public Safety 480 So.2d 377 (Ala.Civ.App. 1985); Aiicou\ v. Allcock,
IRDANTH) \pp 982): In re Marriage of Parks, 630 N.E.2d 309, 122 1l App.3d 9035, 909 {1984); Stidham
698 N.E.2d 132 {Ind. 1998). Graff v. Kelly, 814 P.2d 489 {Okl. 1991); Inre Mama"c of Hampshire,
L 862, 934 P.2d 50 (1997)

v.ad 2250

v, W
200 Kan, 834

PROGE O CLAIM, 1t is necessary for one to take any steps to have a “void judgment” reversed/vacated/set
Lot Hoelder v Seott, 396 5.W 2d 906 (Tex.Civ. App. 1965)]

-PROGE OF CLAIM, a judgment of a court and specifically the judgment of the alleged court of record within
iove reivrenced a m_ed sriminal Case/Cause, is not void as long as there is an arguable basis for subject-manter
Junsihienon, 15¢ce Kocher v, 1dow Chemical Co., 132 F.2d 1225, 1230-12311 39 Fed R Serv.3d 11438 (TAL 8 vinn,
10073

TOPROOF OF CLAIM, that “judgmenis” of a4 court and specifically the judgment of the alleged court of record
vithin the aboeve referenced alleged Criminal Case/Cause, is not a fonm of “bond” - Le. a negotable instrument
cvidencing cebtand then sold for raising revenue.

EIE 4)‘ CLAIML whoreas the “test of jurisdiction” of & court is its right 1o decide. the judement of a court;
; wdgment of the alleged court of record within the abeve referenced Criminal Case/Cause, which
af the time the judgment was enteredaendered is not therefore absolutely void and subject 0

et Pinited Stares v. LLS. Fidelity & Cuarantee Co., 24

. the burden does not shift to the court: and specitically the alleged court of

the aboy e referenced Criminal Case/Cause, does have any discretion to ignore lack of

- as i this Conditional Acceptance for Vahie and couﬂwr nfferf‘claim For Proof of Claim, ltem No.
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- test of jurisdiction is the right to decide, not right decision. tudgments of courts, which at the time the judgments

were rendered had no jurisdiction, ...are absolutely void, and may be attacked and defeated coifaterally,”: ¢f, 47

- Am.jur.2d, Judgments, §916]

74. PROOF OF CLAIM, even if a “void Judgment™ is affirmed on appeal, it is thereby rendered valid. {Sce: Ralph
v. Police Court of City of El Cerrito, 190 P.2d 632, 634, 84 Ca.App.2d 257 (1948)]

75. PROOF OF CLAIM, when jurisdiction; i.c., in personam and or subject-matter jurisdiction. is facking/wanting
by & court: and specifically the alleged court of record within the above referenced alicged Criminal Case/Cause, the
court does not have to dismiss the cause of action: and., its neglect or refusal 1o do 50 is not usurpation, [Sce: tiarcia
v. Dial, 396 8, W.2d 524, 528 (Tex.Civ.App. 1980}, which States: “Lack of jurisdiction and the improper exergise ot
jurisdiction are vitally different concepts. ... Where the court is without jurisdiction it has no autharity to render any
Judgment other than one of dismissal.™; 22 C.1.%., Criminal Law. § 130, p.183, which States: “Jurisdiction is a
fundamental prerequisite to a valid prosecution and conviction, and & usurpation thereof is a nullity.”™ Harrfizan v,
Gilchrist, 99 N.W. 909, 934, 121 Wis. 127 (1904). which States: “1f {excessive exercise of authorityi has reforence
to want of power over the subject matter, the judgment is void when challenged diveetly or collateraliv. 11 it has
reference merely to the judicial method of the evercise of power, the result is binding upon the partics w the
litigation until reversed ... The former is usurpation: the latter error in Judgment.™: Voorhees v. The Rank of the
United States, 35 U8, 449, 474 (1836). which States: “The line which separates orror in judgmen! froim the
asurpation of power is very definite.”) :

76. PROOF OF CLAIM, whereas the parties involved within the above referenced atleged Criminal Case/Cause:
and. the Respondent(s) d.b.a. “Judge.” “District Attorney.” and “Antorney General” may be in a “logal” sense
immune from any claims that they are guilty of corruption due-to their “proper” exercise of jurisdiction. (his same
immunity does hold and shicld said parties; and Respondent(s), for their acts; whether of comumission or omission.
wherein they Jack/want jurisdiction; perfection of title to “office,” right to and right to exercise/use the “plenary
powers™ resident therein; and. in fact without Lawful/legal authority. once this fack/want of right/powersauthority,
and the like has been raised through NQTICE and WARNING as within this Conditional Aceeptance for Value and
counter offer/claim For Proof Of Claim, item No. 511328-DK relating to and bearing upon the above refercnced
alieged Criminal Case/Cause, and said parties; or Respondent(s), thereii choose to ignore said Notice and Waming,
and essentially proceed as if the said judgment is valid by refusing to perform their duty/obligation to vacate said
Judgment upon agreement; witether expressed or tacit, with the Undersigned that judgment is in fact VOID ab initio,
unenforceable, and of no binding force or effect; and. would not thereby establish and demonstrate Respondent(s)
failure to perform in accordance with; and pursuant to, the terms and conditions of their voluntary commercial
indenture through failure to/of duty and obligation to vacate the judgment in the above referenced alleged

CIVILICOMMERCIAL/Criminal Case/Cause an “Order of Release” (termination Statement) which

would not constitute and establish acts of “usurpation,” and conspiracy therein; and thereto..

77. PROOF OF CLAIM, courts; and specifically the alleged court of record within the -above refercnced alleged
Criminal Case/Cause, will not and do not make use of a concept/rule known as “Constitutional Avoidance” in
deciding matters to avoid conflict with the Constitution or Bill of Rights; and, will not and do not always adopt the
interpretation of the alleged statute/law (or matter under consideration before the court) which avoids a conflict with
the Constitution; or, will not dispose of matters by some other means which avoids the Constitution altogether if

- possible. [See: Ashwander v. Tennessee Valley Authority, 207 U.S, 288, 347 (1935), which States: “The Court will

not pass upon a constitutional question although property presented by the record, if there is.also present some other -
ground upon which the case may be disposed of."; Silver v. Louisville & Nashville R.R. Co.. 213 .S, 175, 193

(1908), which States: “Where a case in this court can be decided ‘without reference to questions arjsing under the

Federal Constitution, that course is usually pursued.”™; cf. Light v. United States, 222 U.S. $23. 38 (1910} Panama

R.R.Co. v. Johnson, 264 U.S. 375, 390 (1928), which States: “A statute must be conistrued, if fairly possible, sa as

to avoid not only the conclusion that it is unconstitutional but also grave doubts upon that score.”; ¢l United States

v. Standard Brewery, 251 U.5. 210, 220 (1919); Hagans V. Levine, 415 U.S. 533, 547 (1973), which States: “[The

ordinary rule {is] that a federal court should not decide federal constitutional questions where 2 dispositive un/non-

constitutional ground is available.”; Kurtz v. Erie. 389 pa. ‘557, 565, 133 A2d 172, 176 (1957): Fortson v.

Commonweaith, Crime Victim's Compensation Board, $12 A.2d 734, 738 (Pa.Conun. 1986)]

78. PROOF OF CLAIM, a court; and- specifically the alleged court of record within the above referenced alleged
Criminal Case/Cause, when confronted with a case/cause brought before it which appears “on its face” to be
founded upon unconstitutional statute/taw, will not tacitly; if not expressly, look 1o a “contract” or “quasi contract.”
real or presumed, expressed or impiied, revealed or unrevealed which will act as a nexus (relationship) between the
parties from which the court.can assume its right to decide and thereby; and therein, bind the “named™ defendant to
the “un/non-constitutional” source of authority for the existence of the statute/law acting as the termsiconditions of
said contract, in which the “named” defendant is alteged/charged. as viotating: or, being in breach thercof, and
thereby, and therein, avoid the constitutional conflict/question altogether.

79. PROOF OF CLAIM, the. alieged court of record within . the above referenced atleped
CIVIL/ICOMMERCIAL/Criminal - Case/Cause did ot ook to; and rely thereupon, a charging
document/instrument (indictment); and affidavit in: support thereof, by which; and through which, said court
assumed its right to decide which was not “fatally defective” for alleging/chérging violation(s) of statute(s)/law(s)
cited from the United States Code: and specifically Title [5 (“Commerce and Commercial Transactions™), and Title
18 (*Crimes and Crimina} Procedure”™) thereof which on their face contain NOR exhibit no enacting clause(s)
cvidencing the will of the.General Assembly that such is to exist-as: Statute(s)llaw(s) of United States, NOR any
authority for their existence, NOR titles and thereby; and therein, providing no eviderce as to their nature. which in
rdance with; and pursuant to, the lex non scripta and fundamental concepts, requisites, essentinis, and
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sofemnities of ww-making derived from the usages of tme honored, proven, and ancient traditions and customs and
rumnm., 4l u’ﬁ‘:kThUEmn&l mm inles of law-making do not render said alleged/charged violation(s) of said
aner +. and af no binding force and cffect for their fatlure to create a criminal/public
samed” detendint wnd the Undersigned can be convicted and punished for: therefore, faiting
a subiect-matter (crime) for the allege court of record within the above referenced alleged
CIHVIL-COMME RO $L/ rzmmﬂ! Case/Cause tw assume any jurisdiction in, over. upon, and the fike.
7-1948). Pub.L. 80-772: specifically April 24, 1947, H.R. Rep. No. 304, go™

ul‘l" Rc 50—13 49,5121 May 12, 1947, 83 Cong, Rec. 3049 {no quorum
. 1 Art 7. ¢l 2) S. Coti. Res. 33, 93 Cong. Rec, HI822, 10439 July 26.
1‘148 S, l\L" 1620, 80" Cong., 2d Sess, 2430, June 18. 1948: 94 Cony. Rec.

3 ku. D536-537. 80“ Cngress. Junc 18, 1948: 94 Cong. Rec. 8864-65: see S, Rept.
M ")1\) 94 Cong. Ree, 9158: 94 Cong. Ree, 9354, 9363, 9363, June 19, 1948; and

84, PRt WF O OF CLATML the alleged  court of record  within the  above reference  alleged
CIVIL/COMMERCIAL/ Criminal Case/Cause did not tacitly determine; and asswmic, its jurisdiction in the
datter; and over and upon the purties. within said €7 VIL/ACOMMERCIAL/Criminal Case/Cause
200 real or presumed, expressed or imphlied, revealed or unrevealed as a “unmnon-

and upon, which it procecded to exercise its right to decide, renderfenter a
avaid the constitutional conflictgquestion altogether,

CROnNITact

MINC

SEOF CLAI, contracis do not supersede the Constitution, the law therein; and thereof, as well as ALL
s, probibitions, and provisions therein expressed, because contracts arise not from the Constitution. but
W ithout the Constitution, based upon a man or woman’s unalienable; and untimited. Right (o privately contract
Counna! be impaired,

ed court of record within the above referenced alleged Criminal Case/Cause. did
SO0 itit clean hands, to the “named” defendant within said Criminal Case/Cause; or.
the {ing ned. any umvac* o, quasi contract, real or presumed. expressed or implied, revealed or unrevealed
irom which said cowt formed for mcn" a “un/non-constitutional other ground™ upon which; and within which. it
assumed Hts jurisdiction: e iis right to decide, and thereby; and therein exercise its power to enterrender &

judgment therein and avoid the constitutional cnnﬂzcvqigcstmn aftmether

83. PROOKF OF CLAIM, the alteged court of record within the above referenced alleged Criminal Case/Cause; by
N O @ coniract of L,wm contract. reai or | aresumed, expressed or implied. revealed or unrevealed between the
! dunt and source of authority for the existence of said “un/non-constitutional”
: :md thereby, to bind the “named™ defendant and the Undersigned to said sowrce of
law(s) aticged/charged to have been violated'breached by the “named”
srsigned, does not thereby: and therein, Declare and Aftirm tacithy: if not expressly. the
ancinsiitutions! nature of the alleged statute(s)law(s) cited within; and uwpon the face of the charging
mentinstrument (ndictment). and affidavit in supporf thereof. provided by the United States Attorney’s Office:
onot conversely Declare and Affirm the “un/non-constitutional” nature of said  statute(s)/law(s)
arged o> having teer violated or breached.

‘H PROCE OF Ot
violite

LML the seurce of authority for the existence of the statutes(s)/law(s) alleged/charged as having
ched v the “ramed” defendant  within  the above referenced  alleged
MERCIAL/Criminal Case/Cause us cited within and vpon the face of the charging
dinformation); and affidavit in suppoert thereof, employed/used by the District Attarey’s
court of record within said CIVIL/ACOMMERCIAL/ Criminal Case/Cuuse is not
a foreign fauthority™ to the “named” defendant and the Undersigned without there
ationship and establishing a nexus withvto said source of authority and the “named”
OMMFE} ’-T" ! HJ( rimingl Case/Cause and the Undersigned, and  the
and “State-] aet”

SROOE OF CLAIM, whereas a “relationship” must exist and be ostablished between a source of authority for a
' i oonistenee and, @ Private Citizen, o be hound thereby: and, whereas the “relationship™ presumed

siebhed and existing benween the “amed” defendant within the above referenced alleged Criminal
Cause. and the source of asthority for the existence of the “un/non-constitutional” statute(s)/taw(s) as cited
m the duce of the warrant of arrest. charging document/instrument {(Indictment), and affidavits in
within same Criminagt Case/Cause. presumed o have arisen om some “contract™; or. “quasi
: : or implied, revealed or unrevealed which creates and establishes said
a5 one of contractual obligations between the parties o said contract, such does not define and
malure and cause of said Criminal Case/Cause; and ALL procecdings therein, as some form of suit in
Gy ny from seme alleged/eharged violation(s) of terms and conditions of said alleged contract for
- puscorduct of matteasance arising therefrom on the part of the “named” defendant in said Criminal
. alicged-charged as being in “breach”™ of duty/obligation arising fromw said “contract” as an achion ex

pand o

rresume CNDICS

86, PROOF  OF  CLAIM.  the actua)  npawre and  cause of the above  referenced
CHAL/COMMERCIAL/Criminal Case/Cause and ALL proceedings, procedures, and processes therein,

Swere in lact f‘ul’v disclosed and wp!ained to the “named” defendant in said Criminal Case/Cause: or. the

tinde the Presiding Judge. United States Atterney {or his Assistant). and or the alleged court of record
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appointed Defense Attorney; and, such full disclosure does appear upon the face of the record of the alleged court of
record, Hut.said facts relating to the acmal nature and cause of said CJ VIL/COMMERCIAL/Criminal
Case/Cause were nof rather actively and purposely concealed and hidden by said “Officer(s)” of “the United
States™ and or “Court”™ which thereby, and: therein, constituted and established acts of fraud against and upen the
“named” defendant within said CIVIL/COMMERCIAL/Criminal Case/Cause and the Undersianed by
said “officers,” :

~ 87. PROOF OF CLAIM, the lega! status of these “un/non-constitutional legislative entities™ operating/functioning as
sources of authority for these su-called “Revised Codes/Statutes™; and specificaily the United Stales Code andior
specifically THE ACT OF MARCH 27TH. 1933 Proclamation 2038, 2039, 2040 AND Titles 4, 7011, 12 14 16, 18,
28, 31 and 42 USC; CF.R,, THE FEDERAL REGISTRY. thereof, is not that of a corporationiquasi corporation;
which, is also created by statuie. {See: 73 C.1.S., Public Administrative Law and Procedures. § 0, p 392, clung:
Parker v. Unemployment Compensation Commission, 214 §,W.2d 529, 358 Mo, 365, which States: ~1he DOWRES
granted 1o an administrative body may be such as to establish it as a legal entity, and, althougli not expressiy
declared to be a corporation, it may be considered a public quasi corporation.”, Texas & Pacific Railway v,
InterState Commerce Comumission, 162 U.S. 197 (1895), which States: “The InterState Commerce Conunission is d
body corporate, with legal capacity o be a party plaintifl or delendant in the Federal courts.; A dur.2d,
Administrative Law, § 32. p.56, which States: “Some administrative agencies are corporate bodies with legal
capacity to sue and be sued.”]

88. PROOF OF CLAIM, that the Legislative Reference Bureau, created by Act of April 27, 1909, P.L. 208, and,
reorganized by Act of May 7, 1923, P.L. 158, as a legislative “agency’ with the primary function to draft and pass
upon legislative.bills and resolutions for introduction in the General Assembly, and to prepare for “adoption” by the
General Assembly, “Codes” by topics, of the existing general statutes for which it was handed over statutory
authority in 1974 to publish an. “official publication™ of the United States Code, is not operating/functioning as a
“ur/non-constitutional legislative entity™; and, is not operating or functioning as a foreign corporate entity
representing the source of authority for the existence of statute(s)/law(s) known as the United States Code, in the
capacity of an “administrative law agency” administering the corporate affairs and public of that which created it by
statute. o o

89. PROOF OF CLAIM, these alleged statute(s)law(s) of this “un/non-constitutional, legislative entity™, i.e., the
Legislative Reference Bureau, operating/functioning as a foreign corporate “administrative faw agency” are not by
nature the private “‘by-laws™ of'a “corporation” for the administration of its internal Government and public: and. are
binding and of force or effect over and upon the private, non-enfranchised. and non-assumpsit’s thereto; and
therewith, living, breathing, flesh-and-blood man or woman, i.e. a ngtural person/man or woman: and, as such. wre
not ultimately governed by, through, and within the realm of commercial law as adopted and codified within The
United States Code thereby: and therein, representing commercial law for operating/functioning in commerce.

90. PROOF OF CLAIM, whereas the Constitution for the United Siates of America at Article 1. Section 8 and 10
clearly prohibits the Congress from printing and issuing Federal Reserve Notes as it is a constitutional entity, or
purpartedly so, and its actions are limited thereby: and therein, a corporation or trust is not; ¢.g.. the Federzl Reserve
- System, created by Congressional Act in 1913, and as a “on/non-constitutional Congressional entity™ withow the
Constitution, and therefore not bound NOR encumbered by said document/instriment, may proceed to print and
issue money (currency) which would be an unconstitutional form of meney for Congress: restrained as it is. by the
instrument/document of its creation, these “un/non-constitutional legisfative entities™; ¢.g., the Legislative Reference
Bureau, and the aleged statute(s)/law(s) they create/generate is not a “un/mon-constitutional” issue having no nexus
with the Constitution; and, the binding force or effect of said statute(s)/law(s) is not established/ereated solely from;
or by, contract between the parties; which, once silent judicial notice of said contract is taken by the presiding judge,
whether real or presumed, expressed or implied, revealed or unrevealed, therein operates/functions to bind the
“named” defendant in the case/cause; and specifically the “flamed” defendant within the above referenced alleged
Criminal Case/Cause, to the alleged/charged violation(s) of Statute(s)/law(s) cited within and upon the face of the
warrant of arrest, charging document/instrumment (Indictment), -and affidavitsin support thereof: and specifically
within the above referenced alléged Criminal Case/Cause, unless said judicial presumption of a contract is rebutted.

. Please note that although it is the United States Treasury Department who prints the so-called Federal
Reserve notes, these notés have no value and are not backed by anything-

“Frderal Reserve notes are not redesmable, and receive no backing by anything

1

1

his has besn the case since 1933. The notes have néy vaiae for

3

. M - 27
slves,

%

this is taken from the official website of the United States #i

Yy v e h e
> . W wnancias

[

expert, the United States Department of thae Treasury whosé job it is to print

ot

the money to be untilized by the public, and note how tﬁey say that since the
government declared bankruptey in 1933 their notes have had no valte.
An official website of the United States Government. |

S S0 b e s S st s o i e et e et s

An official websiie of the United States Government




Conditional Acceptance for the Value/Agreement/Contract no.
18291Z-NAWOCNOEDIGEAY RO-0125000370- 16000000

th;A&ﬁﬁaLgﬂgmL9QmEgsauzgJ@;gxLﬁQﬂE&ngﬂgd_mmﬁﬂgnggnggjgpx

es hanpkkeeping entiy eredil. there is no censtitutional amendment permitting the Federal Reserve andior
! Jd deciared thers to be curreney. The Constitision has held that the monies created by

; By not g market vaiue but a national correney value. Federal Ruserve bookkeeping entry
eredit 15 not regulated by Lonamw raaking this process by the Federal Reserve, the issuance of bookkeeping entry credit,

HNCON: mona‘ Thiat s, uniess and unil you can provide feets and conclisstons of law and not upinion ta the contrary.

91 PROOF OF CLAIM, where an American defendant before an American court, charged with the violation of a
statute’Jaw of the French Parfiament. to which he mounts a defense upon an “dnconstitutional” issue of a law
violating his allered 4% and 3% Amendment rights. and its being repugnant to the Constitution, the presiding judge
would have conunitied an “ervor in Judgment™ were s'he to hold that said law ({reg gardless of how apparently corrupt
L«md fascist this holding may scem to paint said court and judge) is not * ‘unconstitutional™: and, such a holding and
cment r-i fh&, judie is pot a tacit affirmation on the part of said judge that the matter was tmpm perly presented as
ional issne” when it should have been presented as a “un/mon-constitutional™ issve: i.¢. a law outside
to the ¢ onstitution. which would have acted to focus upon and address the natre of said law and the

: lationship {contract or otherwise) existing between said defendant and the source of authority for the
existence of szid law 1o which: for said tack-want of relationship, said defendant has no duty NOR obligation to
follow, comply with, NOR obey,

"5)2 PRE JO OF CLATM, whereas the issue of a trial or hearing exists when the plaintiff and defendant arrive at
P §

“matter in which one affirms and the others denies [See: Black’s Law Dictionary, 2™ Ed., West

does not create the issue by asking the “rwmd defendant how he dlsputu 10 the

4. p 687 & conrt

CNIMLEY ,t]m- i5 o staturelaw within and apon the face of a charging doc um( nt/instrument which
v.dtg ool anunconsitational statute’koy, or s from another State, or | Lentity, or oven i

ey such as those statutesAaws cited froim the Ulmu} Slair.‘s ('(}de and
R GT 1 . 1933 Proclamation 2038, 2039, 2040 AND Titles . 7. 11, 12, 15, 10, (8.

28 L "R, THE FEDERAL REGISTRY. thereol within and upon the face of the warmnt of arrest,

ument-instrument (Indictment), and affidavits in support thereof within the above referenced alleged
e, a defendant: and wpcc?ﬁos Iv the “named” defendant within the above referenced alieged
tof entering a plea or verdict thereto; and therein. does not thereby: and therein,
: ';;%ng; decument’instrument (Indictment): and. dﬂea not admit o the validity of the
L docs noi thereby form the | issuc for tial which wouald exist even without a plea,
and sadions « § se anvihing betore the court or jury for triad, ([See: Frishe v United States, 157 U8,
ToG, 165 34 | RN IS .8{)\ . which States: “The very act of pleading to it {an *ndxczmt’m} admits ity

seniises 05 a e S Rosek v. State, 138'N.E. 902,903 (Ind. 1927), which States: “The plea forms the issue to
be i i ich there is rzothmg befare the court or jury for trial. ™ cf. Andrews v. State. 146 N.E. 817, 196
ind. v, Acton, 160 AL 217, 218 (N, 1932); United States v, Aurandt, 107 P. (064, 1065 (N.M

94, PROOEF OF CLAIM, it appears within and upon the face of the record of the alleged court of record in the above
referenced alleged Criminal Case/Cause, the nature of the statute(s)law(s) cited within and upon the face of the
warrant of arrest, charging document/instrument (Indictment), and affidavits in support thercof, as relied upon by
said court to assuine its jurisdiction in the case/cause and over and upon the parties therein; and, the conseguences of
entering n plea: as established supra at Proof of Claim No. 92 and 93, were disciosed to the “named™ defendant
within the above referenced alleged Criminal Case/Cause, and the Undersigned by ANY “officer” of said court and/
or United States: and, was not rather actively concealed and hidden from the “named” defendant and the
Endersig ifi}f said “officers”™ and, such concealment does not operate to constitute/establish acts of fraud upon
Tihe e d detendant and the Undersigned within the above referenced alleged Criminal Case/Cause.

G5 PROOF OF

within the abine |

Wi, the ﬂrocucdings in which the “named” defendant and the Undersigned were subjected to
renced afleged Criminal Case’Cause, were not in equity/chancery: and, the conflict was not
with a “uwrnen-constitutional’” source of authority for the existence of the statute(s)law(s) alleged/charged us
violated within anid upon the face of the warrant of arrest, charging document/instrument (Indictment), and affidavits
Y suppait thereot,

i PROCE OF O

ai system today; and specificatly the aileged cowt of record within e
( ause, can and do recognize and procesd upon  common-law

FTO1Y At LS 8. ¢l 3 and 18; accord specifically THE ACT OF MARCH 9TH, 1933
2039, 2040 AND Tithes 4 7011, 12,15, 16, 18, 28, 31 and 42 USC; CF.R.. THE FEDERAL
cbide 27 CFR § 72010 and United States v. Volungus. 593 F.ad 1425 (1 FCir, 2010y United
W0 F3d 500,503 (37 Cir), cert. denied, 525 US 896, 142 L Ed 2d i?}l, 119 5 Cr 220, 1998 LS.




Conditional Acceptance for the Value/Agreement/Contract no.
SRV NAWOQONOGEDIGLAVRO-01 250003761 !i()l}ﬁn(){?u

98. PROOF OF CLAIM, the lack/want of subject-matter jurisdiction cannot stop a court; and specifically the alleged
court of record within the above referenced aileged Criminal Case/Cause, from proceeding: and. does not void ALL
orders, decisions, judgments, and the like of said court as it cannot be waived, may be asserted at anvtime: even afler
trial for the first time, and is not affected by NOR negated by the act of entering a plea; not even a guilty plea. s
such would confess nothing: and, this lack/want of subject-matter jurisdiction, whether ensuing from a fatally
defective warrant of arrest or charging document/instrument: e.g., an Indictment as in the above referenced alleged
Criminal Case/Cause, for employing/using and citing “unconstirational statute(sYlaw(s); or. “un/non-constitutional™
statute(s)law(s)/Code(s) without nexus (relationship); e.g.. contract or otherwise, established and existing between
the parties, does not effectuate the same resuli; te., the judgment is VOID and a complete nuliity ab initio,
unenforceable, and witheut binding force and effect, even before reversal.

99. PROOF OF CLAIM, whereas other State Supreme Courts have held these so-called “Revised Codes.” or
however termed/styled, not to be the law of their respective States, the United States Code is any different from
these other so-called “Revised Codes™; and, is the law of the United States of America. [See; In e Self v. Rhay, 61
Wash.2d 261, 264, 265, 377 P.2d 885 (1963); cf. Qakley v. Aspinwall, 3 N.Y. 547, 568; Village of Ridgefield Park
v. Bergen Co. Bd. of Tax, 162 A.2d 132, 134, 135, 65 N.JSuper. 133 (1960), citing: Staie v. Burrow. 104 §.W. 526,
527, 119 Tenn. 376 (1907)] . o .

(00, PROOF OF CLAIM, all jurisdiction with; and of, the United States/UNITED STATES is not by. “contract™;
and, said contractual constraints are not binding upon ANY and ALL courts within said juridical copstructs and the
jurisdiction exercised therein. e o

101. PROOF OF CLAIM, the “Executive Power™; i.e., the administrative branch of Government; State. and
federal/national, as created, ordained, and established within the written document/instrument for its existence, is not
limited and guided by the “law of the land.”

102. PROGF OF CLAIM, the “law of the land™ and “due process of law” do not have the same meaning; and, the
law intended by the Constitution; State and federal/national, is not the common-law, [See: State v. Doherty, 60
Maine 504, 509 (1872), which States: “The expressions ‘due process of law™ and ‘law of the land’ have the same
meaning... The ‘law’ intended by the constitution is.the common law that was handed down to us from our
forefathers, as it existed and was understood and administered when:that instrument was framed and adopted.”]

103. PROOF OF CLAIM, the “duc process of law’ clause as expressty written within the Constitution for the United
States of America, does not make and establish the common-law the “law of the land.” [Sce: U.S. Const, 4"
Amendment; Walter Anderson, A Treatise on the Law of Sheriffs, Coroners, and Constables, vol. [, § 166, p. 160
(1941), which States: “Heed should ever be paid to the voice of common law as it has echoed down through the
ages, loudly proclaiming in the interests of the rights of the citizen, that it must not be forgotten that there can be no
arrests without due process of law..,")

104. PROOF OF CLAIM, the common-law is not the foundation of “due process of law.” [See; 6 R.C.L., § 434,
which States: “...it is clear that the common law is the foundation of which is designated as due process of law.’]

105. PROOF OF CLAIM, “due process of law” and “the law of the land” does not declare that, @ Private
Citizen, cannot be deprived of his liberty or property unless by the judgment of his peers or the law of the land.

. :

[See: Constitution of/for the United States of America (1789, 'as amended 1791) article in amendment V; Thomas

Cooley, Constitutional Limitations, 364 and notes),

106. PROOF OF CLAIM, “due process of law” and what constitutes same is determined by the *Legislative Power”
of Government: State and/or federal/national, and specifically that as exercised by the General Assembly of the
present existing Government of the United States within and/or through its Statutes; and. is not a restraint upon the
legislative as well as the executive and judicial powers of Government. [See: Murray’s Lessee v. Hoboken Imp.
Co., 18 How (1).5.) 272, 276 (1855), which States: “It is manifest it was not left to the legisiative power to enact any
process which might be devised. The [due process] article is a restraint on the legislative as well as the executive
and judicial powers of Government, and cannot be so construed as to leave congress free to make any process “due
process,” by its mere will.”; State ex rel. v, Biflings, 55 Minn. 466, 474 (1893)]

107. PROOF OF CLAIM, whercas the Congress of the federal Government is not free to make any process it deems
fit as constituting “due process of law.” the General Assembly of the United States is free to make any process it
deems fit as constituting due process of law. '

108, PROOF OF CLAIM. what constitutes “due process of law™ is not to be ascertained by an examination of the
setrled usages and modes  of proceeding in the common and statute Jaws of England before the immigration of The
Peopie to this land and adoption of any Constitution. [See: Twining v. New Jersey, 211 U.S. 78, 100 (1908)]

109. PROOF OF CLAIM, the “due process of law” clause; i.e., the common-law as defined herein above, does not
govern what the law on arrest is in the land: and, where it exists, the most statutes can be: and specifically as
contained within the United States Code, is not declaratory of the common-law; and, if there is no direct language in
the constitution of a State; and specifically as this relates to and bears upon said-Constitution of the United States of
America, directing what procedure or process is to be followed, the common-law; made the “law of the land™
through- the due process clause of the national/federal Constitution, is not to be the *due process of law™ followed
and enforced within the States as opposed to:some legislative statute(s) (validly enacted or-otherwise), or a city
ordinance, . ‘ IR Co
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HL PROUGE OF Lm’\;,u. thas law enforcement officers; however such may be termed/styled, who do not abide by
the “law of the land”; i¢.. the common-law as adopted through the due process clause of the national/federal
Constitution. are not tr mpaw::»

FEE PROOF OF CLAIM, in matters refating to and bearing upon arrests, fundamental law; i.e., the organic faw: Le.,
the Constitution, is not controlling over and upon legislative statutes; and specifically the United States Code: and, is
not therefore the prevaiting law,

112, PROOE OF Ciaiv. ~due process of faw” by which, a Private Citizen, may be deprived of his liberty and
sroperty i not that provess which existed ot common-faw, [See: 4 Bl .Comm. 292}

LE3PROCE OF CLADM, @ Private Citizen, can be arcested upon a warrant without “due process of faw” [See:
2 RO.L., Constitutional Requirements as to Warrants, § 21, p. 463, which States: “[Tlhe fundamental constitutional
suarantees of persongl libenty protect private umwxdu’l%s in the right of enjoyment of personal freedom without
unawfisl restraint, and it is universally recognized that no one may be arrested except by due process of law.”}

1 PROOF OF LA e process of faw™ does not kave the same meaning throughout America,

115 PROOF OF CLAIM. in a criminal proceeding where an arrest is made without warrant, an invalid warrant, or a
warrant illegally/un-lawfullv exceuted. the burden is not upon the United States as this matter relates to and bears
upon the above ced alleged Criminal Case’Canse. 10 justify the arrest upon said warrant: or lack thereof, and
subscauent criminal proceedings. as one not violadng of constitutional provisions. and the invalidity of the arrest
will ot render anv search invalid and ALL evidence obtained inadmissible. [Sec: Testolin v, State, 203 N.H. 823
(Wis 19253}

P16, PROOF OF CLAIM, the warrant used/employed by an arresting officer in executing said arrest must not be in

said officer’s possession. [See: Alexander v, Lindsey, 230 N.C. 663, 55 S.E.2d 470. 474 (1949}, which Siates: "In 6

C.LS., Arrest, § 4, p. 376 et seq.. we find the general rule Stated as follows: ‘“The warrant must at the time of arrest

be in the possession of and with the person purporting 1o act there under or of one with whom he is acting in

conjunction... Accordingly, where the warrant is at the officer’s house some distance from the scene of arrest, or in

the hands of ancther who is not at the scene of arrest, or in the central office of a city detective bureau, the arrest is
unfawfi}, )

[17. PROOF OF CLAIM, “possession” of a warrant of arrest by the arresting officer exccuting said warrant does
not mandate it must be in the hand or pocket of said officer; and, said “possession” does not mandate, require, and
establish that said warrant must be so nearby as to show it upon request with reasonable promptness. [See: State v.

Shaw, 04 ‘s( 355,89 S.E. 3220323 (1916); O'Halloran v. M*Guirk, 167 F. 493, 495, 93 C.C.A. 129 (1909}
Peaple + e HApp. 218 11933y Crosswhite v. Barnes, 139 Va, 471, 124 S.E. 242, 245 (1924), which
States: “the mxi-books geners l!}‘ State. and many cases hold, that it is necessary not only that a warrant of arrest

should have been isaued, but that the officer making the arrest shall have it with him and show it on request... In |
Bish. New Crim. Proc. § 190, it is said. “To justify an arrest under a warrant, the officer muost have il in possession;
and, i though debvered to him, he leaves it at his office or station house, it will not protect him.”™", NOTE: This
court i deciding the matter of Crosswhite v. Barnes, also referred to, and relied upon. a previous udSb in Virginia;

Lo, Musene v, Commonwealth, 86 Va. 443, 10 8. 334 (1890). wherein a police, @ Private Citizen, undertook to
arrest Muscoe fm 2 past misdemeanor, without warrant, and was shot and killed by Muscoe, Muscoe was convicted

ol murder and in the appueal: the court reversed the conviction stating: “Indeed, not only must there be a warrant in
the i last mentioned [misdemeanors), but, to justify the arrest, the officer must have the warrant with

N %Q\"x G oadh

him at the tima.”

J

118, PROOF OF CLAIM. where an nffénse is not committed in the presence of an officer; as in the above
referenced alleged Criminal Case/Cause, in making an arrest for said offense, said officer does not need to have the
warrant for arrest in his actoal possession if the arrest is to be lawful. {See¢: Smith v. State, 208 So0.2d 746, 747
(Miss. 1968)]

119, PROOF OF C LAIM, knowledge of the issuance and existence of a warrant of arrest by the party named therein
docs refax or even do away with the requirement that the arresting officer must be in possession of the warrant.
[See: Walter H. Anderson, A Treatise on the Law of Sheriffs, Coroners, and Constables, vol 1, § 133, p. 128 (1941),
which States: “Where arrest is being made under the auzlmmy of a warrant, the officer attempting o execute same,
and arrest the party named therein, must be in possession of said warrant or it affords him no protection. The
necessity for the possession of the warrant is not relaxed by reason of the fact the party to be amested knows of the
issuance and existence of such waarrant for his arrest.”]

120. PROOF OF CLAIM, a warrant of arrest must not be shown and read to, @ Private Citizen, named therein
and being placed under arcest, or informed of being under arrest, if requested to do so. [See: Smith v, Sate, 208
80.2d 746, 747 (Miss. 1968) wherein the Supreme Court of Mississippi Stated that the warrant must be in the actoal
possession of the officer; and: *...he must show it to the accused, if requested to do 50.”; State v. Shaw, 104 5.C.
359, 89 S.E. 322 (1916), wherein the court Stated the reason the warrant is to be in the actual possession of the
arresting party is that: ... if demanded, he produce the warrant and read it to the accused, that he may know by what
authority and for what cause he is deprived of his liberty.”; Crosswhite v. Barnes, 139 Va, 471,124 S.E. 242, 245
(1924), wherein a number of authorities in support are cited; e.g., “In the annotator’s summary of the note in 42
CALR. at page 682, it 15 said: *An accused person, if he demands it, is entitled to have the warrant for his arrest
“ shown 10 him al the time of arrest. (Sec also ST A.L.R. 211y™; Frost v, Thomas, 24 Wend. 418, 419 (1840). which
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States: “A special deputy is bound to show his warrant if requested fo do so, and if he omit, the party against who
the warrant is may resist an arrest, and the warrant under such circumstances is no protection against an action for
assault, battery and false imprisonment.””; People v. Shanley, 40 Hun. 477, 478 (1886), which Stares; “[1}{ the officer
must show the warrant, if required, then it is plain that it must be in his actual possession, It would be absurd to
construe this to mean that after making the arrest the officer must, if required, take the defendant ro some other place
and there show him the warrant.”: State v. Phinney, 42 Me. 384 (1856), wherein it was Stated that it is very
important in all cases where an arrest has heen made by virue of a warrant that: ©...the warrant should be produced
if demonded.”™ Shovlin v. Commonweahih, 106 Pa. 369, 3 Am.Cr.Rep. 41 (18845 which States: “1t is doubtiess the
duty of an officer who executes a warrant of arrest to State the nature and substance of the process which gives him
the authority he professes to exereises. and. il it 15 demanded. to exhibit his warrant, that the party arrested may have
ne excuse for resistance ™ Jones v Staie, Hid Ga, 79, 30 S.E. 861 (19015, wherein it was held by the gourt thar a
constable was not justified in attempting 1o arrest the detendant under a warrant which was in the sheriff™s hands.
The court Stated: “... it was the duty of an officer whao attemprts to make an arrest to exhibit the warrant if he has
one."]

121 PROOF OF CLAIM, faiture to show or display 2 warrant when & warrant for an arvest ailegedly exists, the
arrest does not thereby: and therein, become un-law ylillegal. [See: Adams v. State, 121 T, 163, 48 S.L 910,91
(1904), which States: ~In Gaitiard v. Laxton. 2 Best & 8, 365, 9 Cox C.C. 127, itwas held that in a case m which a
tawful arrest could not be mude except under a warrant the arresting officers were bound w have the warrant ready
to be produced it required: that an arrest jn such a case by police officers who did not have the warrant in the
possession at the time was illegal.”] ‘

122, PROOF OF CLAIM, the primary reason for the officer 1o have the warrant in his possession when making an
arresl under the warrant is not so that it can be shown 1o the one arrested, so that he may know the authority by
- which he is being deprived of his liberty, [See: Cabell v, Arnold, 86 Tex. 102; 23 S.W. 645, 646 (1893), which
States: “It ought not to be denied that the law contemplates that the warrant directing the arrest of a person charged
with a crime will be in the possession of the officer when he makes the arrest under it, for if he is required to exhibit
i, if called upon to do so; and this is based on a wise public policy, one purpose of which is that the officer may
have to exhibit such evidence of his authority to make the atrest as will be deemed sufficient to take from the person
whose arrest is.commanded all right to question the authority of the officer.] ' '

123. PROOF QF CLAIM, the argument that officers are free to arrest because there is 2 warrant “outstanding™ is not
nullified by the requirement of law that one arresting under-a warrant must show it if requested to do so, which is not
manifestly impossible unless the arresting officer has the warrant in his possession at the time of arrest. {See: Smith
v. Clark, 53 N.JL. 197,21 A. 491 (1891), citing: Webb v. State, S1'N.J.L. 189, 17 A. 113, which States: “We think
the authorities .. .are all to the effect that the officer making the arrest must be in a situation to show, if required, the
authority under which he¢ is acting. It is the legal right of the citizen when arrested that such shall be the situation:
and, therefore, when such situation does not exist that arrest is a legal wrong.”; 2 R.C.L.. Arrest, § 23, pp. 465-466,
which States: “Every person relying upon a warrant in"making an arrest should read it if requested 50 to do....
Where a warrant is necessary but the person making the arrest refuses to exhibit it when called upon to do so ... he
may forfeit the protection which it otherwise would afford him.”; 40 A.L.R, Annotawed. p. 66, which States: “The
weight of authority now, however, seems to support the proposition that an officer making an arrest under a warrant
should show the wartant, if requested to do so, and in some jurisdictions he is expressty requited by statate to do
50.%] T ‘ :

124. PROOF OF CLAIM, any statute: validly enacted or otherwise, requiring the warrant 1o be shown upon arrest:
and specifically within, the United States Code, Federal Rules of Civil Procedure and Supplementary Ruies of
Admiralty, and the Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure, is not but declaratory of the “due process of law”
procedure(s) that must be followed in an arfest: and, therefore-a statute requiring a warrant to be shown upon arrest
is needed; and, where such a statute exists. it is not merely redundant in nature, o

125. PROOF OF CLAIM, the reason for the duty of the arresting officer ¢xecuting a warrant of arrest to explain the
cause, for which the warvant issued, to the party arrested is not to State the nature and substance of the process
which' gives the arresting officer the authority which he professes to exercise; and. if it is demanded of the arresting
officer, to produce and exhibit it 16 the arrested party for his pervsal that e may have no excuse for resistance.
[See: Commonwealth v. Cooley, 6 Gray 350 (1856); Shovlin v."Commonwealth, 106 Pa. 369, 5 Am.Cr.Rep. 41
(1884), which States: “It is doubtless the duty of an officer who executes a warrant of arrest to State the nature and
substance of the process which gives him the authority he profésses to exercise, and. if it is demanded, to exhibit his
warrant, that the party arrésted may have no excuse for resistance.”] ’ o

126. PROOF OF CLAIM, a prima facic invalid warrant will not and is not regarded as any watrant and an officer
attempting to execute an arrest there under of the party named therein is protected by it. [See: 70 Am.Jur2d,
Sheriffs, Police, and Constables, § 165; pp. 353-354, which States: “Process that is void on its face is no protection
to the officer who executes it. 'If a warrant, order, or writ of possession shows Jack of jurisdiction of the court, the
officer is not protected in'serving it. In fact, in so doing he becomres a trespasseri™ Lawyers Reports Annotated, vol.
S1p: ¥97: citing! Poulk v. Slocum, 3 Black (Ind:y421] -« o 00 -
127. PROOF OF CLAIM; both a proper subject-matter. jurisdiction ‘anth geographical jurisdiction are not necessary
and essential for a valid warrant. . : ' :

128. PROOF OF CLAIM. the question of jurisdiction cannot be raised-at any time: and, consent and or waiver can
onfer or grant jurisdiction: and: a court; and specifically the alleged: court of record within the above refercnced
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, zmi ity to proceed where it appears from the record that if has no authority
st [See: 3 Amdur.2d, Arrest, § 7. p. 700]

129, PROOF OF CLAIM. whenever a warrant of arrest is invalid on it face, or where it is only a summons, the
arresting, officer, or officer attempling o execute service thereof, upon the party named therein. said officer is not
tiable for damages. {See: 51 L.R.A. 197, citing: Frazier v. Turner, 76 Wis, 562, 45 N.W. 411: Carratt v. Morley. 1

Q.B. 18. 1 Gale & Dav. 45]

130. PROOF OF CLAIM. the requirements of what a warrant of arrest should contain does not depend primarily on
constimutional mandates and common-law principles.

131, PROOF OF CLAIM, the common-taw does not require that a warrant of arrest be issued for an arrest only afier
a formal charge is made under oath: and. an atrest is valid if not based upon a sworn affidavit. [See: Liberis v,
Harpor, 89 Fla, 477, 104 So. 853, 855, which Siates: “An affidavit that does not appear 1o have been sworn before
any judiciz! officer, and a warrant signed only by the officer who made the arrest and not dala.d or authenticated,
afford no jawfisl mithority for the wrrest and detention of an accused.”; ¢f. 5 Am.jur.2d, Arrest, § 12, p. 705]

132, PROOEF OF CLAIM. a warsant of arrest does not require the individual review of a neutral judicial officer: ve.,
magistrate. justice of the peace, or judge who is learned in the faw and qualified to determine if probable cause
exists 1o issue said warrant; and, does not require the signature of said judicial officer, which can be “rubber
stamped” with the sudichd otficer’s name by some clerk or administrative emplovec; and, such a practice of “rubber
stamping” the ,;auu jal r'§ name does constitute signature of said officer and, is not thereby; and therein, VOID
and invalid, [See: Sute v, Paubick, 277 Minn, [40. 151 N.W.2d 5§91, 596 (1967), which States: “The United States
Supreme Court has considered and disposed of a related problem in Camara v. Municipal Court, 387 U.S. 523,
S41.. The majoritv in Camara nevertheless stressed the need for ‘individual review™ by a ‘neutral magistrate’ to
avoid the issuance of "rubber stamp warrants.”: Cox v. Perkins, 107 S.E. 863, 865 (Ga. 1921)]

133, PROOI OF CLAIM. a warrant is not regarded as insufficient and thus VOID if; on its face, it fails to State
facts sufficient 1o constitute a crime. [See: Wharton's Criminal Procedure, 12" £d., vol. I, § 54, p. 152 (1974),
citing: Go-Bart Imp. Co. v. finited States, 282 U.S, 344, 355 {1930): Ex parte Burford, 7 U.S. 448, 451 (1806):
Smith v, Clark, 37 1 116, 106 P, 653 (1910)}

134. PROOYF OF CLAIM, a designation or description of the offense should niot be written in the warrant. [See:
Delk v. Lommom&m]th 166 Ky. 39, 178 S.W. 1129 (1915); Moser v. Fulk, 237 N.C. 302, 74 S.E2d 729 (1953) 2
R.C.L.. Arrest, § 17, p. 460, citing: Brown v. Hadwin, 182 Mich. 491, 148 N.W. 693 (1914}, wherein the rule on
suffictency of a civmge on which a warrant can issue is Stated as follows: “The complaint or charge on which a
warrant is issued must set forth the facts constituting the offense on the knowledge of the person making the
complaing, and it he does not know them other witnesses must be examined who do know theni: and no person can
be arrested on the inere belief of the person making the complaint.”] .
3s. PRO()] OF TLAIM, whereas inaccuracies and mxperfecuuns do not. vitiate a warrant which substantially
-ha ges an offense: a complaint, recited in substance in a warrant and which is verified merely on information and
be}icvr and does not thereby: and therein, State facts sufficient to constitute an offense, said warrant must not be held
1o he invalid on s tace, [Bee 5 Amudur 2d, Arvest, § 8, p. 702)

136. PROOF OF CLAIM, an affidavit that merely States belief in the guilt of the accused is not insufficiant to
support a uamm oh:‘rmt [See: Giordenetlo v, United States, 357 U.S. 480, 78 S.Ct. 1245 {i% ); The State v.
Gleason, 32 Kan. 245, 251 (1884), which States: "If a warrant, in the first instance, may issue upon mere hearsay or
belief, than all the guards of the common law and the bill of rights, to protect the liberty and property of the citizen
against arbitrary power, are swepl away.”']

137. PROOF OF CLAIM, an affidavit which is based upon a presumption or belief of crime does give jurisdiction to
the court; and specifically as this matter relates to and bears upon such affidavil and the alfeged. court of record
within the sbove referenced alleged Criminal Case/Cause, to issue a warrant; and, a law enforcement officer:
however terme ] an execute a warrant; which is essentially local, outside their jurisdiction. [See: 61 ALL.R,,
Annotated, pp. 3 7 ": Housh v, People, 75 1L 487 (18971]

CLAIM, the officer(s} ‘xecui'mg a warramt of arrest is not bound to know i under the law, the
foctive, and nol .r on ity {ace: and, he is not liable as a trespasser if it does not appear on its face 1o be
and, said officer’s(s’) ignarance is an excuse. [See: Tiedeman, Limitations of Police Power, p. 83

Al

BT IR Raymom’i, I Conn, 39; Clayton v. Scott, 43 Vi, 386

139, PROOF UF CLAIM. the foliowing are not the basic requisites and essentials needed to make a warrant of arrest
valid: 5 A warrani is 0 be issued by a judicial officer and signed by him; 2) 1 must State the facts that show the
matter m be within the jurisdiction of the judicial officer issuing it; 3) It cannot be based upon mere belief or
suspicion. but upon pzob abic cause, 4) The warrant is to list a complaint which is to Siate the offenses commitied
and the facts that constitute a crime: §) A warrani is to contain an affidavit of the person making the charge under
oath: and, 6) it must truly name the, @ Private Citizen, w be arrested, or describe bim sufficiently to identity
.

140, PROOF OF CLAIM, in commercial iaw any. documem or instrument, ¢.g., inter alia, legal briets, securities,
U promissory notes. contracts, and affidavits must contain seven (7) essential elements to be valid; and, any of these
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seven (7) essential elements which are missing, does not render the document or instrument commercialiy defective,
void, or expressly fraudulent. :

141, PROOF OF CLAIM, these seven (7) cssential elements as applied to an affidavit in support of a warrant of
arrest; or a charging document/instrument, arc not; ) Accurate identification of the parties to the document or
instrument or dispute; 2) Naturc and content of the allegations or claims set-forth with particularity; 3) Ledgering -
accounting of the' remedy or rcliel sought as recompense or compensation for specific wrongs or contractual
violations or defaults; 4) Lvidence of solvency - identification of the property sought/pledged as the stakes over
which the dispute occurs, to be forfeited to the prevailing party to pay the debt/damage and satisfy the judgment; 3)
Facts and law - specific laws violaied and facts in evidence by exhibit: 6) Certification - Statement under oath by
party asserting an allegation or claim that everything asserted is “true, correct, and complete,” whether criminal or
civil: and. 7) Witnesses - thicd party certification substantiating the actual lawful/legal identity of the party executing
the document or instrument.

142, PROOF OF CLAIM, the 4" Amendment to the Constitution for the United States of America does not apply w
arrests made and executed under warrants of arrest; and. does not govern and regulate how such warrants are o
issue: and. does not make the issuance of such warrants to be solely upon “probable cause™ supported by Cath or
aftirmation absotutely mandatory and essential for said warrant of arrest to be valid, lawful, and in compiiance with
“due process of law™ or “the law of the land™; i.c.. common-law rules and principles established and present in this
land; before the adoption of said Constitution, as practice and administered in England prior to the immigration of
The People to this land. [See: | A.L.R., Annotated, 586; 5 Am.Jur2d, Arrest, § 2, p. 697]

143. PROOF OF CLAIM, where an arrest is made and executed without a warrant of arrest; which is recognized and
authorized by. the common-law only for a select and specific ¢lass of offenses, and therefore outside the. provisions
of the 4 Amendment to the Constitution for the United States of America, the standards of “due process of law” or
“the law of the land"; i.e., common-law rules and principles, must not be applied to said arrest; and, failure to apply
said rules and principles to said arrest would not and does not constitute and establish said arrest as a “False Arrest,”
and therefore VOID. '

144. PROOF OF CLAIM, whereas the Undersigned has never seen the original, nor been presented with a copy;
“certified” or otherwise, of the warrant of arrest, and the. affidavit in support thereof, employed/used within the _
above referenced alleged CIVIL/COMMERCIAL/Criminal Case/Canse by the arresting officer(s), and
therefore has no reason to believe a valid, tawful, and properly supported warrant of arrest which truly
names/identifies/references the Undersigned exists, that such a warrant of arrest for the Undersigned does exist; and,
is signed/authenticated by a judicial officer; and, does allege/charge 2 violation(s) of validly enacted
statute(s)/law(s); and, therefore does establish/create a crime/offense within the Jjurisdiction of the. judicial officer
signatory thereon; and, dees create subject-matter jurisdiction for the alleged court of record within the above
referenced -alleged Criminal Case/Cause; and, the affidavit in support thercof does comply with ALL seven (7)
points of a seven (7) point document/instrument; and, any signature of a judicial officer appearing upon the face of
the warrant of arrest is/was; at the time of affixing his signaturc thereon; and thereto, validly and lawfully holding
his office, having perfected title thereto, and thereby lawfully in possession and use of the “plenary powers™ resident
therein; and, containing ALL additional requisites and essentials as set-forth above within Proof of Claim No. {39
and. in ALL areas is in accordance with and pursuant to rules and principles as established and ordained by the “due
process of law™ or“theJaw of the land.” R o o

145. PROOF OF CLAIM, without a valid and lawful warrant of arrest being in existence for the Undersigned within
the above referenced alleged Criminal Case/Cause, a defense against the claim of “False Arrest™ and “False
Imprisonment” does exist for the Respondent(s). '

146, PROOF OF CLAIM, the'faw does not set such a high value upo the liberty of, @ Private Citizen, that even
an attempt to un-lawfully arrest said, a.Private Citizen, is not esteemed a great provocation. [See: Giddens v,
State, 154 Ga. 54,113 S.E. 386,388 (1922)] o »

147. PROOF OF CLAIM, an arrest may not be made either with or without any physical force or touching of the
arrested, @ Private Citizen, by the arresting officer. [See: McAleer v, Good, 216 Pa, 473, 63 A. 934, 935 (1907)]

148, PROOF OF CLAIM, any un-fawful or illegal restraint of a man or woman's personal liberty by the act of
another: and specifically, as this relates to and bears upon 'ﬂie‘ arresting officer(s) within the above referenced alfeged
Criminal Case/Cause, dees not give the, 4 Private Citizen, so restrained a cause of action and claim for false
arrest and false imprisonmient resulting therefrom against the one causing the un-lawful or illegal restraint: and,
ANY restraint executed by fear or force is not prima facic un-lawful. -

149, PROOF OF CLAIM, in ALL cases of arrest in which there. is no physigal touching or seizure, NOR any
resistance, the intentions of the parties to the transaction are not to be cimsidered; 1.e., therc must have been intent on
the part of one of them to arrest or restrain the other, and intent on the part of such other 1o submit, under the belief
and impres?ion“th’at submission was necessary. [See: Johnson v. Nofolk & W. Ry. Co., 82 W.Va. 692, 97 S.E. |89,

150. PROOF OF CLAIM, any restraint; however, slight, upon a man or woman’s liberty to come and go as he
pleases does not constitute an arrest. [See: Turney v. Rhodes, 42 Ga.App. 104, 155 SE. 12 (1930}, which States:

“Any restraint, however slight, upon another’s liberty t5 come and go as he pleases, constitutes an arrest.”]
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[S1.PRODE OF CLAIM. when, @ Private Citizen, has shown that he was arrested, imprisoned. or restrained of
his fiberty by another, the Jaw does not presume it 1o be un-lawful till proven otherwise. [See: People v. McGrew, 77
Cal, 370, 20 P92 {1888): Knight v. Buker, 117 Ore. 492, 244 P, 543, 544 {’1926)]

152, PROOF OF CLAIM, in a claim of false arrest and false zmpnsonmcm “good faith™ on the part of the
arresting/restraining officer(syperson(s) is a justsﬁcatzon for the detention or imprisonment; and, a lack/want of
“reasonable” or “probable cause,” and “malice” are essential clements of the action/claim; and, are therefore viable
and acceptable defenses against said action/claim. [See: Sergeant v, Watson Bros. Transp. Co., 244 la. 185, 52
NW . 2d 86, 92,93 (1952). citing: Maxwell v. Maxwell, 189 fa. 7, 177 N.W. 541 {1920), which States: “False
Imprisonment is the unfawiul restraint of an individual's personal liberty or freedom of locomotion... The good
faith of the actor is not justification, nor is the want of probable cause an essential element, as in the case of
mallczom prosecution.”; Bean v. Best, 77°S.D. 433, 93 N.W.2d 403 (1958): Carter v. Casey, 153 S.W.2d 744, 746
(Mo. 1941}, which Sta .as, “It is weil settled faw the want of reasonable or probable cause and the want of malice are
e.la:mcms not entering into the action of false imprisonment in so far as aciual damages are concerned.”, Daniels v.
Milstead, 221 Ala, 353. 128 So. 447, 448 (1930), which States: “In false imprisonment, the essence of the tort is that
the plaintiff is forcibly deprived of his liberty. and the good intent of the defendant, or the fact that he had probable
cause for believing that an offense was committed, and acted in good faith will not justify or excuse the trespass.”;
¢f. De Armond v, Saunders, ”4’\ Ala. 263, 9 S0.2d 747. 751 (1942); Holland v. Lutz. 194 Kan, 712, 401 P.2d 1015,
1019 (1963), which States: “The motive with which a restraint of liberty is accomplished, be it evil or good, is
irrelevant to the question of whether or not an unlawful arrest has been established. The exisience of actual malice -
is of conseguence only as it may afford the basis for punitive damages. In Garnier v. Squires, 62 Kan. 321, 62 P,
1005, the conrt said: " As will be seen, malice and willfulness are not essential elements of false imprisonment; and
motives of the defendant, whatever they may have been, are not matertal to the case.’;, Maha v. Adam, 144 Md.
335, 124 AL 901, 903 (1924}, which States: “In false tmprisonment suits, ...the t,sqcnce of the tort consists in
depriving the plaintiff of his liberty without fawfu] justification, and the good or evil intention of the defendant does
not excuse or create the tort. 11 R.C.L. 791 ... Any deprivation by one person of the liberty of another without his
copsent, constiintes an imprisonment. and if ih'.s s done uniawfully, it is false imprisonment, without regard to
whether it is done with of without probable cause.”; Ehrhardt v. Wells Fargo & Co., 134 Minn, 58, 158 N.W. 721,

722 (1916) Swatfurd v, Vermillion, 261 P.2d ;87 (Okl. 1953); 35 C.J.S., False lmprisonment, §7, p. 631; 32
Am.Jur., False Imprisonment, $86. 7. p. 64, §114. p. 178 Hostettler v. Carter; 175 P. 244, 246.{Okl. 1918}, ‘Markey
v. Griffin, 109 {iLApp, 212 {(1903); Sout‘hun Ry. Co. in Kentucky v. Shirley, 121 Ky. 863. 90 SW. 597, 599 {1906},
which States: “in Starkie's Evid. 1112, it is said: ‘No proof'of malice or want of probdbk cause is necessary to make
a gase for false oprisonment.””]

S3OPROOF OF CLAIM, where an un-lawful arvest and imprisonment are claimed 10 have been for the “public
good.” such o defense will stop damages. [See: Carter v. Casey, 133 8.W.2d 744, 746 {Mo. 1941} (numerous cases
cited): Bhrhardt v, Wells Fargo & Co., 134 Minn, 38, 158 N.W, 721, 722 (1916} Swafford v. Vermiilian, 261 P2d
]8' {OkL 19530 38 TLS., Faise lmprixonmem 7. p. 631, 32 Am.ur, Fulse impmommnl §$6 7, p. 64, % |14

e

p. P78 Hostettler v. Carter, 175 p. 244, 246 (Okl 1918)]

154, PROOF OF CLAIM, a belief in the guilt of a man or woman; no matier how strong or wetl founded in the mind
of an arresting of? JL\,I(‘"’) personds), is a justification against chim of false arrest and false imprisonment, [See¢:
Markey v, Griffin, 109 JLApp 212 (1903). which States: “In an action for trespass and false imprisonment,
probable cause and the absence of malice constitute no defense... In this form of action beliet in the guilt of the
party arrested, no nsatter how strong or well founded in the mind of the officer or person making the arrest, wiil not

Justify the deprivatien of anotier of his Hberty; and it is unimportant whether the circumstances would fead a

reasarable or prudent person to behieve that the accused was actually gailty.”]

155, PROOE OF CLAIM, a man or woman's liberty does depend upon good faith merely, but not upon legal rules
governing official action. [See: Hiil v. Wyrosdick, 216 Ala, 233, {13 So, 45. 50 (1927)]

156. PROOF OF CLAIM, in claims/actions of false arrest and false impriéonmem the arresting o'ﬁicer(s}fpersoxa(S)
cannot avoid liability anly by pleading justification for the arrest and all other arguments must not necessarily fail,
[See: Kraft v. Montzomery Ward & Co., .:48 P. ’7d ’739 243 (Ore. 1959)]

i57. PROOF OF CLAIM. the guilt of, @ Private Citizen, arrested does have any bearing upon the 1{, gality of the-
arrest.  [Seer Sergeamt v. Watson Bros. Transp. Co., 244 la. 183, 52 N.W.2d 86, 92, 93 (1952), citing: Neves v.
Costa, $ Cal.App. 111, 89 P. 860 {1907); Halliburton - Abbott Co. v. Hodge, 44 P.2d 122, 125 (Okl. 1935), which
States: “The zuilt of the plaintiff is not material.™; Michigan Law Review, vol. 31, April, 1933, p. 750 (numcrous
cases cited). which States: “An arrest is untawful, even though the arrestee be guilty of a felony, if the officer had
not ressonable ground to believe him guilty.  Thus, neither the guilt nor innocence of the person arrested has
anything 1o do with the legality of the arrest Riegel v. Hygrade Seed Co.. 47 F.Supp. 290, 293 (1942, wherein it
was held that the termination of a prior proceeding in favor of the one dcprwed of his hbert) is not material 1o his
suit: ¢f. Thompson v. Farmer’s Exchange Bank, 62 S'W 2d 803, 810 (Mo. 1933); 25 AL R., a:motatmns p- 1318]

158. PROOF OF CLAIM, even where, @ Private Cifizen, has pleaded guilty, the arresting oﬂiccr(s)/persan(s)
cannot still be liable for fulse arrest, and therefore, it has not been held that consent 1w an un-tawful arrest will not
eXCUSE an ei‘i’tcer{%}’per%on(s} from his acts, nor will the law permit such a claim to be made. [See: Hotzel v.
Stmrmons, 258 W, 234, 45 N.W.2d 683, 687 (1951); Anderson v. Foster, 73 Ida. 340, 252 P.2d 199, 202 (1953);
Meinty v. Huntington, 276 Fed, 245, 230 (1921), which States: “We are of opinion that the law does not permit the
citizen 0 consen: to unlawful restraint, nor permit such a claim to be made upen the part of the defendants. In

‘harton on Criminal Law. vol. 1, § 751¢. it is said: 'No, a Private Citizen, has a right to take away another’s
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liberty, even though with consent, except by process of law. And the reason is. that fiberty is an unalienable
prerogative of which no, @ Private Citizen, can divest himself, and of which any divestiture is null. ™}

159. PROOF OF CLAIM, a false; or un-lawful, arrest is not in and of itself an assault. or an assault and baltery.
trespass, or a graver offense; and the faw does not regard such arrests as any olher assauit which may be resisted by
the assaulted; and. the officer{s)/person(s) making the arrest is not regarded as a personal trespasser, [Seo: Tows of
Blacksburg v. Bean, 104 S.C. 146, 88 S,E. 441 (1916), which States: “Commion as the event may be. it is 4 serious
m'ng, to arrest a citizen, and it is a more serious thing to search his person; and he who accomplishes it must do so
in conformity to the laws of the land. There are two reasons for this: one to avoid bloodshed, and the ather 10
preserve the liberty of the citizen, Obedience to law is 1'1; bond of society, and the officers set 1o enforce the faw are
not exempt from its mandates.”, 6A C.LS., Arrest. § .30, which States: A sheritt who acts withoul progess, or
under a process void on its ‘mce in doing sach act, he 15 not to be considered an officer bui a personal trespasser.”

Roberts v. Dean, 187 So. 571, 575 (Fia. 1939): Allen v, State, 197 N.W. 808, 810-811 (Wis. 1924): Graham v, Smu
143 Ga. 440, 85 SE, 328, 331 (1915), which States: “A citizen arrested has a right to resist force in proportion to that
being used to detain him. An unlawful arrest is an assault and b*zt%g,ry or a graver offense.’; State v, Robinson, 145
Me. 77, 72 A.2d 260, 262 (1950). which States: “An il} legal arrest is an assduit and battery. The person so attempted
to be restrained of his liberty has the same right, and only the same right. to use force in defending himself as he
would- in repellmg any other assault and battery.™; State v. Gum, 68 W Va. 105, 69 S.E. 463, 464 (1¢10}, which
States: “What rights then has a citizen in reen»tmg, an unlawful arrest? An arrest without warrant is a trespass, an
unfawful assault upon the person and how far one thus unlawfully assaulted may go in resistance is to be
determined. as in other cases of assault. Life and liberty are regarded as standing substantially on one foundation:
life being useless without liberty. And the authorities are uniform that where one is about to be unlawfully deprived
of his liberty he may resist the aggressions of the offender, whether of a private citizen or a public officer, to the
extent of taking the life of the assailant, if that be necessary to preserve his own life, or prevent infliction upon him
of some great bodily harm.”; State v. Mobley, 240 N.C.. 476, 83 S.E.2d 100, 102 (1954) (authorities cited therein),
which States: “The offense of resisting arrest, both at common law and under statute, presupposes a lawful arrest. it
is axiomatic that every person has the right to resist an unlawful arrest. In such case, the person attcmptma the arrest

stands in the posmon of wrongdoer and may be-resisted by the use of force, as in seif-defense.”; Wilkinson v, State,
143 Miss, 324,108 So. 711, 7!2—71‘&([926)}

160. PRGOF OF CLAiM, a Przvaie szen, cannov resm the un-fawfil seizure of persanal properiy sought or
forcefully taken without warrant; i.e., a warrant outside and foreign to the “law of the Jand™ or ““due process of law”
without nexus (relationship) therew gontractually or otberw:se or a warrant invalid on s face and not i

compliance with requirements and prohibitions of the 4™ Amendment 1o the Constitution for the United States of

America: and, such personal property does not include; inter alia, fingerprints, photographic images of the man or
woman. bodily fluids, D.N.A., R N.A.. exemplars, and ahe like. {See: City.of Columbus v. Holmes, 152 N.E.2d 301,

306 (Ohio App. 1958), which States: “What of the resistance to. arrest? The authorities are in agreement that since
the right of -personal property is one of the fundamental rights guaranteed by the Qonsmmmn. any unlawfial
interference with it may be resisted and every person has a right to resist an unlawful arrest.”]

161, PROOF OF CLAIM, the law that allows, @ Private Citizen, 1o resist an.un-lawfu} arrest is not the same law
that allows, @ Private Citizen, to repcl an attack or assault upon his selft and, said law is not the Law of self-
defense and setf-preservation, which is a man or woman®s unalienable Right to'in the protection of his life, liberty,
and property from un-lawful attack or harm: and, such Right is not recognized and secured by the Constitution of the
United States/UNITED STATES. [See: Constitution offfor the United States of America (1789, as amended 1701}
Preamble; a"rticle‘s in amendment 1, 11, !V;,'V,‘VI. IX; and XJ|.\.in pari mateﬁ“a to &l other State constitutions.]

162. PROOF OF CLAIM, the Supreme Court of the United States and avery other ¢court in the past deciding upon
the matter, has not reco;,m/ed that at common-law, g Private szen, had the right to resist the illegal anempt 1o

arrest him; and. it has not been held that, @ Private Citizen, can resist any arrest where he has reasonable
grounds to believe that the officer(s)/person(s) is not acung, in good faith and that by submitting o arvest and being
disarmed he will, by reasan of this fact, be in danger of great bodily barm or of losing his life. {‘m: John Bad ik v,

United States, 177 U.S. 529, 534-335 (1899); l;ag«.non v. Commonwealih, 189 Ky. 652, 655, 225 S.W, 481, 483
(o)

163, PROOF OF CLAIM. the common-law or law of the {and does nat dmw certain !mumnom upon how und when
an arrest can be made; and, that all arrests which are to be lawful must not necessarily be grounded in and upon such
prmuplcs, and, one such pzmcxp ¢ is not that an arrest must be founded upon probable cause of guiit and not mere
suspicion, for the two must exist together. [See: People v. Bart, Si Mich. 199, 202, 16 N, W, 378 (1883}, which
Stales: “No'one, whether private or officer, has any right to make an arrest without warrant in the absence of“ actual
belief, based on actual facty creating probable cause of ouiit Suspicion w:tlwu{ gause can never be an excuse for
such action, The two must both exist, and be reasonably well foundcd !

164, PROOF OF CLAIM, the word “@usp;czon" as used and ginployed within “Codes™ and “Statutes” today; and
specifically within the United States Code, is not so used and employed to authorize arrests which the common-law
ar “the law of the land” prohibits, and upon defeat of said cause, to justify arrest for yel some other non-related
cause from the first; in short, justification to conduct a mere “hunting expedition”™ with the hope of “bagging” some
“prize.” [See: Snead vi Bofinoil, 63'N.Y. Supp. 553, 555, 97 N.Y.St.Rep. (1900% which States: “[An officer] cannot
arrest, @ Private Citizen, for onie cause, and when that cause is ‘exploded [defeated] justify for another. Such a
dactrine would be incentive to-the.loosest practices on the part of police officers; and a dangerous extension-of their
ufﬁc:emly great powers. . “They cannot arrest. wnhout an appamnt or disclosed cause. 1o be wsuﬁcd thereafter by
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whatever muy ture up... You cannot arrest, @ Private Citizen, merely because, if all were known, he would be
arrestable, You must arrest him for some specified cause, and you rust justify for that cause.”]

165. PROCE OF CLAIM, the wisdom of the ages:.‘ which brought the law on arrests, was not and is not boldly
declared in the Magna Caria which Siates; “No one shall be arrested or imprisoned but by the law of the land.”

166. PROOF OF CLAIM, the tndersigned; as well as any, @ Private Citizen, today, was arrested upon and
under a warrant of arrest in accordance with and pursuant 1o rules and principles estabiashecf and ordained within,
under, and by “the law of the Jand.”

[67. PROOF OF CLAIM, the restrictive principles of common-faw; which though annoying to those in Government
in their attempts to get the “crooks” and “bad guys,” are not purposely so in order to restrict those in Government
and make them follow sat g)z'cwﬁmru and thereby, make it difticult for those in Government to deprive men of their
Rights, as the common-law or “luw of the land” pru;crtbm that in order to safeguard the rights of the innocent, the
auilty must o oceasion go free. [Seer Henry v. United States, 361 U.S. 98, 104 (1939), which States: ™1t is bertcr
so the Fourth Amendment teaches, that the guilty sometimes go free than that citizens be subject to easy arrest.”
MOTE: Sir Witliam Blackstore Stated: It is berter that ten gmlty persons escape than one innocent suffer.”; imrah
Way™s Case, 41 Mich, 209, 305, 1 NW. 1021 (1879, which States: ~Official illegality is quite as reprehensib!e as
privaie violations of the law. The law of the land must he accepted by every one as the oply rule which can be
sllowed o zovers the liberties of citizens, whatever may be their il desert.”] ’

168, PROOF OF ('I AlM. ‘\’:(,sun' the common-law recognizes and authorizes arrests without warrants ony in
cases where the public security requires it, such interests are not confined only to felonies and breaches of the peace
committed in the presence of an officer. [See: Rﬁdioffv Nartional T'ood Stores, Inc., 20 Wis.2d 224, 121 N.W.2d
863, 867, which Swates: ln Stitgen v, Rundell, (1898), 99 Wis. 78, 80, 74 W.W. 336, this court established the
principle that “An zrrest without a warrant has never been lawful except in those cases where the pubiic security
requires 1: and this has only been recognized in. felony, and in breaches of the peace commiited in the presence of
the officor.™ TE: This rule was reaffirmed in Gunderson v. Stuebing, 125 Wis. 173, 104 N.W. 149 (1905)
ALR. Annotated. 383 Ix parte Rhodes, 202 Ala. 68, 79 So. 462, 464 (1918); State v. Mobley, 204 N.C. 476, 83
S.E.2d 100, 102 (1934), which States: Tt has always been the general rule of the common Jaw that ordinarily an
arrest should not be made without warrant and that, subject to well-defined exceptions, an arrest without warrant is
deemed unlawtul. 4 BL.Comm. 289 et.seq.; 6 C.J.S., Arrest, § 5. p. 579. This foundational principle of the common
law, designed and intended to protect the people against the abuses of arbitrary arrests, is of ancient origin. It
derives from assurances of Magna Carta and harmonizes with the spirit-of our constitutional precepis that the people
should be secure in their persons. Nevertheless, to the general rule that no, @ Private Citizen, should be taken
into custody of the faw without the sanction of a warrant or other judicial authority, the process of the early English
commen law, in deference to the requirements of public security, worked out a number of exceptions. These
exceptions related in main to cases involving felonies and suspected felonies and to breaches of the peace.”
{Authorities cifedy)

169. PROOE OF CLAIM, that it is not a fundamental rule of procedure well grounded in the common-law, that
where an arrest is made, the alleged oftender is o be taken belore a magistrate 1o be dealt with according fo law.
[See: Muscoe v. Commonwealth, 8¢ Va. 443, 447,10 S.E. 534, 535 (1890)) :

170, PROOF OF CLAIM, whereas an offender is to be taken before a magistrate to be dealt with according to law
upon arrest, such fundamental rule of procedure is not to be observed without delay, or without unnecessary delay,
and the faiture in the observance of said procedural rule does not render the arresting ofticer(s¥person(s) liable for
talse imprisonment. [Seer 4 Bi.Comm., ¢h. 21, p. 292, which States: "A constable may, without wammt arrest any
one for a breach of the peace committed in his view, and carry him before a justice of the peace.”™, Mullins v.
Sanders. 189 Va 624, 54 §.£.2d 116, 120 (1949), citing: 22 AmuJur., False Imprisonment, §20, p. 366, which States:
“t is the duty of an officer or other person making an arrest to take the prisoner before a magzktrate with reasonable
dilizence and without unnecessary delay; and the rule is well settled that whether the arrest is made with or without
& warrant, an action for false imprisonment may be predicated upon an unreasonabie delay in taking the person
arrested betfore a magistrate regardless of the lawfulness ol the arrest in the first instance. 33 CJ.8., False
Imprasomm;*.z $830-31, pp. S43-547; Peckham v. Warner Bros. Pictures, 36 Cal.App.2d 214, 97 P.2d 472, 474
!‘} 0Y: Oxford v. Berry. "(34 '\r!mh 197, !70NW 83,83 {]9?3}] ‘ B

171, PROCF OF CLATM, where an arrest is Tawful, a failure on the part of the amresting offi cer{s)/pcrson(s) in
observing their duty to wake the arrested, @ Private Czlfzeﬂ, before a maystmtc and to do so without, delay or
unnecessary delay, will not be regarded as false imprisonment. [See: Kleidon v. Glascock, 215 Minn. 417, 10
N.W.2d 394, 397 ([943), which States: “Even though an arrest be lawfyl. a detention of the pusoner for an
unreasonable time without taking him before a committing magistrate will constitute false imprisonment.”; Orick v.
State, 140 Miss. 184, 105 So. 463, 470 (1925), citing: Kurtz v. Moffitt, 115 U.S. 487, 499 (1885}, x;yiwrem it was
Stated | by the court: "By the common law of England” an “arrest without warrant for a felony” can be made “only
for the purpose of bringing the offender before a civil magistrate.”]

{72, PROOF OF CLAIM, this fundamental procedural rule of taking, @ Private Citizen, upon arrest before a
magistiaie without delay, or unnecessary delay, is not the “due process of law” or “the law of the.land” to be
followed; and, a jalse imprisonment dees not ensue from the arresting officer(s) or person(s) dropping off said, 4
Private Citizen, w0 a jail for detention therein, as said officer(s)/person(s) are so authorized to act in such the
and.” [See: Garnier v. Squires, 62 Kan. 321, 62 P. 1005, 1007 (1900), which States: “The law contemplates that an
est either by an officer or & private person with or without warrant is a step in a public prosecution, and must be
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made with a view of taking the person before a magistrate <>rJudJclal tribunal for examination or trial: and &
even, subjects himself to Habitity i there is an unreasonable delay after an arrest in presenting the p
examination or trial.”}

aon oy

73. PROOF OF CLAIM, the only reason that can justify having an arrested, @ Private Citicen,
detained by the arresting officer(s)’person(s) is not as a necessary step in bringing the, @ Private Citizen, before
a magistrate and therefore the detainment of said, @ Private Citizen, in a jail. ;(Im uiftee. station, buiravks, and
the like tor purposes of “booking.” “finger printine.” “investigating.” “interrogation,” and the like is not an-iwniy’
and illegal, [Sec: Kominsky v. Durand. 64 R 387, 12 A.2d 632, 653 (1940), which States: “When an unmz
makes an arrest, without warrant, i is his duty to take the person arrested, without unnecessary delay '
magistrate or other proper judicial officer having jurisdiction. in order that he may be examined and ho
with as the ease requires. But to detain the person arrested in custody for any purpose other than that of tahing hin
before a magistrate is itllegal.”: Swate v. Freemen, 86 N.C, 683, 683680 (1882). which Steies “The guesiion
occurs. what is the officer to do with the offender when he shall have been arrested without warrars. Al the
authorities agree that be should be carried. as soon as conveniently may be, before some justice of the prace.”
NOTE: Though this case involved an arrest without warrant, thv: court Stated it is the duty of the arresting oftwer
upon making an arrest, “whether with a warrant or without one,” to carry the offender at once belnre a jusiice. |

174. PROOF OF CLAIM, even in matters involving the most severe/serious of offcnses as in felonjes, the arresting,
officer(s)y/person(s) is not still duiy bound/required to bring, & Private Citizen, placed under arrest before the
nearest magistrale or court as a matter of fundamental law without delay or unnecessary delay; and, said arresting
officer(sy/person(s) is not liable for false imprisohment if he arrests with thé intent of only dcuumnn or if his
unreasonable delay causes a detainment, thereby failing and/or grossly neglecting his duty and observance thereof.

[See: Kirk' v. Garrert, 84 Md. 383, 406-407, 35 A. 1089, 1091 (1896), which States: “From the earliest dawn of
common law, a constable could arrest without warrant when he had reasonable grounds 1o suspect that a fe inm had
been committed; and he was authorized to detain the suspected party such a reasonable length of time as would
enable him to carry the accused before a magistrate. And this is still the law of the land.” NOTE: on ;. l()‘)” ibid.,

it States: “1t cannot be questioned that, when a person is arvested, either with or without a warrant, it becomes the
duty of the officer or the individual making the arrest to convey the prisoner in a reasonabie tmw‘ and withoug
unnecessary delay, before a magistrate, to be dealt with as tiie exigency of the case may mquire “The power to make
the arrest does not include the power to unduly detain in custody, but, on the contrary, is coupled thh a correlative
duty, incumbent on the officer. to take the accused before a magistrate “as soon as he reasonably can.” [Authorities

cited]. If the officer fails to do this, and unreasonably detains the accused in custody. he will be guilty of a false
xmpnsonment no- mam:r how iawful zhe onama! arrest may have been » {citing: 1 Hil. Ic)ris 9, pp. 213-214)]

178. PROOF OF CLA!M' where, a Private Citizén; is arrested and taken to Jjail or police station or the like, and
detained there with no warrant issucd before or after the arrest, it is not false imprisonment. [See: Heath v. Boyd,
175 S.W.2d 214 217 (Tex. 1943); Bank v, Stimson, 108 Iv{ass 520 (1871}] :

176. PROOF OF CLAIM, to take an arrested, # Private' Citfzeﬂ,: tpajaii, police station, or the like to be detained
and finger printed, measured, photographed, booked, and the Jike before said, @ Private Citizen, is ever brought
before a magistrate is not a violation of his Rights: and, is not proof of the arresting ofticer(s)/person{s; intenl not to
observe his duty in this matier and his disregard of; and for, his duty incumbent upon him o fulfill and observe,

[See: Walter H. Anderson, A Treatise on-the Law of Sheriffs, Coroners, and Constables, vol. 1, §§ 179-180 {1941).
which States: It is the undoubted right on the pant of a prisoner,on being arrested by a public officer or private
citizen, and unquestionably a corresponding duty on the ope making the arrest, to.take the prisoner before a court or
magistrate for a hearing or examination and this.must be.done without unnecessary delay. The object of this right
and corresponding duty js that the prisoner may be examined, held, or dealt with.as law divects and the facts of the
case require... It is highly improper and an invasion of, the Tawful rightz, of the prisoner to take him to any other
place than to a. propel coutt or magzstrate } :

177. PROOF OQF CLAlM an arrested man or woman s Right to be prrvnptly taken to a judicial ofticer
imarmg/exammanon, and the duty of the arresting offi cer(s)/person(s} to protect said Right does depend upon statule
law of the United States as may be contained within the United States Code. [Sec: Winston v, Comimonweaith, 188
Va. 386, 49 S.E.2d 611, 615 (1948). which States: “But even if the circumstances of the arrest were not within the
purview of the particular statute. it was the duty of the arresting officer to have the delendant within a reasonable
time, or without unnecessary delay, before a Judzc:al officer in order that the latter might i inquire into the matter 'md
detennme whether a warrant should be issued for the detmnoa of thc defendant, or whether he should be relcased.™

NOTE: In speaking on what manner of arrests were lawful at common-law when an arrest is made, the Suplcme '

Court of Rhode Island in-Kominsky v. Durand, 64 R1, 387, 12 A.2d’ 652, 654 (1940) (authorities cited), Stated:

“Coupled with the authority 1o arrest went an imperative obligation on the officer to bring the arrested person before
a magistrate without delay. Fspecially was this true where the arrest had been made without a warrant... When an
officer makes an arrest, without warrant, it is his duty to taki %he person arrested, without unnecessary m,h\ before
a magistrate or other judicial officer having jurisdiction, in of er that he may ba examined and held or dealt with as

the case requires; but to stam the person arrested in cusmdy for any. purpov.e other than that of taking him before a
magistrate is illegal.”)

[78. PROOF OF CLAIM, this rule of Jaw requiring an 1rrestm2 oﬁ'mr(s) person(s) to bring the arreswd, @
Private Citizen, before a magistrate, or judicial of’ﬂccrimvmg jurisdiction, s not the same teoughout all dhe
States composing the American compact; and, can be abrogated by statute as mav be contained within the United
tates Code; and said rule has not been uphe?d W‘th]ﬂ :he fcdgrai courts; and. 1s not prescribed within said! courts
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rales [Seer 18 US.C AL Rules of Criminal Procedure, Rule S, n. 28, which States: “An officer making an amest
under a warmrant ssued upon a complaint, or any person making an arrest without a warrant. shajl take the arrested
person withowt enrecessary delay before the nearest available federal mazistrate, or in the event that a federal
magistraie is nol rossonably avadlable. before a State or local officer anthorized by I8 US.C.§ 30417 Greenwell v
United States, 356 F.2d 962, 963 (1964), wherein two F.B.L agents assisted by two local policemen on an
outstanding warrant for bank robbery arrested a man or woman, placed him in a police vehicle, drove a few blocks,
parked on the strect under a streel lamp and began to interview the, @ Private Citizen, wherein an a lgged
confession was ebtuined and the Federal Court of Appeals held the confession was inadmissible and reversed the
conviction as the momentary parking of the police vehicle en route from the place of arrest was a detour from the
path toward a prompt presentment before a magistrate, further stating: “The faw rcquli‘es an arresting officer to bring
an accused before a magistrate as quickly as possible.”]

179, PROOF OF CLAIM, the arresting officer(s)/person(s) is not guilty of official oppression and neglect of duty
when they willtully detain a prisoner without arraigning him before a magistrate within a reasonable time, {See:
People v. Murmiani, 258 N,Y. 394, 180 N.E. 94, 96 (1932); Peckahani v. Wamer Bros. Pictures, 36 Cal App.2d
214,97 P2d 472, 474 (1939): Kindred v. Stitt, 51 11, 401. 409 (1869}, which States: “We arc of opinion, the arrest
of the plaintift was iegal, and the verdict contrary to law and the evidence. And if the arrest was legal, they did not
procect according to law, and take him before a magistrate for examination, but conveyed him t another country,
awd there iprisoned him in the county jabl, in a filthy cell, thus invading one of the dearest and most sacred ngEm
of the citizen, secured 10 him by the great character of our land,”]

180. PROOF OF CLAIM, the rule of law requiring that an arrested, @ Private Citizen, be brought without delay,
or unnecusars delay, directly to a court or judicial officer having jurisdiction is not *due process of law™ or “the law
of the land” and as such, this procedural requirement can be abrogated by statute as may be contamed with the
United States Code. {See: Judson v. Reardon, 16 Minn. 387 ([871); Long v. The State, 12 Ga. 293, 318 (1852);
Moses v. State. ¢ Ga.App. 251, 64 S.E. 699 (1909; Hill v. Smith, 59 S.E. 475 (Va. 1907); Folson v. Piper, 192 la.
1056, 186 NW, 28, 29 {192 ), Edger v. Burke, 96 Md. 7135, 54 A. 986, 988 (1903); Bryan v. Comstock, 2‘30 S.W.
475]

181 PROOF OF CLAIM, it is not a fundamental rule of Jaw that one who abuses an authority ziven him by Law

does uet become a trespasser ab initio; i.e., he becomes a wrongdoer from the beginning of his actions. [See: Leger
v, Warres, 62 Ohio .‘~‘» t. 300, 57 N.E. 506, 508 1900)]
182, PROOT OF CLAIM, where an arvesting officer(s)person(s) fails to take, @ Private Citizen, he has arrested
before a proper judicial officer, or where said officer(sy/person(s) causes an unreasonable delay in doing so, or
having failed to procure/obtain a proper/valid warrant for the detention of the arrested man or woman, said
officer(s)/person(s) does not become a trespasser ab initio; and, is not thercby guilty of false imprisonment; and,
such failure or delay in his official duty does not render said arrest un-lawful, JSee: Great American Indemnity Co.
v. Beverly, 130 F.Supp. 134, 140 (1956); Thomas Cooley, A Treatise on the Law of Torts, vol. 1, § 114, p. 374
(mumerous authorities cited therein), which States: “An ofﬁcer who has lawfully arrested a prisoner, may be "mity
of false imprisonment if he holds for an unreasonable leni,th of time without presenting him for hearing or procuring
a proper warrant for his detention.”; Farina v, Saratogo Hamess Racing Ass'n, 246 N.Y.$.2d 960, 961, which States:
“...even though the arrest, when made, was legal and justified,” the officers “became trespassers ab initio and so
contineed ta the time of the plaintiff’s release because of their failure to take him before a magistrawasrequirec}.”;
Sequin v. Myvers, 108 N.Y.8.2d 28, 30 (1951); Bass v, State, 92 N.Y.S.2d 42, 46-47, 196 Miscel. 177 (1949), which
States: “if there was an unnecessary delay fin arraigning the claimant before a Justice of the Peace], then the arrest
itself became unlawful on the theory that the defendants were trespassers-ab initio and so continued down to the time
when the piamuﬁ was lawfully Teld under-a warrant of commitment, regardless of whether or not the plaintiff was
guilty of any crime. [Numerous cases cited]. In Pastor'v.'Regan, supta, it is said that: “The rule laid down in the Six
Carpenters” case, 8 Coke 146, that if, @ Private Citizen, abuses an authority given him by the law he becomes a
trespasser ab initio, has never been questioned.™: Ulvestad v. Dolphin, et al., 152 Wash. 580, 278 p. 681,684 {1929},
which States: “Nor is a police otficer authorized to confine a person indefinitely whom he lawfully arrcste(.i Tt is his
duty to take him before some court having jurisdiction of the offense and make a complaint against him.... Any
uindue delay is unlawful and wrongful, and renders the officer himself and all persons aiding and abetting therem
wrongdocrs from the beginning. ]

183, PROOE OF CLAIM, the “office of the (President) Judge™ is not charged with the administration and oversight
of ALL proceadings, matters, cascs, and the like within purview of the whale of the court; past and present, lend i
not therefore the “oifice of the Priﬁcipal" of, and over, ALL the “offices of a/the judge” acling in their capacity as
agents of the principal; and, the same is not tmg for the “office of the United States Attorney™ and “office of the
Attorney Gmeml

184. PROOY OF CLAIM. when an arrcxunb officer(s)/person(s) fails to perform part of his duty and it impinges
apon the Rights of a man or woman, he is not deemed to be a trespasser ab initio because ‘the whole of his
justification fails. and be stands as if he never had any authority at all 1o act.” {See: Brock v, Stimson, 108 Mass. 520
(1871 fauthorities ¢ied): Hefler v, Hunt, 129 Me, 10, {12 A, 675, 676 (1921)!

83 PROOI OF CLAIM. the basis of this well-established procedural rule of taw in taking an arrested, @ Private
Citizen, without delay, or without unnecessary delay, direetly before a court or judicial officer having jurisdiction
is not to avoid having the liberty of the arrested, @ Private Citizen, unjustly dealt with by extra JE}CfICi&} acts of

executive officers: Le.. Jaw enforcement officers and public officers however termed/styled. [See: State v. Schabert,
NW.2d SBS 38% {an. 1044), which States: *We believe that fundamental fairness to the accused requires that
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he should with reasonable promptness be taken before 2 magistrate in order to prevent the application of methods

approaching what is commonly called the ‘third degree.’ ‘hmdamental fairness’ prohibits the secret inquisition in
order to obtain evidence.”}

186. PROQF OF CLAIM, arresting officers are not “executive officers.”

187. PROOF OF CLAIM, the detainment of, & Private Citizen, upon arrest is not a judicial question; and; 2
judicial officer is not the sole authority to decide if there are grounds for holding the, a Private Citizen, arrested,
or whether he must be further examined by tria), or if he is to be bailed and released; and. the taking of said, @
Private Ctttzetz, to a jail to be “booked” without first honoring this duty is not un-lawful; or. to detain said, @
Private Caizen, 1o enable the arresting officer(s) to make a further investigation of the alleged/suspected offense
against said, @ Private Citizen, is not aiso un-lawful, [See; Keefe v. Hart, 213 Mass. 476, 100 N.E. 558, 559
(1913), which States: “But having so arrested him, it is their [the officer’s] duty to take him before a magistrate, who
could determine whether or not there was ground to hold him. It was not for the arresting officers to settle that
question (authormes cited)... The arresting officer is inno sense his ‘guardian, and can Justify the arrest only by
bringing the prisoner befere the proper court, that either the pmsoner may be liberated or that further procwdmgs
may instituted against him.”; Hamess v. Steele, 64 N.E. 875, 878 {Ind. 1902), which States: “|The power of
detaining a person arrested, restraining him of his liberty, is not 2 matter within the discretion of the officer making
the arrest.””; Stromberg v. Hansen, 177 Minn, 307, 325 N.W, 148, 149(1979), Madsen v. Hutchinson, Sheriff, et al.
49 ida, 358 290 P. 208, 209 (1930) (numerous cases cited), which States: “The rule seems to be that an officer
arresting a person on criminal process who omits to perform a duty required by law, such as taking the prisonet
before a court, becomes liable for false imprisonment.”; Simmons v. Vandyke, 138 Ind. 380, 37 N.k. 973, 974
(1894), citing: Ex parte Cubreth, 49 Cal. 436 {1875), which States; *We have no doubt that the exercisc of the power
of detention does not rest wholly with the officer making the arrest, and that he should, within a reasonable time,
take the.prisoncr beforc a circuit, criminal, or other judicial court... In a case where the arrest is made under a
warrant, the officer must take the prisoner, without unnecessary deiay‘ before the magistrate issuing . in order that
the party may have a spwd} examination if he desires it; and in the casc of an arrest without warrant the duty is

equally plain, and for the same reason, to take the arrested before some officer who can take such proof as may be
. afforded.”; Pratr v. Hill, 16 Barb. 303, 307 (N.Y. 1853)] .

188. PROOF OF CLAIM, “executive officers” or "clerks” are to determine if, @ Private Citizen, under arrest is
to be held or released upon bail; and, are to fix the amount of bail; and, such power to so determine is not judicial.
[See: Bryant v. Citv of Bishee. 28 Ariz, 278, 237 P. 380, 38! (1923); State v. Mitler, 31 Tex, 564, 565 (1869)
Winston‘v. Commonwealth, 188 Va, 386, 49 S.E.2d 611, 615 (1948), wherein an arvesting officer delivered, @
Private Citizen, to the jailer at 4:30 p.m., with the instruction that said, a Private Citizen, be held there until
9:00 p.m., at which timg:he was to be brouLht before: the judicial officer. The Supreme Court of Virginia
condemned this-act asserting the officer usurped the functions of a judicial officer stating: “But the actions of the
arresting officer and the jailer'in denying the defendant this opportunity [10 judicial review] by confronting him in
the jail because they concluded that he was not in such condition to be admitted to bail, had the effect of substituting
their discretion in the ‘matter for that of the judicial officer. Under the'circumstances here, the defendant was clearly
entitled to the Judgment upon the question of his ehglblhty ‘for‘hask Thm right was arbm'arrlv denied him.™]

189, PROOF OF CLAIM, “executive offi cers” ie. arre.stmg offi icers, h'wuw arrested, @ Prwafe Citizen, can

hold said, @ Privaze Citizen, i order to compleie paperwork or make out reports. [See: Bowles v. Creason, el
al,, 156 Ore. 278, 66 P 2d 1183, 1188 (1937); Geldon v. Fannegan, gt al,, 213 Wis. 539, 252 NJW. 369, 372 (1934),
wluch States: “If the plamnff was being detained for the purpose of arrest it was the duty of the arresting officer to
take him before an examining magjstrate as soon as the nature ¢ ‘the, c;rcumstances. would reasonably perm i, The
posver 0 arrest does not confer upon the arresting ofticer lhe pcmer to detain a prisoner for other purposes.”]

190.. PROOF OF CLAIM, “;,ood faith” does. Jusufy an unrgasonable detention and depuvanon of one’s liberty
caused by a failure or delay in bringing one arrested befo e a3 magistrate. {See 11 R.C.L., False Imprisonment § 13,
pp. 801-802; ‘Williams v. Zelzah Warehouse, 126 Cal. Apph 28,;14 P.2d 177, 178 (1932)]

191, PROOF OF CLAIM, it is not common pracuce for an mzmg otf’ cer(s) to dmp, a anate Citizen, they

have arrested off at a police station, county jail, or the like and leave said, @ Private Citizen, in the custody of
others; and, such a practice does thereby; and therein, relinquish the duty of the arresting officer(s) to the arrested
man or woman; and, said officen(s) can therefore claim exception of: lwbmty when the others to whom they dropped

said, @ Private Citizen, off into the custody of failed to fulfill the arvesting officer’s(s”) duty and take said, ¢
Private Citizen, without delay, or WIIRCESSAry delay, dlrcctiy before a properfvalid judicial officer having

jurisdiction, as the. arresting officer(s) are not responslbie for the arrested, @ Private Citizen, snd can rely on
others to perform their duty. [See: Moran v. City of Berkley, 67 F.2d 161, 164 {1933), which States: “Orders from
a superior do not excuse thie arresting party from his duty [tor brmg the arrested party before a judicial officer], nor
does defivery of the prisoner into the custody of another person: alt those who take part in so deraining another
persort ‘an unreasongble length of time are liable.™; Legcr V. Warren. 62 Ohio St. 500, 57 N.W. 506 { 39{}0) which
States: “The delivery of the p!amnff after-his arrest, into custody of anothér person, to be by him taken to prison,
could not, we think, absolve the arresting officers from the duty required of them to obtain the writ necessary to
legalize his further imprisonment... {f the arresting officers chose to rely on some other person to pertorm that
required duty, they take upon themselves the risk of its being performed; and. unless it is done in proper timme, their
ability to the person imprisoned is in no wise lessened or effected.”}* :
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192, PROOF OF CLAIM, whereas one of the most common defenses raised in actions/claims of false imprisonment
involves arguments of whether the delay in bringing one to a court was reasonable or necessary, such does not
depend upon the circumstances of the particular case and is not question for the jury. [Sce: Mullins v. Sanders, 189
Va 624,54 S E.2d 1160120 (1949): Brown v, Meir & Frank Co. 86 P.2d 79, 83 (Ore. 1939)]

193, PROODE OF CLAIM, the common-law pracedural rule for “due process of the faw™ made “the faw of the land”
through express constitutional provision(s) is not that an arresting officer(s)iperson(s} is to present the arrested, @
Private Citizen, without delay to a magistrate, having jurisdiction, and said procedural rule of law does not mean
ot ol time 5 ailowed which is ot incident to the act of bringing said, ¢ Private Citizen, before a
mmzistrute, and said commen-law procedural rule of law does not nullify and veid all present day statutory
cequirements of  twenty-four (24) hours, thirty-six(36) hours, seventy-two(72) hours, or however many
hoursfcaiendar days said statule may stipulate as contained within the United States Code: which, by their very
nea, does not constitute blatant acts of tyranny and declarations thereof,

194, PROOF QF CLAIM, @ Private Citizen, who has been arested and subjected to procedures known as
“hooking procedures” which include; inter alia, photographing, measuring, finger printing, and the like are lawful;
and, are necessary to detect and-arrest a man or woman: and, are necessary to prevent crimie: and, is not criminal iv
charzcter: and, do not constitute an assault; and, every-one concemned/participating therein js not liable civilly tor
damages arising from the injury to and upon said, @ Private Citizen, subjected to said procedures, but also to
criminal prosecution under the United States Code as operating upon and over ALL voluntary commerciai
indentures to the United States as agents of said Govemment. [See: Gow v. Bingham, 107 N.Y.Supp. 1011, 1614~
1015, 1018, 57 Miscel. 66 (1908), which States: “To subject a citizen, never before accused, to such indignities, is
certainly unnceessary in order to ‘detect and arrest’ him; for he must have been detected and arrested before he. can
be 5o dealt with. It is unnecessary to ‘prevent crime,’ for the acts for which indictment has been committed... The
exercise of any such extreme police power as is here contended for is contrary to the spirit of Anglo-Saxon liberty...
The acts of the police department here criticized were not only a gross outrage, not only perfectly Jawless, but they
were criminal in character. Every person concerned therein is not only liable to a civil action for damages, but to
criminal prosecution for assauit.” NOTE: The court in-this case also made it known that it was “The duty of every
member of the police force under penalty of fine or dismissal from the force; immediately upon arrest; to convey the
offender. not to police headquarters to be photographed and measured, but *before the nearest sitting magistrate that
he may be dealt with according to law.™, p. 1016, ibid.; Hawkins v. Kuhne, 137 N.Y.Supp: 1090, 153 App.Div. 216
(1912), wherein the Gow case was upheld and it was acknowledged: “..,that the taking of the plaintiff’s picture
betore conviction was an illegal act.”] : ' '

P95 PROOF OF CLAIM, any present day “statute” which may be contained within the United States Code which
mandates the finger printing of any and every, @ Private Citizen, arrested; a practice the common-law or “the
faw of the land™ permits only after/upon conviction, in arder to allow, @ Private Citizen, to be admitted to bail,
or tor any other purpose/excuse, is not a serious invasion upon the liberty of said man or woman; and, such a
“statuie” is not unconstitutional or un-un/non-~constitutional without nexus of relationship; i.e., contract, [See: People
v. Hevern, 127 Miscel. Rep. 141, 215 N.Y.Supp. 412, 417-418 (1926), which States: “Article 1, section 5 of the
Constitution of New Yark and the United States, provides: ‘Excessive bail shall not be required.” The prohibition
wwainst excessive bail necessarily jncludes the denial of bail .. A defendant is arraigned, in fact innocent, and refuses
it 1o a finger printing. A redolent from it is not unnatural, It cannot be said that the refusal is unreasonable or
unjustitied. Yot he is denied bail.  The requirement for finger printing is oppressive and unreasonable. It
contravenes ariicle 1 sec. 5, of the Constitution of the UNITED STATES, and in the laws judgment is
unconstitutional. There are other grounds upon which the unconstitutionality of the law must be declared. Article [,
section 6 af the Constitution of the State of New York in compliance with the Bill of Rights for the United States of
America, which provides and secures that: “No person shall.,. be compelled ‘in any criminal case to be a witness
azainst himszll nor be deprived of lite. or property without due process of law.” Finger printing is an encroachment
or the Biherty of a person. 10 s justifiable, as is imprisonment, upon conviction for crime, in the exercise of the
police powers of the State. for the purpose of facifitating future crime detection and punishment. What can be iis
dustiticazion when jmposed before conviction? To charge that one's fingerprint records have been taken would
ardinarily convey an imputation ot crime, and very probably support a complaint for fibel per se. Tn my judgment,
compulsory finger printing before conviction is an unlawful encroachment upon a person. in violation of the State
Constitution. Lastly, finger printing before conviction involves prohibited compuisory sel-incrimirfation.”; cf,
Constitution.of/for the United States of America-articles 0. amendment V, VL. - S

196, PROOE OF CLAIM, there is.ény right/authority given to Govemthént; and specifically the Goverament of the
United States of America, by the common-law or “the law of the land™ to take fingerprints prior to.convigtion within
a criminal proceeding. [See: United States v. Kelly, 51 F.2d.263, 266 (193131

197. PROOT OF CLATM, any cotirt décisions which may appear to strike down thi common-faw or “the law of the
fand™ principles which act to prohibit finger printing; measuring, and photographing of an arrested, @ Private
Cifizen, prior 1o conviction within a criminal proceeding is not based upan principles of some other un/non-
constitutional source of law affording the court the ability, to.apply the doctrine of “Constitutional Avoidance” to
the issuc through said count’s taking silent judicial notice. of some contract, real or presumed, expressed. or
évzvnp_licd, vevealed or unrevealed, existing betweeqfti;é_par;iésm the issqc; before the court, such as principles of
cyuity, ‘ L v :

198, PROOF OF CLAIM, the compulsory taking of samples of an arrested man_or woman’s blood, urine, hair,
Tinger prints. exemplars, and the like is not an un-lawful taking of said man or woman’s property without “due
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process of the law” and compensauon a violation of said man or woman's personaf privacy, an un-lawful attack and
breach of said man or woman’s right not to be compelled to give self-incriminating evidence, and an assault and
battery upon said man or woman. {See: Bednarick v. Bednarick, 16 A.2d 80, 90, 18 N.J. Misc. 633 (19403, which
States: “To subject a person against his will 1o a blood test is an assault and battery, and clearly an invasion of bis
personal privacy.”; State v. Height, 117 fa. 650, 91 N.W. 935 (1902); People v. Corder. 244 Mich. 274, 221 N.W.
309; Boyd v. Umted States, 116 1.5, 616 (1885): State v. Newcomb, 220 Mo. 54, 119 S.W, 405 (1909): of. relevant
articles and sections of both Siate and federal wnstuulwnslcharters as already cited above.}

199. PROOF OF CLALM, it cannot be concluded there are at least five (5) reasons why the acts of compulsory
finger printing, blood testing. measuring, photogmphmm D.NLA/RNA. extraction, exemplars and the like are un-
lawfui; and, said reasons are not: 1) They are an invasion of a man or woman’s right of privacy; 2} Such compels
evidence to be used as self-incriminating evidence; 3) Such is an assauit and/or battery; 4) Such violates “due
pracess of the law™ or “the law of the land” in the taking of a man or woman’s property; and, 5) prohibits bail when
Ietused (if refusal is possxble) and thereby mﬁ'mgcs on ong’ s Iiberty

200, PROOF QF CLAIM, any court dec:ssons which may appear to have struck down the common-law or *the law
of the land™ principles which act to prohibit the compulsory taking of samples of an arrested man or woman's blood,

urine, hair, D.N.AJ/R.N.A., exemplars, and the like upon arrest, during any proceeding within the prosecution, or
any process of “evidence cofi:,cuon and, any “statutes” as may appear within the United States Code, authorizing
such, is not based upon principles of some other un/non-constitutional source of law affording the court the ability to
apply the doctrine of “Constitutional Avoidance” to the issue through said court's taking silent judicial notice of
some contract, real or presumed, expressed or implied, revealed or unrevealed. existing between the parties to the
issue before the court, such as prmc:pies of equity.

20! PROOF OF: CLA!M, a Private Citizent, d.b.a. a Magistrate, Justice of the Peace, or Judicial Officer, in
order to be validly in possesswn and use of the “plenary powers” resident within his “office,” must not bave

“perfected title” to said “office”™: and, said perfection is not accomplished through valid Oath of office and bond
1hm.on.

202. PROOF OF CLAIM, the failure of, a Private szen, dba a Maglstram Justice of the Peace, or Judicial
Officer, in “perfecting title” to his “office™ as set-forth above, is not operating under a serious/severe disabil Hty of
capacity actmg to bar his lawful access to said “office,” possessmn and use of the “plenary powers” resident within
said “office”; and, due to his disability, said “office” is not vacant, and, thercfore does nat render ALL acts
performed by said, & Private Citizen, under said disability VOID and, does not render said, @ Private

Citizen, for ALL acts performed while under said disability, guilty of; inter alia, false personation, false pretenses,
usurpation, fraud, official appression, fraudulent and deceptive business practices, and trespass ab initio, and

thereby; and therein, does not render said, @ Private C‘:nzen, liable for damages arising from akl mjuraes he
caused subjected to. and inflicted upon- the an‘csted, a ana!e szen, bmught before him :

203. PROOF OF CLAIM, an arrested, @ Pﬂvate Citizen, broug,ht before, a Frn‘ate Citizen, dba. a
Magistrate, Justice of the Peace, or Judicial Officer, which operating/functioning under a disability of “office™

through his failure to “perfect title™ thereto and lawfully possess and use the “plenary powers” resident therein, duw,
fulfill the well established and settied fundamental procedural rule of law established us “due process of the faw”
ordained through “the Taw of the land” by express constitutional provision therein; and, a Private Citizen, under
arrest brought before such a magistrate, justice of the peace, or judicial officer does pot constitute and cstablish an
urtreasonable, unnecessary, and willful delay; and, does not constitute and establish; inter alia, failure ot process,
official oppression, gross ne"hg,:,nw and false imprisonment.

204.  PROOF  OF CLAIM, the Undersigned  within  the. above  roferenced  alleged
CIVIL/COMMERCIAL/Criminal Case/Cause was brought before a Magistrate, Justice of the Peace, or
Judicial officer having “perfected title™ to said “office”™ through a valid Qath and bond thereon, and therefore was
not exercising/employing the “plenary powers™ resident within said “office’ un-lawfully; and, was not acting under
color-of-faw, false prctulses false personation, fraudulent and deceptive business practices, fraud, official
oppression; and, said “office™ was not vacant; and, said warrant of arrest and writ of detalnment was

obtained/procured from a Mam«strme Justice of the Peace, or Judmal Officer having lawfully “perfected title” to his
A»Off‘ce” . .

205. PROOF OF CLAIM, that ALL acts of the magistrate, justice of the peace, and or judicial ofticer(s) within the
above referenced. alleged CIVIL/COMMERCIAL/Criminal Case/Cause .as they relate 10 and bear upon
the Undersigned therein, for reasons that have been set-forth already, are not VOID ab initio thereby; and therein,

establishing and constituting the entire alleged CI VfUCGMMERCMUCrmma! Case/Cause as
referenced above VOID ab initio along with the un-lawful or false unpmsonment of the Undersigned therein to daie.

206, PROOF OF CLAIM, whereas in many of the older court cases we f"md the declaration: “The taw s very jealous
of the tiberty of the citizen,” said law is not the common-faw; and, it does not declare that, “One who interferes with
another’s liberty does so at his peril.” {See: nght V. Bakcr, kl? Ore 492,244 P 543, 544 (1926)]

207. PROOF OF CLAIM, false Jmpnsoument does not con5§st f any type of un-lawful restraint or interference with
the personal liberty of a man or woman; aud, is not a trespass. [See Street’s Foundation of Legal Liability, vol. [ p.
_12, citing: Bractons Note Book, vol. 11, p. 314 (1229), pl. 465, wherein Henry de Bracton (1200 - 1268) States:
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“Forcetully o deprive, @ Private Cifizen, of freedom to go wheresoever he may is clearly a trespass. False
imprisonment was indeed one of the first trespasses recognized by the Common Law.”]

208, PROOT OF CLAIM, false imprisonment s not classified as a tort under the common-law and also as a crime.
[Seer Kroeger v. Passmore. 36 Mont, 304, 93 P. 805, 807 (1908): McBeth v. Campbell, 12 S.W.2d 118, 122 {Tex,
192Gy .

200, PROOF OF CLAIM. false imprisonment has not been labeled as a tort, a trespass. an assauit. a wrong, damage,
and an mjury giving the, @ Private Citizen, so affected cause to bring process for relief and remedy against the

offending man ar woman/party.,

210, PROOF OF CLAIM. injuries to the liberty of, @ Private Cifizen, are not principally termed “false
imprisonments”™ or “malicious prosecutions.” Joseph Chitty, Esq.. The Practice of Law, val. L ch, 11 p. 47, London,
837, wheeein My Chitty Stares: ~The infraction of personal liberty has been regarded as one of the greatest injuries.
The injuries w diberty are principally termed false imprisonments, or malicious prosecutions.”]

AL PROOE OF O AIM, actual seizare or the laying on of hands is necessary to constitute un-lawful detention;
. the ONLY cssential eleraents of an action for un-lawtul detention are not 1) Detention or restraint against one's
will: and. 2y The un-lawfulness of such delention or restraint. [See: Hanser v. Watson Bros. Transp. Co.. 244 la.
185, 52 N.W.2d 80, 93(1952): Sinclair Refining Co. v. Meek, 62 Ga.App. 850, 10 S.E.2d 75, 79(1940); Southern
Ry. Co. in Kentucky v. Shirley 121 Ky, 863, 80 5.W, 597, 599 (1906)}

2120 PROOF OF CLAIM. “false imprisonment”™ is not agkin to assault and battery imposed by force or threats
affecting an un-tawful restraint upon a man or woman’s fiberty. [See: Thomas Cooley, Treatise on the Law of Torts,
vol 1o dih ed. § 109, p. 343, wherein Mr. Cooley States: “False imprisonment is a wrong akin to the wrongs of
assavit and battery, and consists in inposing, by force or threats, and un-lawful restraint upon a man or woman's
freedom of focomotion.™; Meinis v. Huntington. 276 ¥.2d 245, 248 (1921)]

2V PROOF OF CLAIM, any and every conlinement of, @ Private Citizen, is not an imprisonment. [Sce: 3 Bl
Comm. 127, which States: “Every confinement of the person is an imprisonment, whether it be in a common prison,
or in it private house, or in the stocks, or even by forcibly detaining one in the public streets.™; Sergeant v. Watson
Bros, Transp. Co., 244 la. {85, 52 N.W.2d 86, 93 (1952)] '

214, PROOF OF CLAIM, the term/word “false” as used and employed in law does not came from the common-law;
and. is nat synonymous with “un-lawful”; and, a false arrest is not one means:of committing a false imprisonment.
[See. Maban v. Adams. 144 Md. 355, 124 A. 901, 904 (1924), which States: “False imprisonment is the unlawful
restraint by one person of the physical fiberty-of another, and as here used the word ‘false” seems to be synonymous
with unlawful,™: Riley v. Stone, 174 N.C. §88, 94-8.E. 434, 440 (1917), which States: “False imprisonment is the
unlawfiul and total restraint of the liberty of the person. The imprisonment is false in the sense of being unlawful.
The vight violated by this tort is “freedom of locomotion.” 1t belongs historically to the class of rights known as
simple o primary rights... The theory of law is that one interferes with the freedom of locomotion of another at bis
own risk.”] h '

215 PROOYT OF CLAIM false imprisonment does not exist by words or acts, or both, which one fears to disregard,
but alse does not exist by such acts and measures that he cannot disregard, {See: Garnier v. Squires, 62 Kan, 321, 62
P. 1905, 1006 (1900), which States: “False imprisonment is necessarily a wrongful interference with the personal
fiberty of an individual, The wrong may be committed by words alone or by acts alone or by both, and by merely
operating on the will of the individual, or by personal violence, or by both. It is not necessary that the wrongful act
be committed with malice or i will, or even with the slightest wrongful intention; nor is it necessary that the act be
tnder color of amy legal or judictal proceeding. Al that is necessary is that the individual be restrained of his liberty
without any sufticient legal cause therefore, and by words or acts which he fears to disregard.” Kroeger v, Passmore,
36 Mont, 504, 93 p. 805, 807 (1908)] - : . . :

not one maneer in which the category of those torts that un-lawfully deprive or interfere with the liberty of, @
Private Cifizen, termed “false imprisonment” is committed. [Sce: Riegel v. H}‘grad‘c Seed Co., 47 F.Supp. 290,
204 (19423, which States: “False imprisonment has been well defined to be a trespass committed by one, @ Private
Citizen, against the person of another, by unlawfully arresting and detaining him without any legal authority,”]

217. PROOF OF CLAIM, “falsc imprisonment” is not effectuated by the un-lawful arrest or -detention of, @
Pr tvate Citizen, without warrant, or by an illegal warrant or a warrant iifegally executed. [Sc¢e: Noce v. Ritchie,
133 S.E. 127, 128 (W.Va. 1930), which States:“False imprisonment is the unlawful arrest or detention of a person,
without warrant or by an illegal warrant, or a warrant illegally executed.”]

218 PROOF QF CLAIM, the tort. or wrong of “false imprisonment” does not occur the instant that, @ Private
Cifizen, is restrained in the exercise of his liberty and there is 4 reasonable length of time for a restraint before the
tort can be claimed. [See: Sinclair Refining Co. v. Meek, 62 Ga.App. 850, 10 S.E. 76, 79 (1940), which States:
Talse imprisonment al common law and elsewhere consists in the unlawful detention of the person by another for
any length of time, whereby he is deprived of his persona libeity,”, citing: 3 BLCormm. 127; 12 Am.&Eng. Ency.Law
721019 Cye 319: Sergeant v. Watson Bros, Transp. Co., 244 1a. 185, 52 N.W.2d 86, 92 (1952), which States: “False
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imprisonment is defined as an act which, direstly or indirectly, is an tllegal cause of confinement of another withis
boundaries fixed by the actor for any time, no matter how short in duration, makes the actor liable to the other.”]

219. PROOF OF CLAIM, @ Private Citizen, wronged by “faise imprisonment™ is not entitled lo recover
damages for ALL the natural and probable consequences thereot for the whole of the time he was un-
lawfully/falsely imprisoned. {See: Knickerboackers Steamboat Co. v. Cusack, 172 F. 358, 360-361 (1945), which
States: “The general rule of damages in cases of false imprisonment is that the person causing a wrongful
imprisonment is liable for all the natural and probable consequences thereof. The plaintift is entitied to recover
damages for what the party wrongfully did... In Murphy v, Countiss, | Harr. (Del.) 143, in an action for trespass,
assault and battery, and false imprisonment, the court held that the plaintiff could recover, not merely for the time
the constable was bringing him to jail, but for the whole period of his imprisorment. And in Mandeville v.
Guernsey, 51 Barb, (N.Y.) 99 the court said: “The arrest being wrongful, the dcfendmu is tiahle for all ihe inim ous
consequences to the plaintiff which resulted directly from the wrongful act.”; Meints v. Huntington, 276 F. 245,
248 (1921), citing Adler v. Tenton, 24 How. (U.S.) 407, 410 (1860)]

220. PROOF OF CLAIM, false imprisonment does not include an assault and battery; and, does not always, at least,
include atechnical assault. {See: Black v. Clark's Greensboro, Inc 263 N.C. ?26 139 S.E2d 199, 201 {1964);
State v. Robinson, 145 Me, 77, 72 A.2d 260, 262 (1950)] )

221, PROOF OF CLAIM, the law does not speclfv or divide damages arising from torts for injury into two (7) types
or classes' and, those two (2) typesor classes are not “actual damages “and *punitive darmages.”

222. PROOF OF CLAIM, “actual damag‘es’? are not compengation for the injury as would follow the nature and
character of the act which would not include; inter alia, pain and suffering, physical discomfort, sense of shame,
wrong, and outrage; and, such damages are not also termed “compensatory damages” as they comperisate the

injured, @ Private Citizen, for the at,mal injuries sustained and no more.

223, PROCF OF CLAIM, "pumtne damages are not those that grow out of the wantonness or atrocity: or
a;,gravated by the act, of the act resulting in the injuries and sufferings that were intended, or oceurred through
malice, carelessness or negligence amounting 1o 2 wrong sa reckless and wanton 4s 1o be without excuse; and, such
damages are not also termed “exemplary damages.” {See: Ross v. Leggett, 61 Mich. 445, 28 N.W. 693, 697 (1886)]

224. PROOF OF CLAIM, anyone who assists or participates in an un-lawful arrest and or un-lawful imprisonment;
e.g. Magistrate, Justice of the Peace, Judge, United States Attorney {or Assistant), Defense Attorney, United States
Attorney General, County Prison Superintendent, Secretary of Corrections, Director of Federal Burezu of Prisons,
Warden and/or Superintendent of the warchousing Correctional lustitution, clerk, citv. county, State, federal mational
Government, and the like, is not equally liable for the damages arising fmm the injuries caused by said acts, [See:
Cook v. Hastings, 150 Mich. 289, 114 N.W. 71, 72 (29!1’7)]

225. PROOF OF CLAIM, “actual” or “compensatory. damages”.in actions/claims for false arrest/{alse umprisonment
have not been established at 25,000 dollars per twenty-three (23) minutes, 1,600,000 million dollars per day: and.
punitive damages may not be set by the injured party; and specifically the Undersigned as the injured party within
the above referenced alleged Criminal Case/Cause. [See: Trezevant v. City of Tampa. 741 F.2d 336 {1984). wherein
damages were set as.25,000 dollars per twem\, -threc 23 minutes in a false unpnsonmem case.}

226. PROOF OF CLAIM thg above cited case; ie., Trezevam v, City of Tampa, cannot be utilized by the

Undersigned in determining actual/compensatory. damages shouid Respondent(s) agree the Undersigned has been

falsely imprisoned; and, Respondent(s) can provide any valid. lawful, and reasonable objection as to why it should
. not, or cannot, be so uni:zed and applied in this matter.

227. PROOF OF CLAI M, the distinction between false imprisonment and malicious prosecution is not the right in
the former, which even a guilty, @ Private Citizen, has o be protected against any un-lawful restraint of his
personal liberty and in the latter. the right of an innocent, @ Private Citizen, to be compensated in damages for
an injury he may sustain when a groundless charge is brought against him, even though such charge may be
presented and prosecuted in accordance with the smctest forms of law.- [See: State v, W:lhams 45 Ore 314,77 P.
965, 969 (1904)]

228. PROOF OF CLAIM, the-aspects of malicious prosecution in a matter.involving false imprisonment cannot be
used in determining punitive damages in a false imprisonment action/claim. -

2290 PROOF OF CLAIM, the want of authority is not an essential element in an actiopiclaim for false
imprisonment; and, malice and want of probable cause are not the essential elements in an action/claim for
malicious prosecution. [See: Roberm v, Thomas, 135 Ky, 63, I?I S.W. 961,96 (1909)}

230. PROOF OF CLAiM the defense for/against an action/claim of false imprisonment is not limited to showing
that the arrest was pursuant to law; and. the one arresting had lawful authority to so act, thus, valid defense o proper
justification for/against an action/claim of false imprisonment is not one asserting the legality of the arrest. [See:
Marks v. Baltimore & O. R, Co.. 131 N.Y.8.2d 328, 327, 284 App.Div. 231 (1854). wherein Justice Hand States:

“The law watches personal llbem with vigilance and |ealouw and whoever imprisons another. in this country. must
do it for a lawful cause anci ina lenal manrner,”} :
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231, PROOF  OF CLAIM. the amest of the Undersigned in the above reference  alleged
CIVIL/COMMERCIAL/Criminal Case/Cause was for a lawful cause; i.e. tor a crime/public offense
created and established by validly enacted statute’law originating from the sole legislative power/authority as
m;;sud' by »\pms constitutionaj provisions clearly identified as such upon its face and properly. validly, and
lawfully promudpated! pmmlml and, was in a Iu_ml manner; e, pursuant to “duc process of the law™ as ordam"d
by the faw of “the land through express constitutional provisions: and. executed by those with iawful authority; i.e

fawiuily holding occupying their “office” and thereby in fawful possession and use of the “powers™ resident lhcrcin.

232, PROOF OF CLAIM, due to the high regards placed upon tiberty by the faw, not ALL imprisonmenis are
deemed an- Lm ful until 'lu. contrary i shown: and a defense based upon the one whe was arrested must prove the
arrest/imprisonment was un-iawful in order to prevait in any prou,:.&. for relief and remedy can be used. [See: Fari
of Halsbury, The Laws of fngland, vol. 38, 3rd ed., pt. 4, § 1266, p. 765, London (1962), which States: “The
Plaintitf necd not prove that the imprisonment was unfawful or mallmous, but establishes a prima facie case if he
proves that he was imprisoncd by the defendant; the onus then lies on the defendant of proving a justification.”]

233, PROQF OF CLAIM, the only thing, @ Private Citizen, who has been arrested and imprisoned needs to
claim and to prove is not'one of two (2) things: which are: ) The defendant made an arrest or imprisonment; or, 2)
the defendant affirmatively instigated. encouraged, incited, or-caused the arrest or xmpmonmem {See: Burlington
laanep Co, v. Josephson, 153 F.2d 372, 376 (1946)) '

234. PROOF OF CLAIM, the Unders:gned has not up to this point within !hls Conditional Acceptance for Value
and counter offer/ctaim for Proof of Claim, ltem No. 511328-DK established his arrest and imprisonment at the
hands, and by the acts; of ALL parties participating within the above referenced alleged Criminal LaseiC&use anﬁi
the un-lawful/fatse nature of said arrest and 1mpﬂsonment wﬂhm said Crtmm&i Casef’Cause

235. PROOF OF CLAIM. should the Respondent(s) agree; expressly or through tacit acquiescence, th the facts
contained within this Conditional Acceptance for Value and counter offer/claim for Proof of Claim, Item No.
$11328-DK they are not bound by their duty to correct this matter and provide relief and remedy to the Undersigned
in this matter without delay; i.e., releasing the Undersigned, Undersigned’s corpus and person, along with ALL
property of the Undersigned’s from the bonds of false imprisonment and restore the Undersigned to a State of fiberty
(freedom of locomotion), and completely expunging this matter from ALL Criminal Records, data bases, files, and
the like no matter how stored. '

236. PROOF OF CLAIM, the faiture of Ruspondent(s) in exercising their duty in this matter as set~forth above, does
not thereby. and therein, act to make Respondent(s) liable for the false arrest and false imprisonment of the
l;ndcrs:gned resuiting from the above. referenced alleged Criminal Case/Cause# _;mmiv -and severally,

237, PROOF OF CL Ai\/! it has not been held and well estabbshed jn'law that in false rmprzsonment processes for
relief and remedy the defendant, in order to escape Jiability, must prove that he did not imprison the man or woman,
or he must justify the imprisonment; or, Stated another way, the burden is upon the defendant to show that the arrest -
was by authority of law. [See: Southern Ry. Co. in Kentucky v: Shirley, 121 Ky. 863, 90 5.W. 597, 599 {1906),
citing: 12 Am.&Eng.Ency.Law, 2d ed., p. 733: McAleer v. Good, 216 Pa. 473,65 A. 934,935 (1907); Mackie v.

Ambassador Hote! & Inv. Co., 123 Cal . App. 215, 11 P.2d 3, 6 (1932); Jackson v. Knowlton, 173 Mass. 94, 53 N.E.

134 (1899), which States: “it was long ago said by Lord Mansfield: ‘A-gaoler, if he has a prisoner in custody, s
prima facie guilty of an imprisonment: and therefore must justify.” Badkin v. Powel, Cowp. 476, 478. So, in

Halroyd v. Doncaster, 11 Moore 440, it was said by Chief Justice Best: *Where, @ Private Citizen, deprives
another of his liberty. the injured party is entitled to maintain an’ detiont for false imprisonment, and it is for the
“defendant to justify his proceedings by showing that he had legal authority for doing that which he had done.™;
Snyder v. Thompson, 134 la. 725, 112 N.W., 239, 241 ( 1907}, which States:” “Ii 2 Bishop on Criminal Procedure, §
368, it is said, " In matters of evidence, if the imprisonment is proved, its unlawfulnew wﬁi be prlma facie presumed,
but authority may be shown by the defendant in Jusnﬁcauon ”’] _‘

238. PROOF OF CLAIM, in cases of talse imprisonment, the on!y essentnal eicmcnts of the act;on/clatm for relief
and remedy are not detention and its un-lawfulness, and that malice and the want of probable cause does need to be
shown or are necessary to a proper cause.of action for-false imprisonment. [See: Sinclair Refining Co., v. Meek, 62
- Ga.App. 850, 10 S.E.2d 76, 79 (1940) (authorities cited therein); Stallings v. Foster, 119 Cal .App.2d 614, 259 P.2d
1006, 1009 (1953); Thompson v, Farmer's Exchange Bank, 333 Mo. 437, 62 S.W.2d 803, 811 (Mo. 1933). which
States: A lawlul imprisonment dogs not become unlawful because of maligious motives nor does an unlawful
detention become lawful because actuated by a laudable purpose or founded in good faith.”; McNeff v. Heider, 337
P.2d 819, 821 (Ore. 1938), which States: “In an action for false imprisonment, neither actuai malice nor want of
probable cause is an essential element necessary to a recovery of general damages.”]

239. PROOF OF CLAIM, un-lawtul detentlon or imprisbnment. does become lawfui bew.us&. it was out of 1gnoranco
of the law, [See: Maxims of Law, ed. C.A. Weismann, S7f; | Coke 177; 4 Bouvier's Institutes, n. 3828; 35 C.J.S.,
False Imprisonment. § 7, p. 630; Stembridge v. Wright, 32 Ga App. 587, 374 S.E. 115 (1924), which States: "It is no
defense thal a person perpetrating an illegal arrest-or imprisonment is ignorant of the iegai;ty of his acts.”; Kroeger
-v. Passmore, 36 Mont, 504, 93 P. 805, 807 91908), which States: “False. nnprmnment is treated s a tort, aad alsg as
acrime... If the conduct is un(awlu] neither good faith, nor provocation, nor ignorance of the law is a defense to the
person cenmmta% the wrong.”; Thiede v. Town of Scandia Valley, 217 Minn. 218, 231, 14 N.W.2d 400 (1944),
which States: " As is the case of illegal arrests. the officer is bound to know these fundamental rights and privileges,

and must keep within the faw at his peril.”]
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240. PROOF OF CLAIM, whereas a magistrate, Justice of the Peace, Judge, Attorney (Prosecuting/Defense), and
arresting officers are ALL schooled, twained, and “licensed” to practice law, some more than others: and specifically
as this matter refates to and bears upon said parties acting within the above referenced alleged Criminal Case/Cause,
and therefore have superior knowledge of the law, said parties; and the Respondent(s), are capable or justified in
claiming ignorance of the lawfulness and legality of the arrest of the Undersigned and subsequent imprisonment
resulting therefrom within said Criminal Case/Cause; and, such an assertion would not thereby; and therein, operate

to constitute said parties; and the Respondeni(s), as unquahf’ ed and or unfit to practice law, and at the very least, in
need of additional schooling/training. .

241. PROOF OF CLAIM, in an action for false imprisénmant a record of conviction for the same offense for which
the arrest was made is admissible. [See: Dunnell Minnesota Digest, 3" ed., vol. 84, False Impnsonmem §1.06(c).
citing: Wah! v. Walton, 30 Minn. 506, 16 N.W. 397 (1883)] ,

242, PROOF OF CLAIM, in an action/process for relief and remedy from false imprisonment such is not to be based
solely upon the legality of the-arrest; and, is to be based upon the filing of some complaint, or the proof of an alleged
crime, or the results of some trial. [See: Coverstone v. Davis, 38 Cal.2d 313, 239 P.2d 876, 878 (1952), which
States: “The finding of guilt in the subsequent criminal proceeding cannot legalize an arrest unlawful w nu made.”;
Wilson v. Loustalot, 85 CalApp.2d 316, 193 P.2d 127, 132 (1948); Stewart v. State, 244 S W.2¢ 683, 690
(Tex.Civ.App. 1951)]

243. PROOF OF CLAIM, the argument of “olficial immunity” is a valid defense for public/Government agents
when proceeded against for their own torts in an action/process for relief and remedy from a false impriscnment
claim. [ Hopkins v. Clemson Coilege, 221 UL.S, 636, 642-643 (1910). which States: “But immunity from suit is a
high attribute of 50veru0nlv a prerogative of the State itself - which cannot be availed of by public agents when
5ued for their own torts.™; Johnson v. Lankford, 245 U.S. 341 546 (191")}

244. PROOF OF CLAIM, under the “doctrine of immunity” there bave not been distinctions made between acts that
are “discretionary dutws" which one in the performance thereof is immune within, and acts which are™ ministerial
duties™ which one in the performance thcrmf is liable for, '

2435, PRO(}F OF CLAIM, that a “law enforcement officer’s” official duty is not described as “ministerial,” when it
is absolute, certain, and imperative. involving merely execution of a spt.mfic duty arising from fixed and designated
facts; and, the same cannot be said of the official duty of a Magistrate, Justice of the Peace, Judge, United States
Attorney (or Assistant), and an Attorney General. [See: Rico v. State, 472 N.W.2d 100, 107 (Minn. 1991)]

246. PROOF OF CLAIM, the act of arresting, @ Private Citizen, by a law enforcement officer, however
tcrmed/styled is not a ministerial act; and, is a discretionary act.. S

247. PROOF OF CLAIM the “due process of the law argumem in false unpnsonmem matters will pot nullify the
statutes, rules, regulations, ordinances, and the like as may be contained within the United States Code and
elsewhere that are contrary to the common-law rule on arrest; and, a legislative act can abrogate what is “the law of
the land.” {See: Muscoe v. Commonwealth, 86 Va. 443, 10 S.E. 534, 536 (1890), which States: “Arrest without

warrant, where. a warrant is required, is not due process of law; and.arbitrary or despotic- power no, @ Przmte
Citizen, possesses under our system of Government.™]

248, PROOF OF CLAIM, ¢ Piivate Citizen, confined by virtue of a void warrant and thereupon imprisoned is
vot falsely Imprlsoned ‘and, the complainant, the [prosecuting attomey, Magmrate Justice of the Peace, and or
Judge, who ordered saxci, a Private Citizen, 16 be comm:ttcd, along with the arresting officer who executed said
void warrant, the jmler}warcienisupeﬂnteudem and’ the like are pot all liable for false i nnpnsonment [See: The State
of Connecticut against Leach, 7 Conn. Rep. 452 (18"9), which States: A void process is no process. The
complamam the justice of the peace who ordered him to be committed, the sheriff who executed the pretended
warrant, and the jailer who held him under it, are all liable for false tmprisonment, T his is the undoubted docirine of
the common law from the time of the Marsha]aca case, 10 Co. 68 to this day."}

249, PROOF OF CLAIM, the Constitution for the United States as the express document/instrument for the
Government of the Original Jurisdiction does not reference genuine law.

250. PROOF OF CLAIM, there is not a difference belween what is Jawful and what is* “legal™; as such termyword is
employed/used by the present day civil authorities and their courts,

2541, PROOF OF CLAILM, lawful does not mean in accordance with “the law of the land™; according o thﬁ:‘. aw’
permitted, sanctioned, or justified by law; and, is. not. deaimg with the spirit; i.e., the substance content, object of
law; and, does not properly imply a thing conformable to or. enjoined by law.

252. PROQF OF CLAIM, "‘légal” does not pertain o the understanding, the exposition, the administraiion, the
science, and the practice of law: as, the legal profession, legal advice, legal blunks, newspaper, and the like.

253, PROOF OF CLAIM, }ei,ai does not mean Jmphed or :mpuwd in law; and, is not opposed to acual; Le.,
express, what is real, substantial, existing pres:,ntly in act, valid objective existence as oppused o that which is
merely theoretical or possxbk
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234. PROQF OF CLAIM, “legal” does not look more to the “letter” of the law, i.e., form, appearance, and shadow
of the law.

255. PROOF OF CLAIM, “legal” is not more appropriate for conformity with positive rules of law: and. lawful is
nol more appropriate for accord with ethical principles. '

256, PROOF QF CLAIM, “legal” does not,impon: rather the forms (appearances) of law are observed, that the
proceeding is correct in method, and rules prescribed (dictated) have been obeyed.

257, PROOF OF CLAIM, fawful does not import that the right is actful in substance. and that moral quality is
seoured. i

258. PROGE OF CLAIM. “legal” is not the antithesis of equitable: and, is not the equivalent of “constructive™ ie.,
that which has not the character assigned to it in its own essential nature, but acquires such character in consequence
of the way in which it is regarded by a rule or policy of law: hence, inferred, implied, made out by “legal”
interpretation,

259, PROOF OF CLAIM, a writ or warrant of arcest isstiing from any court; and specifically the alleged court of

record within the above referenced alleged Criminal Case/Cause. under “color-of-law™ is not a “legal” process

however defective,

260. PROOF OF CLAIM, “legal” matters ’d&nozt-adm‘inis:rate,- conform 1o, and follow rules; and, are not equitable in
nature; and, are not implied; ie., presumed, rather than actual; i.c., express, I -

261, PROOF OF C1L.AIM, a “legal” process cannot be defective in law; and, the “legal” process within' the above
referenced alleged CIVIL/ACOMMERCIAL/Criminal Case/Cause is not defective in law.

262, PROOF OF CLAIM, to be “legal,” a matter dogs follow the law; and, is ;‘equifed to follow the law; and, does

not rather conform to and follow the rules or forms of law.

263. PROOF OF CLAIM, lawful matters ’age;npt'éﬂi'iczikiy enjoined in “the law of the land” the law of the People
and“‘arc not actuat in nat};re,gfﬁéy arejmpf{ed‘ DR ‘ S T

264. PROOF OF CLAIM, the proper and truthful definition and mesning of the term/word “legal” is not “color-of--
law™; i.e. the appearance or semblance of law; without the substance, or right. [See: State v. Brechler, 185 Wis. 599,
202 N.W. 144, 148] SR R S

263. PROOF OF CLAIM, “colorable” does not mean that which is in appearance only. and not in reality, what it
purports to be; counterfeit, feigned, having the appearance only of truth. [Seex Ellis v.-Jones, 73 Colo. 516, 216 P.

266. PROOF OF CLAIM, “statutory jurisdiction™ is not a “colorable” juristiction, created to enforce colorable
contracts; and. is not legistative and administrative rather than judicial in natorg; and, does not operate/function/exist
to enforee commercial agreements based upon “implied consent” rather than contracts under the common law or
“the law of the land.” ' '

267. PROOF OF CLAIM, “public policy” does not equal Government policy; which does not equal corporate
policy. which, does not equal commerce; which, does not equal Federal Reserve re-insurance policy; which, does
not equal public credit/debt; which, does not equal commercial transactions of private enterprise; which, does not
equal non-substance re-insurance script (Federal Reserve Notes [a note Being evidence of debt]); which, does not
function as “maoney” (currency) in a “colorable™ admiralty/maritime juristiction. ' o

268. PROOF OF CLAIM, a copyright symbol employed/nsed in the publication of written or rccordedmaﬁc;r does
not act/ioperate to give NOTICE that said printed/recorded matter is the private intellectual property - out of the
public domain - of the copyright owner.

269, PROOF OF CLAIM, & copyright symbol employed/used in pikb’ficatim‘;of “statute/law” books (“Codes”) as

specifically employed/used in the printed publication of the United States Code and/or specifically THE ACT OF
MARCH 9TH. 1933 Proclamation 2038, 2039, 2040 AND Titles 4,7, 11, 12, 15, 16, 18, 28, 31 and 42 USC;

C.F.R,, THE FEDERAL REGISTRY, thereof does not act/operate 6 give NOTICE to afl that the contents thérein is
the private intellectual property of the copyright owner, and out of th’ep‘ublic domain. ' ‘

270 PROOF OF CLAIM, a “statute/law” book (*Code™) placed under copyright such as the United States Code
and/or specificalty THE ACT OF MARCH 9TH, 1933 Proclamation 2038, 2039, 2040 AND Tifles 4, 7, 1 1,12, 15,
16, 18, 28, 31 and 42 USC: C.F.R.,, THE FEDERAL REGISTRY, thereof is not by virtue and operation of said

copyright factualiy,-substanti;tl!y, and truthfully “private faw” in support ‘o:fla “private right” belonging to the

copyright owner,

271 PROGF OF CLAIM, the Maxim of Law: ignorance of the law is no excuse does apply to “private law” n
support of a “private right™; and; that'any ‘man or Woman; and specifically the Undetsigned as this relates to and
bears upon the above referenced alleged Criminal Case/Cause, does have any duty, obligation, or compelling need to

xnow the “private law™ in support of a “private right” of any, @ Private Citizen, or person. [See: Freichnecht v.
er, 39 N.J.Eqg. 551. 560}
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272. PROOF OF CLAIM, that genuine. actual, true law of the People can be copyrighted. -

273. PROOF OF CLAIM, any frue public document of a de jure and de facto State or Nation has been, and can be
under copyright; and, such are not in the public domain.

274, PROOF OF CLAIM, whereas ALL “statute/law™ books (“Codcs"‘) of the federal and»State G'ovémmcms; and

specifically the United States, are copyrighted, & Private Citizen, practicing law would not require a “letters
patent” {o practlce said law within the present day courts; and said right to practice law is not a “property right”
exsstmg by virtue of “letters patent”; and, said patent is nat the so-called “license™ an attorney holds out as
possessing to would be clients; and, without said patent, said man or woman, would not be doing y that which would

otherwise be illegal, a trespass, or a tort. [See: Black's Law Dictionary, Rev. 4th £d., (1968), p. 1067 at LICENSE
(cases cited); 168 A. 220; 114 N.J.Eq. 68}

275. PROOF OF CLAIM, whereas West Publishing Company holds out its firm as the copyright owner, the factthat
said company is owned by The Thompson Group, LLC. LTD a publishing interest of The Crown, does not thereby:
and therein, constitute and establish said “statute/law” books (“Codes™) known as The United States Code foreign
owned “private law™ i support of a “private right” of the actual copyright owner; i.e. The Crown. NOTE: The
Thompson Group owns; inter alia, West Publishing Company; Barclays West Group, Bancroft Whitney: Clark
Bordman, Callaghan; Legal Solictias; Rutter Group;, Warren, Gorham & Lamont; Lawyers Co-op; Reed Elsevier
owns; inter alia, Lexis; Deering Codes, rendering all such pubhshed “law” private, non-pubhc domain, property of
The Crown.

276. PROOF OF CLAIM, a “court of record™ is not a )udu.:al tﬂbumi having attributes and. exucnsmg fumuons
* independently of the person” of the Magistrate designated generally to hold it; and, docs not proceed according 1o
the course of common Jaw; and; its acts and proceedings are not “enrolled™; ie., to register; to make a record; to
_enter on the rolls of a court; to transcribe, for a “perpetual™ memorial. [See: Ream v. Commonweaith, 3 Serg. & R.
(Pa.) 209; Anderson v. Commonwealth, 275 Ky, 232, 12] 8.W.2d 46, 47; Jones v. Jones, 188 Mo.App. 220. 173
5. W. 227, 229; Ex parte: (}iadh:}t 8 Metc., Mass 171, per shaw, C.J, ] :

277. PROOF OF CLAIM, a “court of record” is not the ONL’;’ court that ;mssesses the ;mwer to f“ ne or imprison;
and, “courts not of record” do possess the power to fine or imprison. [Set: 3 Bl Comm. 24; 3 Steph. Comm, 383:
The Thomas Fletcher, C.C.Ga. 24 F. 481, Ex parte Thistleton, 52 Cal. 225; Erwm v. US, D.IC.Ga 37 F. 488, 2
L.R.A. 229; Heininger v, Dav:s, 96 Ohio 8¢, 205, 117 N,E, 22,9, 231] .

278. PROOF OF (,LAIM a “de facto court” is not a c,ourt csiabhshed organized, and exercising its judicial
functions under authority of a “statute” apparently valid, but which may in fact-be unconstitutional and aﬁes’wmd 30
adjudged; and, is not a court, which is established and acting under the authority of a “de facto Government.” [See:
| Bl Judgm. §173; In re Manning, 139 U.S. 504, li S.Ct. 624, 35 L.Ed. 264; Gildemeister v Lindsey, 212 Mich.
299, 189 NW. 633 635]

”’?9 PROOF OF CLAIM, if a court is not a “count of record” it does have any power to fix and establish a
“penalty”; i.e. a punishment established by law or authority for a criminal/public offense; and, does thereby: and
therein, cre&te any “penological interest™ for others to ddlm Lg State and Federal Correctional Institutions.

280. PRG(}[ OF CLAIM, “prison,” and pemtenuary are not used svnonvmﬂusi) [Sec State v. Delmonte, H10
Conn. 298, 147 A. 825, 826 .

281. PROOF OF CLAIM, a “prison” or ‘penitentiary” is-not-a place of confinement of men for the purpose of
“punishment.” [See; Millar v. State, 2 Kan, 175; Bowers v. Bowers. 114 Ohio St. 568, 151 NLE. 750, 751. State v.
Rardon, 221 ind. 154, 46 N.E.2d 603, 609]

282. PROOF OF CLAIM, the word/term “correctional”; as used in Staselkederal Correctional Institution,” does not
mean discipline for the purpose of curing iauiis or Emngmv one into: proper subjection.

283, PROQOF OF CLAIM, the word/term “msumnon does not denotﬂ a pubhc u:.tabhshmcm/wrpomtu}n W luch
is created and exists by “statute™ or *public authority” such: as.an as) lum, charity, college, university, schoolhouse,
and the-like. -

284. PROOF OF CLAIM, the alleged “court of record” within the above referenced alleged

CIVIL/COMMERCIAL/Criminal Case/Cause was and is in fact ¢stablished and functioning as a valid
and lawfal “court of record” which proceeds' according to-the course of common law; and. whose acts and
proceedings are “enrofled™; and, a court which does have power to fine and' imprison and theréby: and therein,
creating a “penolog:cal interest” of whxch may be claimed by T,he ‘Department of Jusnce of she United States of
z\menca

285, PROOF OF CLAIM, there docs exist; this present day, any “courts of records™ within the UNITED STATES.

286. PROOF OF CLAf M, a courts power to “punish” by fine or imprisonment does not ensue from a valid and
lawfully enacted “statute(s)/law(s)” creating a real criminal/public offence; and, such “penal statutes/laws™ do exist
within the United States and the absence of such “penal statutes/laws” is ot one of the reasons which “courts of
récord” do not exist within the United States as said courts; and specifically the-alleged *court of record” within the
above referenced alleged Criminal Case/Cause, is not proceeding according to the course of common-law, but



Conditional Acgeptance for.the Value/Agreement/Contract no.
: "
182912-NAWOUNOEDIGLAVRO-0125000376-16000000

merely upon the forms/shadow of that which formerly existed in spirit, substance, content. and actuality; ie.,
expressly.

287. PROOF OF CLATM, “prisons.” and “pénitcm‘i;ﬁrics“ do exist within the UNITED STATES wherein such are
established for the purpose of “punishment” ensuing from valid and lawful “penal stawtesflaws™ and, which may
clatm a “penological interest™ in and from such statutes/laws,

288. PROOYF OF CLAIM, a “penological interest” does exist for and within “State/Federal Correctional
Institwtions™; and specifically Ai L. those, which compose the Department of Justice/Federal Bureau of Prisons of
the United States and such are not functioning/operating as disciplinarian asylums for the purpose of
“tresting/treaiment” of presumed mental/emotional dysfunctions and re-mdoctrmauonfpfogramxmng, o cure faults in
the nature of social breaches in thought, action, behavior, and the like.

289, PROOF OF (,E.;Ail‘vt the inability of courts today: and specifically the alleged “court of record” within the
above reierenced alleged Criminal Case/Cause, to punish is not why the mental health laws were merged with the
“Criminal Process” 5o as (o allow the courts the ability to “treat™; and thereby conf' ine those conwctedﬁadm:fged ie.,
in need thereof.

290. PROOF OF CLAIM, the alleged “court of record” within the above refer:ncecf al!eged

CIVIL/ACOMMERCIAL/Criminal Case/Cause was not and is not established, organized, and exercising
its judicial functions under authority of a statute; and, said statute is not unconstitutional: and, is not established and
acting under authority: e.g., authority derived from a foreign “un/non-constitutional source of authority” of law, of a
de facto Government; i.¢., a Government not lawfully created, operating, functioning, and:exercising its authority in
. accordance with and pursuant to the instrument/document. of its creation which established and ordained the
Government for the United States, i.e., the Original Jurisdiction as apposed. to the UNITED'STATES ; and; was not
and is not cxercasm 2 its judicial funcnens and authomy as-a “de-facto court™ of said de facto (:ovemmem/authonty

291 PROOF OF CLA[M the United Qtates/l}NlT};D S'I‘A'I‘ES is not a federai cm‘pnmﬁen and is not a “foreign
corporation” with respect to the State. [See: Title 28 U.S.C., § 3002(15), in para materia Title 11 U.S.C., §10%a);
334 F, CSupp 724. | Marsh Dec. 177, 181: Bouvier’s Law Dictionary. Sth Ed.; Black's Law Dictionary, 6th Ed.; 19
C.J.S., § 884, In re Merriam's EState, 36 N.Y. 505 l4l N Y. 479, affirmed in U.S. v. Perkins, 163 U, S 625) .

29’7 PROOF OF CLAIM, the l NITED STATES is not a mumcnpal for-profit corporation ongmaliy mcsmorated
February 21, 1871, under the name “District of Columbia,” and Reorganized June 8, 1878, d.b.a. “UNITED
STATES GOVERNMENT.” [See: 16 Stat, 419, ch. 62, 4ist Congress, 3rd -Session, “An Act to Provide a
Government for the District of Columbia™; 20 Stat. i02, ch. 180, 45th Congress, 2nd Sessaon, “An Act medmg a
Permanent Form of Govemment for ths Dlsmct of Coiumbla "} SN

293. PROOF OF CLAIM, the UNI TED STATES is not a corpora!e entity operatmgfﬂmctlonmg in commerce as a
bankrupt in Chapter 11 Reorganization wherein; and whereby, the Federal Government represented therein has been
dissolved along with said corporations Sovereign Authority; and, the official capacities of ali offices, officers, and
departments, and said federal Government does not exist today in name only. .[Sec:-House Joint Resolution 192 of
Jupe 5, 1933, Pub. R. 73-10; Executive Orders 6072, 6102, 6111, and 6246; Senate Report 93-549; Cong. Rec.,
March 17, 1993, vol. 33, speaker: James A. Trafficant, Jr., which States in part: “Mr. Speaker. We are now here in
Chapter 1}..-Members of Congress-are. official trustees presxdmg over the greatest reorganization in world history,
the U.S. (Jovemmm\t - 1t is an established fact that the United States Federal Government has been dissolved by the
Emergency Banking Act, March 9, 1933, 48 Stat. 1, Public Law 89-719, declared by President Roosevelt, being
bankrupt and insoivent. H.LR. 192, 73rd Congress in session June 5, 1933 - Joint Resolution to Suspend the Gold
Standard and Abrogate the Gold Clause - dissofved-the Sovereign Authority of all United States and the official
. capacitics of all United States Government Offices, Offi cers, and Deprartments and is further evidence that the
United States Federal Government exists today in name only,.."”]

294, PROQF OF CLA!M thrs new “mumcxpai commanon” d:ba.- UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT dld not
adopt the original organic Constitution for-the United States of America as its corporate mumcnpa! charter. {See
415t Congress’ Act(s), Session 3, ch. 62, p. 419, Sec. 34, February 2! 1871]

1295, PROOF OF CLAIM, the tocanon of the Ummd States/UNlTED S'{‘ATES i3 not in the D:stnct oi Goiumbm
[Q.ee UCC 9-307(h): which States: “Location of United States is !ocazed in the District of Co!umbza ” cf Title 28
C. Code § 28.9-3 )7(}1}} .

296, PROOF OF CLAlM :fm me:mment for 1he Drsmct of Co}umb;a was not abohshed by Act of June 20

1874, and. a temporary Government by “commissioners” was not thereby. created and existed until the Act: of June
11, 1878, wherein provision. was made for the continuance of the. “Dlstnct of Columbia™ as a mumc:pai
corporation™ controtled by the federal Government through these “commissioners™; and, said corpot‘atton is not
subject to the ordinary rules that govern the law of procedure between private persons. {See: U.S. Rev, Stat. 1 Supp.
22,7 D.C. 178132 U.S. 1, which. States: “The sovereign power is lodged in the Government of the Un:ied States,
and not the corporation of the district.”]

297. PROOF OF CLAIM, the term ‘i.fmted States” as used. and, employed. mthm the COnsmuuon for. the United
States of American, at Article I} Sectlm 3,.is.not used.in the.plural; j.e., them, their; and, does not mean none other
than the People-of the “several States” and the National Government-situated within the ten- {10) mile:square of the

istrict-of Columbia, -its- enclaves,- forts, magazines, docks, and. ‘arsenals scattered abroad, under; and; onby under,
" Lomt;tutmn establishing and ordaining the Original Jurisdiction and the Government for same.
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298. PROOF OF CLAIM, the termyword “Stai” dogs not mean a State of the United States, the District of
Columbia, Puerto Rico. the United States Virgin Islands, or any territory or insular possession subject to the
Jurisdiction of the United States [See: UCC 9 ~102(a)(76); cf. Title 28 D.C. Code § 28.9-102(a)(76)]; and, a “State of
the United States” is inclusive of the fifty freely associated compact States; i.e., the “several States,” bur a “State of

the United States™ is not a corporate of corporately “colored” sub-franchise territorial Statt} unit of the parent
corporation: i.e.,, UNITED STATES.

299. PROOF OF CLAIM, the term “in this State,” “this State,” and “State” as employed/used within federal and
State statutes/laws/ordinances/regulations/codes, and the like; and specifically as this relates to and bears upon the
United States Code and ALL Titles thereof, and the two—capxmi -letter federal postal designation; e.g., AL, GA, KY
AND NY and the five-digit ZIP; i.e., Zoning Improvement Plan, code are references to, and are inclusive of the
freely associated compact union States; i.e. the “several States,” and are not rather terms, designations, and codes
deﬂnmg and referencmo federal zones/territorial State units; and are not defined for tax _}unsdlctmn purposes as the

“District of Columbia", i.e., UNITED STATES, and accord:m,ly “Ceorgia” is included in such. ferms, designations,
and codes. [See: Cal;fomia Revenue & Taxation Code, §§ 6017, 11205, 17018, and 23034]

300. PROOF OF CLAIM, the “District of Columbia,” and the territorial district of the UNITED STATES are
“States™ within the meaning of the Constitution for the United States of America and the “Judiciary Act” so as to
enable a citizen thereof to sue a citizen of one of the States in federal courts, and are not “States” as that word is
used in treaties with foreign powers, with respect to the ownership, disposition, and inheritance of property. {See: 2
Cra. 445; | Wheat. 91; Charlt. R-M. 374; | Kent, Com. 349, which States: “However extraordinary it might seem to
be, thai the courts of the United States, which were open to aliens, and to the citizens of every State, should be
closed upon the inhabitants of those districts [territories and the. Dlstnct of Columbia], on the construction that they
were not citizens of a State, yet as the court observed, this was a subject for legislative and not judicial

consideration.”; 182 U.S, 270; Bouvier's Law chtmnary, Baidwm H btudent Edition, Banks - Baldwin Publishing

Co. (18(}4), Cieveland 1948), Complete Rev, Ed p. 310]

301, PROOF OF CLAIM, if a nation comes down from its posmon of soverelgmy and enters the domain of
commerce, it does not submit itself to the same laws that govern individuals therein; and, does not asaurm the
position of an ordinary citizen therein; and, can recede from the fulfillment of its obligations therein. [See: 74 F.R.
145, fo!!owmg, 9111:S. 398: Swanson v. Fuline Corp., 248 F.Supp. 364, 369 (U.S.D.C. Ore. 1965y, Har v. U, 8., 95
U.5.316,24 L.Ed 479; UL.S, v. Fulton Dlstll}ery Inc. 571 F.2d 923, 9”7 (C.AS51978)]

302. PROOF OF C{.AIM? the united States did not stipulate to becoming “territorial State units of the UNITED

STATES for receipt of benefits through the Social Security Act of 19385,

303. PROOF OF CLAIM, the several union States did not accommodate the federal bankruptey through pledge of
its faith and credit to the aid thercof at the Conference of Governors, March 6, 1933, {[Sce: Declaration of
Interdependence. January 22, 1937, Book of the States, vol, I, p. !44}

304. PROOF OF CLA?M the walk-out of the seven (7) southern nation ‘States from Congre% March 27, 1861,
without setting a day to reconvene or a vote of adjournment; thereby leaving: Congress ‘without a quorum, did not
dissolve the de jure and de facto Congress of the United States of America, to which President Lincoln responded
with force, reconvening Congress within a private mahtary jurisdiction under martial law in his capacity as
Commander-In-Chief; -and, said Congress does: not and is n«ot operatingf‘functmnmg in’ same capamty and under
same authority to th;s present ddy

305. PROOF OF CLAiM the- Pest Cwll War. "'Rewsmns” of the: Cﬂnsnmtions of the freely. associated compact
union States; i.e., the “several States,” such as said revision of “this:State’s” Constitution in 1874 and thereafter in
1968, did not alter said instruments specifically.in. one important area; ie., abolishing the entire class of free
“electors” and replacing them with the “elective franchise™ (registered vstm) in compliance with the “Public
Trust™; i.e., the cestui que trust; i.e., a constructive trust; i.¢., a trust which is a mixture of law and (not or) fraud as
mtabhshed within and under the purview of the XIV"’ Amendment to the federal corporate pauuts
Charter/Constitution formerly adopted; or so alleged. February 27, 1871, thereby; and therein, extending said Public
Trust 1o operate within the several States; and, said revisions of said constitutions did not thereby; and. thierein
dissolve the General Assembly(s): as originally established and ordained, of ail the States; and, such did not place
these General Assemblies upon the same footing and within the same jurisdiction as that of the Congress wherein;
and whereby, their constitutional identity as constitutionally created entities by law was not lost; and, did not cavse
same to lose all lawful Right. authority, and power to legislate upon any and all sub_jeats for the People of Lhe
“several States”; which, did net cause the post civil war “revisions” of ali the statutes/aws into “Codes™ which did
not act to remove the law and teave merely the form/shadow of same; i.e., the legal aspects standing.

306. PROOF OF CLAIM, the “revisions” of the State Constitutions as originally established and ordained, upon
cessation of open hostilities of the Civil War in which were destroyed the entire class of ° *sovereign electors”™ and
replaced by “registered  voters” (the elective franchise), such did not destroy “sole proprietorships (or principal
creditor ships of, by, and for the People): and, did not replace them with (artificial) corporate franchises under
purview. of the XIVih Amendment to the  federal corporate municipal ‘ror—praﬁt pamnt hovemmunt $
Charter/ Lonstltunozl ' . ,

307, PR(}OP OF CL.AIM, under the “Instrumentality Rule™ the UN{TFD 5 TATES is not and will not be responsible
when the subservient corporation becomes exposed as a mere instrument and actuaily indistinet from the controlling

corporation; i.e., the UNITED STATES; and, The Commonwealith of Texas’THE STATE OF TEXAS, also known

any and derivatives and variations in the spelling of said name, is not operating and functioning as a mere
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corporate instrument (sub-franchise compact territorial corporate State unit) of the UNITED STATES. [See: Taylor
v. Standard Gas & Electric Co., 96 F.2d 693, 704 (C.C.A. Okl.); National Bond Finance Co, v. General Mators
Corp., 238 F. Supp. 248, 255 (D.C.Mo.); Dyett v. Turner, Warden Utah State, 439 P.2d 266. 267 (Utah 1967). which
States: “The United States Supreme Court, as at present constituted, has departed from the Constitution as it has
been interpreted from its inception and has followed the urgings of social reformers in foisting upon this Nation laws
which even Congress could not constitutionally pass. It has amended the Constitution in a manner unknown to the
document itself. While it take three fourths of the States of the Union to change the Constitution legally. yet as few
as five men who have never been elected to office can by judicial fiat accomplish a change just as radical as could
three fourths of the States of this Natian. As a result of the recent holdings of that Court, the sovergignty of the
States is practicaliy abolished, and the erstwhile free and independent States are in effect and purpose imerely closely
supervised units in the federal system,”)

308 PROQF OF CLAIM, the doclrine of “cqual standing” in law and the Maxim of Law: “Disparata non debent
jungi” (Dissimilar things ought not to be joined), does not make it perfectly clear that only partics of equal standing
can communicate e law. )

309. PROOF OF CLAIM, a judgment is not “void for uncertainty™ if it fails to identify the parties for and against
whom it is rendered with such certainty that it may by readily enforced. [See: 46 Am.Jur.2d. Judgments, §100,
which States: “A judgment should identify the parties for and against whom it is rendered, with such certainty that it
may be readily enforced, and judgment which does not do so may be regarded as void for uncertainty..."]

310. PROOF OF CLAIM, the all-capital-letter “named” defendant ‘in: the above. mfercrieed alleged
CIVIL/COMMERCIAL/Criminal Case/Canse is not a ¢orporate frarichise. [See: Black’s Law Dictionary,
Rev. 4th Ed,, p. 408 at CORPORATEFRANCHISE]” -~~~ = - L

311 PROOF OF CLAIM, ‘the all-capital-letter “named” defendant in the above referenced alleged
CIVIL/COMMERCIAL/Criminal Case/Cause is not an “idem sonans”; i.c. sounding the same or alike, as

with the name of the Undersigned. [$ee: ibid., p. 880 at IDEM SONANS], . |

312. PROOF OF CLAIM, the' all-capital-letier “named” defendant in ‘the above  referenced alleged
CIVIL/COMMERCIAL/Criminal Case/Catise does not represent and is not a “legal name”"; i.¢., the name
of the “legal person” recognized in law. [See: ibid., p. 1040 at LEGAL NAME]

313. PROOF OF CLAIM, a “legal name”; as this relates to and bears upon the “named” defendant within the above
referenced alleged Criminal Case/Cause, is not 2 name constructed upon the “form” and “shadow” of “true name,”
but without the substance, value, spirit, essence, and the like;. and, “legal names” are not the ONLY names
recognized, and cipable of being recognized, in law today; and, do not denote, identify, and reference “artificial
persons.” : ’ B o

314. PROOF OF CLAIM, a “legal name”: and specifically as this relates to and bears upon the “named” defendant
in_the above referenced alleged Crimjnal Case/Cause, is not written in “legalese”™; ie., a language foreign to and

constructed outside the bounds of English grammar.

315. PROOF OF CLAIM, the all-capital-letter “pamed” défendant in the above referenced alleged
CIVIL/COMMERCIAL/Criminal Case/Cause is not a “juristic person”; i.e. a “person”; i.e., an “artificial
person’™ Le.. a “lagal person”; i.e. an entity, such as a corporation, created by law [Birth Registration Acts of the
various corporate  sub-franchise . compact territorial.. State  upits] and - given certain- “legal  rights
{grants/benefitprivileges} and:duties of a human; a-Private Citizen, being; a being, real or imaginary, who for
the purpose of Jegal reasoning is' treated more of less'as a human, a-Private Citizen, being and also termed &
“fictitious person,” “juristic person,” and “legal person” TSee: Black’s Law Dictionary, 7" Ed. at PERSON, sub-
head ARTIFIC?AL‘PERSC}N} : Sl I T S :

316. YPROQF»’QF CLAIM, the term “in propia persona”; i.e., “in one’s own person” does not tacitly; if not
 expressly, declare and affirm thét there is some other “person” by whom and through whom one can/may act; and,

such’otherf‘pefsoﬁ" is not a corporate “persoti” (persona).

317. PROOF OF CLAIM, the “all-capital-letter ' “named” defendant ‘in the sbove referenced alleged
CIVIL/COMMERCIAL/Criviinal Case/Cause does not exist only by force of or in contemplation of law;
Le.. solely within the imagination having no actual existeice. =~ * S

318, PROOF OF CLAIM, the all-capital-letter “named” defendant in the above _referenced | alleged
CIVILA COMMERCIAL/Crinminal Case/Cause js not a “dummy”; i.e., a sham; make believe; pretended;
imitation, stvaw, @ Private Citizen, who serves in place of:another, or who iserves. until the “proper.- person” s
named or available 1o take its place; e.g., as in.dummy corporate officers, durnmy owners of real estate; and, when
its name is called-in court; and specifically as this relates to and bears upon the “named” defendant within the above
referenced alleged Criminal Case/Cause, and a living, breathing flesh-and-blood “real” man or woman; e:g;, the
Undersigned, answers believing said “name™ to be his own “true name,” said “proper petson™ is:not thus found,
available, and thereby; and therein, “joined™: without notion all-bre-it through fraud. [See: Black’s Law Dictionary,
Rev. 49 Ed, {1968), p. 591:at DUMMY} - .. . = - .. e . : o - .
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319. PROOF OF CLAIM, the all-capital-letter “named” defendant in the above referenced alleged
CIVIL/ICOMMERCIAL/Criminal Case/Cause is not a “dummy corporation”; i.c. a corporation formed

for sham purposes and not for conducting legitimate business; e.¢., to avoid “personal hability;” and as this relates lo
and bears upon the above referenced allwed Criminal Case/Cauee, to establish the obiig,anon {for payment of fines,

fees, and specific performance as that of the Undersigned’s as an “accommodation party,” and “surety™ for the
Principal; i.e.. the all-capital-letter “named™ defendant in said Criminal Case/Cause. [See: Black's Law Dictionary.

6" Ed. atDUMMY CORPORATION; UCC 3-419, ¢f; Title 13, Pa.C.K., §3419; also see: SURETY, VOLUNTARY
SURETY, CO-SURETIES. CO-SURETY, SURETY SHIP, BAIL, GUARANTO& NOVATION, IN SOLIDIO
(SOLIDIUM), INVOLUNTARY SURETY SHIP, SURETY SHIP BY OPERATION OF LAW, VOLUNTARY
SURETY SHIP in any Law Dictionary of your choosing: UCC 1-201(40), cf. Title 28 D.C. Code § 28.1-201(40}].

320. PROOF OF CLAIM, the all-capital-letter “nmﬁed” defendant in the above referenced alleged
CIVIL/COMMERCIAL/Criminal Case/Cause is not an “ens legis™; i.e,, a creature of the law: an antificial

being. as contrasted with flesh-and-biood, real, sentient, @ Private Citizen, such as the Undersigned, applied to
corporations, and considered as deriving their existence entirely from the law. {Seer Bl: ack’s Law Dictionary Rev,
4% Ed., (1968), p. 624 at ENS LEGIS]

3210 PROOGF OF CLAIM, the all-capital-fetter “named” delendant in the above referenced  alicged
CIVIL/COMMERCIAL/Criminal Case/Cause is not a “fictitious name”; Le., a counterfeil, feigned, or
pretended name, differing in some particular essential from a man or woman’s “irue name,” with the implication that
it is meant to deceive or mislead. consisting of a Christian name and patronymic (name of the house/father/famiiy:
surname). {See: ibid,, p. 751 at FICTITIOUS NAME]

322. PROOF OF CLAIM, a “fictitious name” is -not the opposite of a “true name” of a man or woman; e.g., the
Undersigned’s “true name” as shown herein below; and, said “fictitious name" is not ¢reated by Public Policy of the
corporate UNITED STATES at the time of 2 man or weman’s birth and “brought wholly into separate existence”™ via
the man or woman’s birth record/document/instrument thereby; and therein “christening” said “corporate franchise”
as a commercial “vessel” under UNITED STATES registry. -

323. PROOF OF CLAIM, the all-capital-letter “named” defendant in the above referenced alleged
CIVIL/COMMERCIAL/Criminal Case/Cause is not an “individual™ as such word/term is used/employed
in State and Federal statutes/laws; and, is not defined as a “citizen of the United States™; and, said definition is not a
reference o the X1Vth Amendment of the corporate UNITED STATES Charter/Constitution; and, said reference
does not denote said “named” individual as that of a “trust entity‘.”“ {Seé: Title S US.C., § 5-§2a(a}(2)]

324, PROOF OF CLAIM that where a federal definition of a tennfword exists and is provided. such definition does

not supersede any and all definitions given for the same term/word wathm the sub- franchise compact territorial State
. units.

325. PROOF. OF CLAIM, the all-capital-letter “named” detendant in the above referenced anflcgeci

CWVIL/COMMERCIAL/Criminal Case/Cause is not a “legal fiction™; ie. something “assumed™ 1

pretend, to accept without proof, an “assumption” created by the imagination whrch without that irksome nece%sm

for proof, allows for truth te be a lie. and a lie to be the truth, estabhshm;, essentmli*;, the “Doctrine of Pretending.”

based on pretense, lies, deceit, and dissembling; i.e., to conceal or disgnise the true nature of so as to deceive, and to
" conceal one’s true nature; i.e.. to act hypocritically. ' ’

326. PROOF OF CLAIM, “recognizéd in law” as applied to these *legal names” of “legal persons” and
employed/used within the courts; and specifically the alleged “court of record” within the above referehced alleged
Crlmlnai Case/Cause, and legal svstem today does not mean “exustmg by force of or in ¢ontemplation of law.”

327. PRQOF OF CLAIM, the all-capital-letter “named” defendant in the above referenced Al!egcd

cr VIL/COMMERCIAL/Criminal Case/Cause does not reférence and identify a “public vessel™; ie., onc
owned and used by the a nation or Government for its public service: e.g., within its revenue service. {See: Biack'
Law Dictionary. Rev. 4" £d., p. 1737 at PUBLIC VESSEL]

328. PROQOF OF CLAIM, “public” is not the vast multitude, which includes the ignorant, the unthinking, and the
credulous; and, does not reference and identify ONLY “artificial persons™ which possess no brain nor miu[hgcnw,
and, the “public” of the UNITED STATES is not comprised soiely of such * artificial persons™; and, Public
Lawfpohgy, State/Federal, does not operate solely upon said “persons.”

329. PROOF OF CLAIM, a “vessel” in admiraity law is limited to ships or yessels™ engaged in commerce; and. in
admiralty the “names” of “vessels” are not designated in all-capital- -letter format/style; and the all-capital-letter

“named” defendant in the above referenced aileged CIVIL/COMMERCIAL/Criminal Case/Cause does

not represent and identify a “vessel” in admiralty in which all jurisdiction ensues, flows, and arises from “contract,
real or presumed, expressed or imptied, revealed or unrevealed.

330. PROOF OF CLAIM, the all-capital-letter “named” defendant in the above referenced aiieg,ed
CIVIL/COMMERCIAL/Criminal Case/Caitse is not referencing and identifying a “straw man or woman”

(stramineus.home); Le., an antificial person created by law having a fictitious name, existing only by torce of or
‘conwmplatmn of law, a distinct “legal entity” (corporate) that benefits the creaior, ie, UNITED STATES, allowing
¢ creator to accomplishing things in the name of the “straw man or woman’ that wouid not otherwise be permitted.
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331 PROOF OF CLAIM, the word/term “transmit™ does not mean to convey, send, transfer. or to pass along as
used and employed within the current present day legal profession and courts.

332. PROOF OF CLAIM, the word / term “utility™ in patent Taw does not mean “Industrial value; the capability of
being so dpphu} in practical affairs as to prove advantageous.in the ordinary pursuits of hfe or add to the enjoymem
ofmankmd [See: Calison v, Dean, C.(,AA.OH. 70F‘7d 55, 58]

3. PROOF OF CLAIM, the word/term “utility™ is not further defined as having some ‘beneficial purpose; and, the
dug,rec of “utitity™ is matcrui [See: Rob. Pat. § 339; Gibbs v. Hoefner, 19 F.323]

334, PROOF OF CLAIM, “goods” and “services” from the public venue are not solely accessed: i.e., “transmitted”
for billing purposes, in an all-capital-tetter formatted name,

335 PROOF OF CLAIM, the all-capital-letter “named” defendant in the above referenced alleged
CIVIL/COMMERCIAL/Criminai Case/Cause is not a “transmitring utility” i.e.. a conduit acting 45 a

nexus between the public venue and, @ Private Citizen, eg., the Under%:gm.d and thereby evrdencmg, an
industrial vaiue so applied in practical affairs as to prove ad»asmgwn& and beneficial.

336. PROOF OF CLAIM, the word/term “person™ as used/employed in the legal system and science thereof today is

not a “general word” which includes in.its scope a variety of entities other than “human, a Private Citizen,
beings.” [See: Church ofScwntoIogy v..U.S. Dept. of Justice, 612 F.2d 417, 425 (!970}, cf Title 1, U.S.C,, § 1]..

337. FROOF OF CLAIM, the word/term “person™ cannot be hmned by the starutory ruIe of construction “nosmtur a
sociis,” which.teaches that the meaning of a word in a statute may be determined by reference to its association with
other words or phrases. [See; 2A C, Sands; Sutherlands, 3:&&1«;3 and. Stangmry Constructson 45 47 16 4"‘ ed 1973
Lenhoﬁ‘ v. Birch Bay Real EState, Ing 587'P.2d W87 ({978}] o

338, PROOT OF (,LAIM the- %tatutcry rule of conshnctm;*“egnsdem genens” )s not an xllnstratmn of a bmader ruie
of statutory construction “noscrtur a sociis.” [See: State v. Western Union Telegraph Co., 196 Ala. 570, 72 So. 99,
100] . :

339. PROOF OF CLAIM, the geneml wordftenn “person as apphed to the statutory rule of constmcaon “ejusdem
genens is to be construed/mterprcted in its Wldeﬁt .extent wherem it follows an enumeration of * “persons” or

“things™ by words of a particular and, 59201f ¢ meaning; and, is. not, rather to be held as applying. ON LY to “persons”
or “ﬂung,s of the same general kmd or class as tiwse specifically’ mentaoned and, such specxfic terms do not moci;fy

F.2d- 133 13? Aiei‘smh v. Industrial Accxdem Eund,,‘l 16 Mom‘ 69 iSi P 2d 1016 1021; ng County Watet stt\
68 v. Tax Commission, 58 N.W.2d 282, 284 (1951): Dean v. McFarland. 81 Wash2d 215, 221, 500 P.2d 1244
(1972)]

340. PROOF OF CLAIM, the orlgm of the general wordzteml “person” as defined; fixed, kuawu, used and
employed in the legal system and science of law today is not a “mask an actor wears,” and 1s:not the true, correct,
and complcm signifi cation of said word/term in said. system and science.  See: Memam Webster's Coiieg;ate
Dictionary, Tenth Edition, 1999, p., 867 (etymology) which States: “ME fr ‘O.F. persone, fr L. persona actor’s
mask, character in a play, person prob. fr. Etruscan phersu mask, fr. Gk prosopa pl. of prosopon face, mask more at
PROSOPOPOEIA™,

341, PROOF OF CLAIM, under the mle of construcnon “expresmo uRius est;exclusno alterms (expressxon ot one
thing is the exciusmn of .mother), and specrf ically as this rule of construction, relates 10 and bears, upon the United
States Code andior specifi ically THE ACT OF MARCH 9TH, 1933 Proclamation 2038, 2039, 2040 AND Titles 4,7,
L 12, 15, 16, 18, 28, 31 and 42 USC: CF.R., THE FEDERAL REGISTRY.. thereof, where 4 statute or
Constitution/C hamr enumerates the things on whmh it is to_operate or forb;ds certain . things, it is not to be
construed/interpreted as exc udmg from its operation all those not expressly menuoned [See: Co. Litt, 210a; Butgm
v. Forbes, 293 Ky 456, 1698, W, 2d'321, 325; Littie'v. Town of'Conway 171 8. C. 27, 170 S.E. 447 448, f.
“Inclusio unius est exclusio alterius” Burmn v. Forbes, supra]

341 PROOF OF CLAIM, a “person” or “any person” as employed and used in statutes today: and specifically
within the United States' Code and/or specifically THE ACT OF MARCH 9TH, 1933 ?mciamatron 2038, 2039,
2040 AND Titles 4, 7, 11,12, 15, 16,1 , 28, 31 and 42 USC; CFR., THE FEDERAL RSGIS"{RY thereof, is not
merely mrpomtmn/mrpomtu]) :,oim‘ed entity, which exists’ merefy b\r force of ot in contemplation of law; i.é.,

solely within the mind and 1magumt1m§ ofa man or woman.

343, PROOF OF CLAIM, the general'term “person of “any person™; and specifically within the United States Code
and/otspecifically THE ACT OF MARCH 9TH, 'f933 Prociamation 2038, 2039, 2040 AND Titles 4; 7,11, 12, 15,
16,18, 28, 31 and 42 USC; CF.R., THE FEDERAL REGISTRY thereof; dbed include and‘does apply and refcr to fez

man or woman: i.¢., a living, breathing, flesh-and-blood ’haman. a Private Cite'zen, being.

344. PROOF OF CLAIM, the general word/term “person” or © “any. person” as used and empioycd in statutes today;
and specifically within the United Statés Code and specift ically THE ACT OF MARCH 9TH, 1933 PFocla‘matton
2038.-2039, 2040 AND Titles 4. ToHL 12705, 16,1828, 31vand 42 USCiC.F:R., THE FEDERAL REGISTRY;

hereof, does not exclude a man or Wwoman; ie., 3 lmng, breathmg, ﬂesh-and b]ood haman, a Prtvate szen,
ng from inclusion within the operation of the statite.
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345. PROOF OF CLAIM, whereas a “natural person” is defined as a “fuman, a Private Citizen, being™ [See:
Black’s Law Dictionary, Rev. 4™ ed., 1968, p. 1300 at “PERSON™], a term not defined within any Law Dictionary
the Undersigned has researched, i.e., “tuman, a Private Citizen, being,” and a “person” being a general term
which includes every natural person, firm, co-partner-ship, corporation, association, or organization which is
restricted in its mterpretahon by the specific word/term “corporation,” statutes employing and using the term
“person” or “any person”: and specifically as this relates to and bears upon the United ‘States Codr and/or
specifically THE ACT OF MARCH 9TH, 1933 Proclamation 2038, 2039, 2040 AND Titles 4, 7, 11, 12,15, 16. 18,
28, 31 and 42 USC; C.F.R., THE FEDERAL REGISTRY, thereot, is not restricted in its mtcrprcw.uon to that of
some form, kind and style of corporate (artificial) entity thmugh such rules of construction as; inter alia, “noscitur a
sociis,” “ejusdem geris.” and “expressio unius est alterius,” thereby; and therein, excluding “natural person”
(human, a Private Citizen, beings) from the operation of said statute.,

346, PROOF OF CLAIM, it is not the nawre of Law that what One creates, One controls.

347. PROOF OF CLAIM, this principle of Law; i.c., that what One creates, One conirols, is not the natural Law.
which binds a creature to its Creator.

348. PROQF OF CLAIM, a Private Citizan, is not a creature of a Creator,

349, PROOF OF CLAIM, man or woman’s Creator is YHVH, the. Almighty Living God: and @ Private Citizen,
is created in His image; and, He, YHVH is the Living God. is Spirit, and His image (likeness) is Spirituzl; and a

Private Citizen is, therefore, a spiritual entity in possession of a physical body. See: Genesis, Ch. 1, vss, 26-27:
Genesis, ch, 2, vss, 21-23; John 4:24, 2 Cor. 3:17; Gal. 5:13.

350. PROOF OF CLAIM, that @ Private Citizen, as a creature of YHVH. the Almighty Living God: He and He
alone does by Right of Creation have authority and power to control man or woman.

351. PROOF OF CLAIM, the word/term “natural” as used/employed within the legal profession, science thereof,
and present day courts is not defined; and to be undetstood in its vernacular, and such definition is not “present in or
produced by nature”; i.e., the physical/natural world and its “phenomena”; i.e., the Laws of Nature,

352. PROOF OF CLAIM, the word/term “natural and “nature” do not share the same Latin origin; i.e., nasci, to be
born,

333, PROOF OF CLAIM, 10 be born” of natural phenomena (the laws of nature present in or produced by sature
(the physical/natural world) in accordance with and pursuant to the taws of nature (natwral-physicai phenomena} is
not an act whereby that which is born is brought into life or being within the physical natural world.

354, PROOF OF CLAIM, in Riegel v, Hygrade Seed Co., the'court did not strongly infer a clear distinction between
a "man or woman” and a “person”. and a difference does not exist between; and in, said wordsferms as
used/employed within the legal profession, science thereof, and present day courts as operating/functioning
presently. {See: Riegel v. Hygrade Seed Co., 47 F Supp. 290, 294 (1942), which States: “False imprisonment has
been well defined to be a trespass committed by one, @ Private Citizen, against the person of another..”]

355, PROOF OF CLAIM, if Respondent(s) agree expressly or otherwise, that, @ Private Citizen, is a spiritual
being in possession and use of a physicalinatural body, said body is not operating/functioning, and existing as &
vessel, a shell, a mask through which; and by which, a Private Citizen, communicates, interacts, and intertaces

with; and within, the physical/natural world around him during his physical/natural sojourn within the
physical/natural world.

356. PROOF OF CLAIM, it is not man of woman’s physical/naturai body, which through the act of birth is born of

- natural/physical phenomena (laws of nature) present in or produced of nature (physical/natural world) in accordance

with and pursuant to the laws of nature (natural/physical phcnomena), angd thereb and therein, born, i.¢., brought,
into life and being within the phy ﬂxcal*namrai world.

57, PROOF OF CLAIM, man or woman’s physical/natiral body is not by Divine des:bn, function, operation, and
def' nition a “person™ as such word/term is used/employed wuthm the Jegal profession; science thereof. and present
day courts. .

358, PROOF OF CLAIM, it is not man ar woman’s physical /natural body upon which, @ Private Citizen,

commits a trespass against the “person” of another through the act of false nnpnmnmem and, a4 Private Citizen,
can falsely imprison, arrest, detain, restrain, scarch, and the like the “person”™ or anything other than a “person’
physicalty/naturally existing within the physical/natural world.

359. PROOF OF CLAIM, man or woman's physical/natural body is not a “natural person™; and, is not the object
defined by said word/term as used/employed within the legal profession, science thereof, and present day courts.

360. PROOF OF CLAIM, a statute(s)law(s); and specifically those.contained within the United States Code and/or
specifically THE ACT OF MARCH 9TH, 1933 Proclamation 2038, 2039, 2040 AND Titles 4, 7, 11, 12, 15, 16, 18,

228, 31 and 42 USC! C.F.R.. THE FEDERAL REGISTRY, thereof, which use/employ the word‘tenm “person’” are



Conditional Acceptance for the Valuengreement/(,omract no.
I82912-NAWOCNOEDIGLAVRO-0125000370- 16000000

(berthed) solely within the imagination/mind of, @ Private Citizen, and therein brought wholly into separate
existence by force of or in contemplation of law: and, by thus far covered rules of statutory construction,
statute(s)law(s) should not expressly and spwiﬁca}h use/employ the word/term “natural person” if operation of
said statute(s)/law(s) are meant to operate over and upon said specific “person™; and, the all-capital- !euer ‘named™
defendant within the above referenced atteged CIVIL/COMMERCIAL/Criminal Case/Cause is a “natural

perrson

361, PROOF OF CLAIM, that as the General Assembly (legislature) of the corporate compact territorial unit d.b.a
United States of America did net create the man or woman; and specifically as this relates to and bears upon the
Undersigned; nor another form, style, kind. and type of corporate juridical construet. it does possess and does have
any authority to control, & Private szen, based upon real or presumed Right of Creahon whlch acts 1o bind

said, @ Private Citizen, to said juridical construct.

362. PROOF OF CLAIM, that to get around this issue of Right of Creation and control the man or woman, the
Gieneral Assembly Ll;g;slatum) of the corporate compact territorial unit d.b.a. United Srates of America did not
create an “office of person.” an “office™ within its corporate structure and venue, which by Right of Creation it
controls and regulates.

363. PROOF OF CLAIM, that the corporate compact territorial unit d.b.a. United States of America does not
through employment and use of empty, fictitious, and false inducements disguised as benefits, privileges,
immunities, grants, and the like backed by threats, duress, and coercion; e.g,, “you may not drive, fish, hunt, marry,
operate a business, work; in short, live, without a license {permission to do that which wouid otherwise be. illegal) or
you will be fined, go to jail, or both.” lhercby, and therein, inducing a Iwmg, breathing, f]eshrand~blood, a Prwate .
Citizen, into contract and to occupy/hold the “office of person™ created by the General Assembly (ieg;siature) of

said corporate consiruct State and thereby; and therein, control. the, a ana;e szen, lhrough said “ei’fice of
person”; which, by Right of Creation it controls. and regulates. . : :

364. PROOF OF CLAIM, that where this control over, @ Private Citizen, by the corporate compact territorial
unit d.b:a: United States of America is achieved by the, @ Private Citizen, oicupying/holding: the “office of
person™ and bound thereby; and thercin, through néxus of contract, there are not a plethora of administrative
agencies. departments, bureaus, and the like: along with countless sub-whatever’s therein, operating as “sources of
authority” and effectively legislating so-~called: laws into existence operating over and upon said “office of person”
wherein the, @ Private Citizen, is bound through nexus of contract and effectively and complétely controlled and
regulated,

365, PROOF OF CLAIM, that this !eaw!atwd) created §tate’Federal “office of person” is not a jmask, a corporaie
maskiperson, a fictional device of artifice created solely for the ability of the corporate compact territorial unit d.b.a.
United States of America to accomplish the presumed “voluntary enslavement and servitude (achieved through
fraud and deceit of gross proportions) of the, @ Private Citizen, wearing the mask. v

366. PROO§ OP‘ CLAiM 'residenQy” wiihin thé éorpnrété cdmpact terriiéirial} unit d,bia. i)nixed' Srates of Am:zriéé
is. 0ot & reqmrement for eligibility of benefits, privileges, immunities, grants and the like from said corporate
juridical construct; i.¢., United States of Amenca

367. PROOF OF CLAIM, the “office of person” is ot a sub-set/class of “resident.”

- 368. PROOF OF CLAIM, a living, breathing. ﬂesh~and—blood, a Privite Citizen, does not step into, take up, and
hold the “office of person” by takirig up “residency” within the corporate compact territorial unit d'b.a United States

of America thereby: and therein, donning the mask of a “person™ within the venue and jurisdiction of said State
;urrdrcai comiruct

369, PROOF OF CLAIM, “resrdency“ is not defined’as a “Factual” place of abode hvmg ina partlcular Iocahty and
* requiring only bodily presence as an “inhabitafit” of a place. [Sec: Reese v. Reese, 179 Misc. 665, 40 N.Y.S. 2d

468, 472; Zimmer, @ Private C'mzen, v. Zimmerman, 175 Or 535 155 P. 2d 29:, 295; Inre Campbcll
Guardianship, 216 Minn. 113, 11 N.W, 2d 786, 789] : :

370. PROOF OF CLAIM, “ocality’ 75 not defined asa ) definite reg;on in a.ny part of space a gwgraph:cal pos:tmn
[See: Warnock v. Kraft, 30 Cal App. 2d 1, 85 P. 2d 505, 506]

371, PROOT OF CLAIM, “space" is not defined as the infinite extension of the three-dimensional - i.e., having

E;gnéht b;eadfh and depth field of evéryday llfe See The Ameﬂcan Hentage chhonary, Second Co!lege Fdrtron
p. 1169

372, PROOF OF € LLAIM, “inhabitant” is not defined as Onc who resuies actualiy and pennanentiy in a given place,

and has his domicile thefe {See‘ Ex parte Shaw i2 S Ct 935, MS s, 444 36 L. Ed, 768 'ﬁw Pzzan'o 2 Wheat.
245, 4 L. Ed. 226] :

373. PROOF OF CLAIM, “remduracy" is not therefore a “real”: geographical Jocation, region, or position existing
within threewdtmensmna] -gpacein’ whncﬁ & hvmg breathmg, ﬂes"h'and~biood' man or woman; possessmg a body,
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may bodily be present in a fixed and permanent manner wherein is his domicile and thereby; and therein, constitutes
him an inhabitant,

374. PROOF OF CLAIM, a living breathing, flesh-and-blood man or woman; and specifically as this relates to and
bears upon the Undersigred. can take up “residence™ and bodily inhabit the artificialstictional juridical construct of
the carporate compact territorial unit d.b.a. United States of America which exist solely within the mind/imagination
of, @ Private Citizen, by force of or in contemplation of law. '

375. PROOF OF CLAIM. a living, breathing, flesh-and-blood man or woman; and specifically as this reiates to and
bears upon the Undersigned and the above referenced alleged Criminal Case/Cause, does net need to hold/occupy an
“office” within the corporate compact territorial unit d.b.a. United States of America; e.g., “office of person,” for
said corporate juridical consfruct’s General Assembly (legislature) to regulate and control said man or woman.

376. PROOF OF CLAIM, the right and authority of the General Assembly (legislature) of the corporate compact
territorial unit d.b.a. United States of America to regulate and control living, breathing, flesh-and-blood man or
woman; and specifically as this relate to and bears upon the Undersigned through operation of the United States
Code and specifically THE ACT OF MARCH 9TH, 1933 Proclamation 2038, 2039, 2040 AND Titles d, 7, 11, 12
{5, 16, 18. 28, 31 and 42 USC: C.F.R.. THE FEDERAL REGISTRY, thereof as in above referenced Criminal
Case/Cause, which is not occupying/holding any “office”; e.g.. “office of person,” within the corporate Federal
furidical construct is not also prohibited by the Bill of Rights contained within the Charter of said construct. |See;
Constitution offfor the United States of America (1789, as amended 1791} articles in amendment 1---X11 1]

377. PROOF OF CLAIM, whereas the XII™ Amendment 1o the Constitution/Charter of the federal municipal for-
profit corporate Government juridical construct d.b.a. UNITED STATES prohibits . invohuntary slavery and
servitude: voluntary slavery and servitude are prohibited by this same Amendment. [See: U.S, Const. XIHI"
Amendment, Sec. |, ¢l XIV" Amendment, Sec. 1] :

378. PROOF OF CLAIM, the corporate compact territorial unit’s d.b.a. United States of America manner of
inducing a living, breathing, flesh-and-blood, & Private Citizen, into occupying/holding the “office of person”
within said construct; ie., fraud, deceit, artifice, threats, duress. coercion, and the fike. does not comstitute
involuntary slavery and servitude prohibited by its parent corporate juridical Governmen: construct’s Charter. and
does not thereby: and therein, constitute “uitra vires™ acts; i.e., acts bevond the scope of the powers of a corporation,
as defimed by its Charter or act of incorporation, which applies not only to acts prohibited by its Charter. but acts
which are in excess of powers granted and not prohibited. {Sce: State ex rel, v. Houston Trust Co.. 168 Tenn. 546,
79 S.W.2d 1012, 1016: State ex rel. Supreme Temple of Pythian Sisters v. Cook, 234 Mo, App. 898, 136 S.W. 142,
146; Community Federal Sav. & Loan Ass™n of Independence, Mo. v. Fields, C.C.A. Mo., 128 F. 2d 705, 708: In re
Grand Union Cd, C.C.AN.Y. 219 ¥ 353, 363: Staake v, Routledge, 111 Tex. 489, 241 S W. 994 99§;
Pennsytvania R. Co. v. Minis, 120 Md., 461, 496, 87 A, 1062, 1072] »

379. PROOF OF CLAIM, a “crime” and the allegation thereof. and specifically as this refates to and bears upon the
above referenced alleged Criminal Case/Cause; is not by definition an offense committed against the “State” and an
offense committed against a Jiving, breathing, flesh-and-blood, @ Private Citizen, is not by definition a “tort,”
which may be; inter alia, in the nature of a personal injury, stander; or defamation of character. {See: Wilkins v.
U.S. C.C.APa, 96 F. 837,37 C.C.A. 588; People v. Williams, 24 Mich. 163, 9 Am. Rep 119)

380. PROOF OF CLAIM, a “crime™ is not those wrongs, which the Govemnﬁent notices as injurious to the “public,”
and punishes in what is called a “criminal proceedings,” in its own name. {See: 1 Bish.Crim.Law, §420 Inre Jacoby.
74 Ohio App. 147, 57 N.E.2d 932, 934, 935]

381, PROOF OF CLAIM, the distinction between a “crime” and a “tort” is not that the farmer is g “breach” and
violation of the public right and duties due 1o the whole community considered as such, and in its social aggregate.
382. PROOF OF CLAIM. the “public,” “communiiy,” “social aggresate.” and the iike which comprises the United
States of America is not composed solely of “artificial persons,” ens legis corporate entities in the form of some
“office™ e.g., “office of a person,” “resident,” »citizen,” and the like operating. functioning, and existing as a mash
worn by a living, breathing, flesh-and-blood, @ Private Citizen, as an actor within the venue and upon the stage
of the corporate juridical construct and bound thereto; and therein, ihrough nexus of contract with said corporuic
State/Federal juridical construct; and, said “public,” “community,” “social aggregate,” and the like is composed of
fiving, breathing, flesh-and-blood men,

383. PROOF OF CLAIM, a living, breathing, flesh-and-blood man or woman; and specifically the Undersigned in
relation to the above referenced alleged Criminal Case/Cause, can commil @ “crime™ or “pubic offense,” and can
cayse an injury to an artificial corporate entity existing only within the mind/imagination of, @ Private Citizen,
by-force of or in contemplation of law and, a “breach” of the public right and duties due which would constitute a
“erime” or “public” offense of would be “injurious” to the public and therefore is punished in the name of the
UNITED STATES is not and must not ensue from contract; e.g.. between the Undersigned and the UNITED
STATES binding the Undersigned to the corporate policy and therefore liable for “breaches™ thereof on the part of
the Undersigned. :

384, PROOF OF CLAIM, whereas a living, breathing, flesh-and-blood, @ Private Citizen, canrot commit a
crime,” “public offense,” or injury against an artificial corporate Government juridical -construct, its “public,”

mmunity,” “social aggregate,” and the like which solely exist as artificial entitics and without tangible substance
B - .
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or actual existence; and specificatly as this relates to the United States and the Undersigned, a conviction, sentence,
commitment, and term of imprisonment for a non-existent “crime” or “public offense” which cannot possibly be
carricd out does not constitute involuntary slavery and servitude in viclation of the parent corporate Government’s
Charter 2t the XI11th and XIVth Amendments thereto; and, does not therein; and thereby. constitute “ultra vires™ acts
on the part of said Government actors/agents involved therein.

385 PROGE Ol CLAIM, all political power is not inherent in the “People”; and the use of the word ‘term “people”
rather than “person’” as elsewhere within the text of the Constitution/Charter does net declare beyond any doubt the
Peopie are the sovergign poimvx! powel holdcrs {See: Constitution of/for the United States of America (1789, as
amended 1791) Preamble: Art 1§ 2 Al § 3. ¢l 1 Amends. 1X, and X}

186, PROOF OF CLAIM. this principle of inherent political power does not demonstrate the natural law and the
nattaf Now of delezated power.

I87p ’Ul )[ f)i CLAIM. in “common usage™ the worditerm “person”™ does include the Sovereign member of the

uber of the Peonie, [Scer Wilson v, Omaha Tribe, 442 LS. 633, 667 (1979), quoting: United Staies v. Cooper
Corp., 312008 600, 604 (1941): United States v. Mine Workers, 330 LS. 258, 275 (1947)]

288, PROOT OF CLAIM, the “People™ have not succeeded to the rights of the King. the former sovereign of the
State: and. are therefore bound by “general words™ in a statite without being upres«xtv named therein. {See: The
People v, Herkeimer, Gentle, One &c, 4 Cowen 345, 1825 NUY, LEXTS 80)

389. PROOF OF CLAIM, the federal corporation d.b.a, UNITED STATES does not fully embrace the Sovereign
member of the People immunity theory. [See: ReStatement (S'econd); of Torts 895B, comment at 400 (1979)}

390. PROOF OF CL AlM the living, breathmg flesh-and-blood “People" are not the Sovereign’s member of the
Peopie; without subjects, and are not superior to the State/State. [See: Chisholm v. Georgia (February Term, 1793),
2 U.S. 419, 2 Dall. 419, 1 L Ed. 440, which Siates: “'1 shall have-occasion mcxdemally to evinee, how true it is, that
States and Governments were made for man or woman; and.same time how true it is, that his creatures and servants
have first deceived, next vilified, and.at. last oppressed their master and maker... A State, useful and vatuable as the
contrivance is, is the mtcnor contrwance of man or woman, and from his native dzgmty derives all its. acqulrcd
importance... Let a political State be consxdered as subordinate to people;, but let everything else be subordinate 1o
the State... As the State has claimed precedence of the people; so,.in, the. same inverted course of things, the
Government has often claimed precedence of the State; and to, this perversmn in the secoud degree, many of the
volumes of contusion concerning Sovereignty owe their existence... This second degree of perversion is confined to
the old world,... but the first degree s still too prcvalem even in the several States, of which our union is composed.
By State | mean, a complete body of free persons united together for their common benefit, to enjoy peaceably what
is their own. and to do justice to others. It is an artificial person. It has its affairs and its interests: It has its rules; It
has its vights: and it has its obligations. It may acquire, property. distinet from that of its members. It may incur debts
to be discharged out of the public stock, not out of the private fortunes of individuals, It may be bound by contracts;
and for damages A*‘lsmg,, trom the breach of those contracts. In all our contempfatxons however, concerning this
feigned and artificial person, we should never forget, that, in truth and nature, those who think and speak and act, are
men. l ihe foregoing description of a State a true description? Tt will not be questioned, but it is... It will be
sutficient to observe briefly that the sovereignties in Europe, and particularly in anldnd exist on feudal prmc;pies
The same feadal ideas run through their jurisprudence, and constantly remind us of the distinction between the
prince and the subject, No such ideas obtain her¢ [speaking of America]; at the revolution, the Sovereignty 4 devolved
on the people: and they are truly the Sovereigns of the country, but they are. Soverelgns without subjects... and have
aone to govern but themselves; the citizens of America are equal as fellow citizens, and as joint tenants m the
Sovercignty,”)

391, PROOF OF CLAIM, the United States didl create the “office of Sovereign political power holder™; and, can
ascribe penalties for “breach™ of said “office" supported by a contract obtained through *full disclosure” wherein a
“fair or valuable considurauon was given. »

192, PROOF OF CLAIM, the decision of the court in Hale v. Heénkel does not contrast the Sovuugn paradxgm and
the corporate franchise feudal pamdu,m [See Halev Henkei 201 U S 43, 47( 1905))

393. PROOF OF CLAIM, the use/employment of the worditerm “individual” in Hale v. Henkel rather than
“Sovereign™ member of the People; as in: “The individual may stand upon his constitutional rights-as a citizen....
does not establish and demonstrate the principle that the Sovereign member of the People; being a non-signatory to’
the Constitution and a non-party to this social compact, therefore has no rights created by said compact as his rights;
i.e. the Sovercigns member of the People, éxisted by the law of the land (bommon-law) long ‘antecedent to the
organization of the State, that said Rights are not’ inherent, and are not. solety-*secured” by the soc;al compact, not
granted thereby nor created therein; and. said constitutional rights; e.g., The Bitl of Rights, ‘are grants, but are not

rather prohibitions as they operate upon the agents-of Government through contractual nexus not-to violate them in

respect to the People,-and not:to construe such as to deny or dtsparage others remmed hy the People

394, PR()OP OF CLAIM, that the Supreme Court of the UMTED STAT ES has overturned Hale v. Henke! -or, any
of the various issues of this case.

395. PROOF OF CLAIM,.‘a Sovereign member.of the: People, @ Private Citizen, can be named in a statite/law;
specifically as this:relates to and bears.upon the United: States Code and/or specifically THE ACT OF MARCH

taws which use/employ the word/erm “person™ are not construed (o exclude the Sovereign -
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9TH, 1933 Proclamation 2038, 2039, 2040 AND Titles 4, 7, 1. 12 15 16, 18, 28, 31 and 42 USC; CFR., THE
FEDERAL REGISTRY. thereof, as merely a “person” or “any person” or any other abstraction acting as a Jabet and

thereby failing to name the Sovereign member of the People by specitic and particular words. [See: Wills v.
Michigan State Police, 105 L.Ed.2d 45 (1989)] ’

396. PROOF OF CLAIM, that whereas the corporate compact territorial unit d.b.a. United States of America charter
declares all “men’ are free, the same does hold true and all “persons™ are free.

397. PROOF OF CLAIM the United States Code and/or ‘specifically THE ACT OF MARCH 9TH, 1933
Proclamation 2038, 2039, 2040 AND Titles 4, 7, 11, 12, 15, 16, 18, 28. 31 and 42 USC; CF.R, THE FEDERAL
REGISTRY, thereof in using/employing the word\e*m Sherson,” sm.h ward/rertny shouid not be interpreted o nwan
a corporation/corporately colored entity. [See: 73 C.15.. Property. § 100 63A AmJur2d, Property. § 52)

398. PROOF OF CLAIM, an “attorney” is not an “officer of the court,” and as such, is not an “officer” and ~ann™ of
the State. [See: 7 C.1S.. § 4: Virgin [slands Bar Assoc. v. Dench, D.C. Virgin Islands. 124 F.Supp. 2 257

399, PROOF OF CLAIM, an “attorney” is ot a “State Officer” and as such is not firmly part of the Judicial Branch
of the State aliegedly “licensed™ to practice law by the Chief Justice of the Supreme Court.

40, PROOF OF CLAIM, an “attorney™; a Statc Officer of the Court firmly entrenched in the Judicial Branch of
Government, is not therefore barred under the “Separation of Powers” Clause; and, the prohibition of multiple title
holdings within the Constitution(s)/Charter(s) of both the State and federal _;tmdwal Government copstructs from
holding any position or office outside the judicial branch of said Government; e.g., office of the President/Governor,
office of a Representative/Senator, is not un-lawful and a felony as defined within the United States Code,

401. PROOF OF CLAIM, an “attorney s” first duty is not to ihe court and pubiu.. and not to thc client; and,
wherever the duties to his client conflict with those he owes as an “officer of the court™ in the administration of
justice, the former must not vield to the Iatter, and such duty o the court can be shirked uadez the guise of
representing a client. {See: 7. C 18§ 4]

402, PROOF OF CLAIM, the duty of an “attorm.y" is not to ihl: coun zf a hugant client’s interest threatens a
State/Federal interest. [See: 7 C.1LS., §43]

403. PROOF OF CLAIM, an “attomey” who is admmed to practice, both by virtue of his oath of off‘ ice and c.us{oms
and traditions of the legal profess:ons, does. not owe to the court the hlghest duty of fi dehty as an “esquire”; w a
shield bearer, to the master he serves. {See 7CIS.§ 4] .

404. PROOF OF CLAIM, all. coum'ooms in Amerlca today; and specifi caily the alieged court of record mthm the
above referenced alleged Criminal Case/Cause, are not commercial market places dealing in matters bearing
exclusively upon the private, commercial scrip known as “Federal Reserve Notes™ (F.R.N.’s), under the jurisdiction
of a fore&gn, occupymg, militaristic power, that are managed froin the “bench” from the Italian “banca” for “bank”
which is not broken in half ie., bankrupt. admlmstered by mercham bankers called; inter alia, judges and
magistrates: and, who are not enforcing private, ,copyrlghted corporate policy known as; inter alia, “Code(s)";
which, is not wholl; owned by British Corporations under the acgis of The Crown.

405, PROOF OF CLA]M a living, breathmg ﬂesh~and blood, a anate szen, by retgining or ac,t,c.p:mg the.
services of an “attorney,” to speak or file written, documents for him. is not. prgsumed deemed, construed, and the
tike to be “non compos mentls s Le.,.not memal.ly compeien: o _

406. PROOF OF CLAIM, a living, breathing, flesh-and-blood, @ Private Citizen, presumed, deemed, construed,
and the. llke 10 be “non compos mentis™ is not further damned as bemg a “ward of the court,”
!

407. PROOF OF CLAIM a lwmg, brcathmg, ﬁesb-ané bioad £ Prlvate Citizen, considered to be a “ward of the
court™” does not lose all his rights; and, will be permitted to do anything therein.

408. PROOF OF CLAIM, the creation of these “corporate franchises™; i.e., all-capital-letter entities: e.g.. the all-
capital-ietter “named” defendant within the above referenced alleged Criminal Case/Case. did not accomplish two
(2) primary objectives, to wit: 1) Taking away absolute property rrghts {in personam), and, 2) Replace samme with
personal property rlghts (in rem) regardless of race.

409. PROGF OF CLAIM, “in personam” jurisdiction does any Ionger apply to the average man or woman; and, has
1not become a “mask” (personac) by whxch he 15 detmuded raped pxltagcd and piundcreci

410. PROOP OF CLA[M these “corpomte»ﬁ'anchsses” are not: Iabonng under a conclusive presumption (statutorily
imposed), judicially established. that they are “citizens” and “subjecis” of the State of incorporation: i.c., port-of
entry (State of birth of the, @ Private Citizen, and State of berth of the “vessel”) for which an estoppel has not
been imposed upon anyone denying such citizenship. [See: Marshall v. Baltimore & Ohio P.R. (1853), 16 How:
(U.S.) 314; Covington Drawbridge Co. v. Shepard (1857), 20 How (UJ:8.Y227; U.S. v. One 1966 Chevrolet Pickup
Truck, 56 F.R.D. 450 (1972); U.S. of A, v. $3,976.62 inCurrency. One [960 Ford Station Wagon, 37 F.R.D. 564

- US;] v. Slater, 822 {J .S. T .C/ 9571 Rache! Templeton v. Intemai Revcmre Serv:ce. 86-1363 on appeal t‘rom 85 C.
4 .
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AL PROOE OF CLAIM. that any estoppels can be imposed upon a presumption by statute or otherwise.

H12 PROGE OF CLAIM, a “cotporate franchise™ is not defined non-obstante as “The right to exist and do business
s @ corparation. The right or privilege granted by the State or Government to the persons forming an aggregate
corparation, and Iheir successors. to exist and do business as a corporation and o exercise the rights and powers
incidentai to thar form of oranization, under *contract,” or necessarily implied in the grant.”

S50 PROGE OF CAIM, & Charter of a corporation: e.g., the Charter/Constitution of the UNITED STATES OF
AMIERICA 1871, is not said corporation’s “general franchise™; and, a “special franchise™ does not consist in any
rights granted by the “public™ to use property for “public use” but with private profit. [See: Title 31, US.C., §
32Hd) (2): Black's Law Dictionary, Rev. 4% Ld., 1968, p. 1669 at TRANSFER] '

41d. PROOF OF CLAIM, a “franchise” is not a “eapital asset” resulting in capital gain or loss, depending on
whether alt significant powers, rights, or continuing “interests” are “transferred” (after the fact) pursuant to the sale
of @ “fraachise.” [Seer Rules Against Perpetuities: Use: Nuil Charter; and, The Uniform Fraudulent Convevances
Act (Principal Provisions). Section 4. MT $7 (16) (-2, Internal Revenue Manual - Administration, 392 2-87, Exhibit
800-1. p. BOSL. which States: “Every conveyance or transfer made or executed without 2 fair or valuable
consideration is voud ab initio”: see also: GRANT, GRANTOR: and, GRANTOR TRUSTS in any Law Dictionary

of Respondent (s chowce

HEPROOF OF CLAIM, a “capital asset” is not inclusive of a human, a Private Citizen, resource; ic. a
human, a Private Citizen, being: ic., biological “goods.” ’ '

410 PROOF OF CLAIM, i ~teansfer” of propenty is not an act of the parties, or of the law. by which the title to
property is conveyed from oue, & Private Citizen, or person 1o another, @ Private Citizen, or person; the sale
and every other methed. direct or indirect. of disposing of or parting with property or with an “interest” therein, or
with the possession thereof (always by delivery or “livery of seisen™), or of fixing a secret indelible maritime lien
HpOR propuity of upon mn Vinterest” therein, absolutely or conditionally, voluntarity or involuntarily, by or without
fudicial proceedings, as o conveyance. sale, pavment. pledge, hypothecation, mortgage, lien, encumbrance, gift,
seeurity. or atherwise, [See: Title 12, U.S.C., § 411: Tite 18, U.S.C., § 3613(c) - 49 Stat. 620, § 207, Tide 31,
WSO8 3210 (2 Vidde 15, U8.C, 88 1 et seq. 17) ’

ATTPROOF OF CLAIM, a “transfer” is niot an “assignment™ or “conveyance™ of property, including an instrument
o document that “vests™ i the transferee such rights as the transferor had therein; and, is not a general term; i.e.,
all-encompassing erm. used by the Uniform Commercial Code as Codified in the United States Code and Code of
Federal Reguiation: w describe the act that passes an “interest™ in an instrument to another. [See: Title 28 D.C.
Code §8 28.3-201(1) and 28.7-504(1); Scheid v. Shields, 269 Ore. 236, 524 P.2d 1209, 1210; Hayter v. Fern Lake
Fishing Club, 318 S W.2d 912, 915 (Tex. Civ. App.)] o o

418. PROOF OF CLAIM, it is not the retention or refinquishment of this “interest” in every species of contract that
determines who the Creditor and who the Debtor are and said partics “reasonable expectations” as to whom will
succeed in any contract dispute arising from such a legal or commercial transaction. '

419, PROOE OF CLAIM, whereas “wansfer”™ means every mode: direct or indivect, absolute or conditional,
voluntary or inveluntary, in disposing or parting with praperty or with an “interest” in property, it may not include
retention of the “res” and title {the “legai interest™) upon proper terms, as a “security interest,” or foreclosure of the
debtors equity of redemption. as an unliquidated claim to the holder in due course, having given value and secured
tie accrued right of action for enforcement purposes. [See: Title 11.1U.S.C.. § 101 - Bankruptey Code]

420, PROOF OF CLAIM, these "corporate franchises’, are not governed by the and maritime law of England, [See:
Unificazion Act of 19644 F.R.D. 323: Black Diamond $.S. Corp. v. Stewart & Son’s, 336 U.S. 386, 403, 69 S.Ct.
622,953 Lkl 2d 734 Romero v, int’'} Terminal Operating Co. (1959), 358 U.$. 354, 79 8.Ct. 468, 3 L.Ed.2d 368; In
re Adexander Meherd, 80 1.5, (13 Wall ) 236, 20 L.Ed. 624}

H2H PROOP OF CLAIM, Title 28 of the United States Code, Federal Rules of Civil Procedure (F.R.Civ.P.} is not
an admivaity rule book which governs ALL disputes. over maritime contracts “in rem,” or “quasi in rem.” and
tactions” or “transuctions” that impose @ debt, duty, obligation, or liability; e.g., an unliquidated claim and an
acered dzht of action: and. said Rules of Civil Procedure as adopted and in use/employment within the United
S miained i the United Stares Code are not also an admiralty rule book aping its corporate parent’s Rule
CERS v Kivkpatriek, 180 V.2d 3931

22 PROOE OF CLAINVG there is not a twoe {2)-part iest to determine existence of traditional admiralty jurisdiction:
and, those two () parts are not: 1) it must be established; and, 2) It must be proven. [See: Nat}iona! Sea Clammers
Assoc. v, New York, 616 F.2d 1222 (C.A3 NJ. 1980), vacated on grounds, 433 U.S. 1. 69 L.Ed.2d 435, 101 S.Ct.

2015}

425, PROOE OF CLAIM, there s not a four (4) parl test 1o determine traditional maritinwe jusisdiction; and, those
tour (4) pans are got: 1) What are the functions and rule of the parties (the terms of the contract); 2y What are the
types of vehicies und instrumentalitics used (reward contract and duty Lo performy); 3) What is the causation {breach
of contract and duty to pertorm) and type of injury (breach of warranty to pay - by the fraudulent debtor); and, 4)
Can the traditionat concepts of rule of admiralty law be applied {(who is the debtor and who is the creditor). [See:

- :""--(,)m:.m v. Jobns - Manville Corp.. 764 F.20 224 (C.A4 Va. 1985), cert. den. 88 L.Ed.2d 319, 106 $.Ct. 35); U.C.C.

ARticle ¥ - Secured Transaciions, cf, Title 28 D.C. Code: Article 9 - Secured Transactions]
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424, PROOF OF CLAIM, that ALL contracts with Govemment; Le., UNITED STATES and ANY AND ALL
“STATE OF" sub-franchise compact territorial State units; be they real or presumed, express o implied, reveaied or
unrevealed are not maritime in their nature and are not therefore of admiralty jurisdiction. [See: The Glide, 167 U.S,
606, The Corsair, 145 .S, 342: American ins. Co. v. Cantor, 1 Pet. (U.5,) 311, 345 (1828)]

425. PROOF OF CLAIM, a case/matter in admiralty does in fact arise under the Copstitution or Laws of the United
States of America. {See: American Ins. Co. v. Cantor. 1 Pet. (U.S.) 511, 545 {18283}

426. PROOF OF CLAIM, in 1697, the British Board of Trade, under the Navigation Act, did not establish vice-
admiralty courts set-up under the Townsend Acts, to provide a separaic forum for “corporate franchise™ merchants
under license, of charter of the king, 10 resolve contractual disputes over the “transfer” or “conveyance” of Minterests
in property, as well as property itself; more often than not, being disputes over “chatiel paper.” as opposed to money
of different weight and fineness having numismatic er intrinsic value, and said disputes generally invelving a
controversy over the “transfer” of an “interest” (res and title) to the property involved. or upon the terms or
conditions of its delivery (livery of seisen); and, said merchant system was not introduced i England since before
1290 A.D. ; and, did not evolve into a system of registration, first called “The Great Exchequer of the Jews,” which
aperated to effect a security transaction and livery of seisen (Jewish mortgage: l.e., a “dead-gage,” a pawn ar pledge;
something deéposited as security for the performance of some act or the payment of money which; on failure o non-
petformance. is forfeited. A mortgage being a dead-gage as whatever profit it yields, it redeems not itsell unjess the
whole amount secured is paid at the appointed time); which, did not have more influence upon the common-faw
(Jegal) mortgage than is generally believed; which, today is called a legal and/or equitable (contractual) mortgage
through the registration of any written document/instrument; e.g., the registration of live birth of a child, that
describes the property and- transfers a security interest in the. property, to effect a lien and secure contract
obligations: e.g., a U.C.C.-1- Financing Statement. [See: Rabinowitz; The Story of the Mortgage Retold (1945), 94
U.PaLR. 94; The Common Law Mortgage and the Conditional Bond (1943), 92 U.PaL.R. |79; Kamberg,
Commercial Law According to the Taimud (1933), 38 Comimercial Law Journal 239: 3 Tiffany, Reai Property, Ind
Ed., 2373-2743] - : o . :

27. PROOF OF CLAIM, this system of admiralty and or maritime jurisdiction has not evolved today to the point
that whenever the United States is a party ta an action, “Chancery” is not adopted which jurisdiction is not conferred
on federat and State courts by the Constitution, now statute and-charter, and usages of “Chancery” in England whom
furnish Chancery law that is exercised. [See: 17 How. (U.S.) 478; Pennsylvania v. Wheeling & Belmont Bridge Co.
(1852}, 54 U.S. 518; 14 L..Ed. 249} o C

428, PROOF OF CLAIM, “Chancery” jurisdiction is-not synenymous with “general equity Jurisdiction.” which is
practiced eccording to State law or local practice and is not practiced according to the law of England. [See: 2
Sumn. 401; 3 Wheat, 21413 2. Mclean 568; [5 Pet. 9; 11 How. 669} : :

429. PROOT OF CLAIM, “Chancery” jurisdiction is not a “special” maritime jurisdiction “in rem.”

430. PROOF OF CLAIM, “in rem” is not a technical term used to designate proceedings or actions instituted against
the “thing” (res), in contradistinction to personal actions which-are “in personam”; and, do not include judgments of
property as forfeited. (or forfeitablé as property previonsly pledged or hypothecated: {See: 12 U.S.C., §411], or-as
prize in the admiralty, or the English Exchequer), but also the decisions of other courts upon the personal status, or
relations of the party; suclas, marriage; divorce, bastardy, ‘settlement, or the ike. [See: 1 Greenl. Ev.. § 525; 341
Bro.Civ. and Adm..Law, 98} 2 GalL.R. 200; 3 T.R. 269, 270; Tetley,-Int’l C, of L., 1994, p. 795; Judiciary Act of
1789, Sec. 9, 1 Stat. 77; The Moses Taylor, 4 Wall. (U.5.) 411,431 (1866); see also: “QUASIIN REM"]

431. PROOF OF CLAIM, “Chancery” or “General Equity” jurisdiction is not ordinarily exercised to enforce
pledges, trusts, uses, confidences, and other, forms of copjracts; and, does not come to America right out of the
“King and Queen’s Bench,” regarding the law for bankruptcy and insolvent debtors; and, is not separate and distinct
from the lex non-scripta (Anglo-saxon common-faw). [See: Norback v. Bd. of Dir. of Church Ext. Suc., 84 Utah, 37
P.2d 339; 129 1.8.45,46] o o :

432. PROOF OF CLAIM, “forfeitare™ is not an action of debt, and as such, does not begin in admiralty whether on
land or navigable water. [See: United States v. $5,372.85, 283 F.Supp. 904 (1968)] ' '

433. PROOF OF CLAIM, where it has beeh Stated that the forms of proceeding between actions at law and suits in
equity have been abolished, sugh is not misleading, and, such proceedings have not rather been judicially merged as
of 1938 and 1966; and, the differcnce in substance between law and equity is not firmly imbedded in the
Coustitution and does not remain unaltered, [Sée; Robinson v. Campbell (1818), 16 U.S. 212, 4 L.Ed. 372: Bennett
v. Butterworth (1851), 52 U.S. 669, 13 LEd, 859; Thompson v. Railroad Cos. (1868), 73 U.S. 134, 18 L.Ed. 765;
Ellis v. Davis (1883), 109 U.S. 485, 27 L.Ed. 1006, 3 S.Ct. 327; La Abra Silver Mining Co. v. U.S. (1899), 175 U.S,
423, 20 S.Ct. 168, 44 1. Ed. 223: Commercial National Bank v. Parsons, 144 F.2d 231 (C.A5 La. (944), réh. den.
(C:A.5 La.) 145 F.2d 191, cert. dém, 323 U.S: 796, 65 S.Ct. 440, 89 L.Ed. 635: Phillips Petroleum Co. v, Johnson
(C.A.5 Tx. 1946), 155 F.2d 185, cert.-den., 329:U:S. 730, 67 S:Ct. 87, 91 LEd: 632] o :

414. PROOF OF CLAIM, maritime jurisdiction is not implemented by “in remt” or “quasi in rem” attachment over
the “res™; and, does not depend upon the actual physical control-of the “res” at the time litigations are begun: and,
such maritime jurisdiction “in rem” over the “res” is not judicially recognized by the Supreme Court. [See: The
Belgentand, 114 U.S. 355 (1885): The Rio Grande, 4 Wash.C.C, 53, 30 Fed. Case MNo. 17804 (1821): Cooper v.
R.eyncldsa 18 Wall. (U.S.) 308 (1870); Pennover v. Neff; 95 U.S. 714 (1877) {(no attachmient); Free, a Private

ifizen, v. Alderson, 119°US. 185, 7 S:Ct. 165, 30 L.Ed: 372 (1886); Starkey v, Lunz, §7 Ore, 147, 110 P. 702
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(P910) (attachment void): but see under “Privilegia Londini™ or “Custom of London." | BL.Com. 75; 3 Steph.Comm.
388; and, the Commen Law Procedure Act of 1854, §§ 60-67 to effect the conclusive presumnption that “the situs of
every debts is at the domiciie of the creditor.” Waring v. Clark, 46 How. (U.S.y441 (1847)]

435 PROOF OF CLAIM, “attachment™ is not the act or process of taking, “apprehending,” or seizing persons or
property. by virtue of a writ. summons, or other judicial order (“warrant of arrest™), and bringing the same into the
custody of the law for the purpose of bringing a person (e.g., an absconding, concealed, or fraudulent debtor) before
the court of acquiring jurisdiction over the property seized, to compel an appearance, to furnish security for debt or
costs, or to arrest a fund in the hands of a third party (garnishment/Custom of London): and, is not a remedy
ancillary 10 an action by which a plainiff; specificaily the UNITED STATES OF AMERICA as in the above
referenced alleged Criminal Case/Cause, is enabled to acquire a lien (mortgage) upon property or effects of the
“named” defendant: and specifically the “named” defendant within the above referenced alleged Criminal
Case/Cause, for satistaction of judgment, which plaintiff may obtain where the defendant is a non-resident, or
beyond the territorial jurisdiction of the court, his goods or lands within the territory may be seized upon process of
“attachment™; whereby he will be compelled to enter an appearance, or the court acquires jurisdiction so far as 10
dispose of the property attached; and. said form of “attachment” is not also termed “foreign attachment”; and, such a
proceeding does not become in substance one “in rem™ against the attached property which more properly does not
belong 1o a process otherwise familiarly known as “garnishment,” a peculiar and ancient remedy open to creditors
within the jurisdiction of the city of London (Custom of London); and, is not a power and process variously
denominated as “gamishment,” “trustee process,” or “factorizing.” [See: Megee v. Beime. 39 Pa. 50; Bray v.
McClurry, 55 Mg, 128: Raiguel v. McConnell, 25 Pa. 362, 363; Welsh v. Blackwell, 14 N.J.Law 346]

436. PROOF OF CLAIM, the warrant of arrest used/employed within the above referenced alleged Criminal
Case/Cause i not in nature and actuality. some manner and form of “aftachment” procecding according to
equity rather than proceeding aceording to common-law. ' ' '

437. PROOF OF CL.AIM, the “law of persons and things” is not the “law of status™: and, the “law of things™ is not
the “law of property™; or better vet, “contract.”

438. PROOF OF CLAIM, whereas a. “person” as such wordterm is used/employed  within
statutes/laws/codes/régulationsirules/ordinances, and the like; and specificatiy within the United States Code and
specifically THE ACT OF MARCH 9TH, 1933 Proclamation 2038. 2039, 2040 AND Titles 4, 7, L1, 12, L5, 16, 18,
28, 31 and 42 USC; C.F.R., THE FEDERAL REGISTRY, thereof, is a subject of “rights” (“person of inherence”

fentitled}) and dutics (“person of incidence” [bound)), and as a subject of a right, the “person” is the object of the

correlative duty, such “rights are not “legal rights”, which, are not more propetly and accurately defined as
“benetits/privileges™: and, “duty” is not more properly and accurately defined as “obligations™: which. do not arise
from the accepiance (possession) and “use” of such “rights”: and this correlative relationship of “benefiss and
obligations™ does not arise from “contract” between the parties, real or presumed, expressed or implied. revealed or
unreveaied, [Sew: Blck’s Law Dictionary, Rev. 4" Ed (1968), pp. 1299 - 1300 at “PERSON"]

439, PROOF QOF CLAIM, where a “benefit(s)" is compelled; and specifically if said “benefit(s) is in the nature of an
ceonomic benefilts), the correlative “obligation™ can be enforced, compelled, demanded, extracted, and the like.
ISee: Maynard Mehi v, Jobn H. Norton, No. 31,338, 201 Minn. 203, 275 NW. 843, 1937; W.H. Shearon v. Travis
Henderson, Guardian. ete.. 38 Tex. 245 (1873); Jo Elaine Bailey Woodland v. Shirley Wisdom, No. 06-97-00083~

S CV.975 SW. 24 712 (1998): Charles L. Black Aycock et al. v. £.H. Pannthili, Sr. et al.. 853 S.W.2d 16] (1993);

F.M. Smith v. Texas Commerce Bank - Corpus Christi, NA.. et al., 822 §.W.2d 812 (1992); Frances Jackson Rogers
v. David Or, @ Private Citizen, Rogers, Jr: 806 S.W.2d 886 (1991)]

440. PROOF OF CLAIM, President Lincoln did not replace the Constitution, law, custom, and tradition of America
with Roman, Civil Law by Justinian, which was available as a codified whole and of which he was an able scholar.

1L PROOE OF CLAIM, the principle of “novation”; i.e., the substitution of an old debt with a new one, contained
within the Roman Civil Law, did exist in America prior 1o the Civil War and Congressional Walk-Qut of the
Southern States there from and said Congress® reconvening under martial faw. by President Lincoln in his capacity as »
Commander-In-Chief, ’ ' "

442, PROOF OF CLAIM, this principle of “novation™ is not accomplished by the registration, recording, and
enrallment of the birth document/instrument (however termed/styled) of a new born child when the “interest” in
biological property/goods is transferred and recorded, originally at the County Recorder’s Office, sent to the
Seeretary of State. exported to the Department of Commerce through the Bureau of the Census therein; and thereof,
thereby effectuating the process of “conversion” of a man or woman’s life, labor, and property to a “capital asset” of
the UNITED STATES and said process of “novation™ being complete and ratified when said child,, a Private
Citizen, assents io being a debtor by submitting an application for a benefit, privilege, immunity, or opportunity
from any branch. agency, or instrumentality of the parent municipal for-profit corporate Government d.b.a. UNITED
STATLS. therein creating the obligation of a debtor to repay or perform for which the “privilege™ of “limited
Habiiy™ tor debts is extended 1o the new debtor. : ‘ ‘

443. PROOF OF CLAIM, the concept and principle of “limited liability” was not and is not taken from and
developed from the Roman Church's practice of peddling “indulgences.” :

444. PROGF OF CLAIM, “conveyances™ whether effectuated by pledge, hypothecation, or otherwise .which will
thereby render, @ Private Citizen, insolvent, without “fair consideration” is not fraudu}png. ABee: Llniﬂ?rm
audulent Conveyances Act (Principal Provisions) (IRM 8223, 392 2-87 Legal Reference Guide, p. 8051, § 4,
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which States: “Sec. 4, Conveyances By Insolvent - Every conveyance made and every obtigation incurred by @
person who is or will be thereby insofvent is fraudulent as to creditors without regard to his acwal intent it
conveyance is made or the obligation is incurred without fair consideration.”]

445, PROOF OF CLAIM, all modern federal and State law; and specifically the so-called fav as contiined within
the United States Code and specifically THE ACT OF MARCH 9TH. 1933 Proclamation 2038, 2030, 2040 AND
Titles 4, 7, 11, 12, 15, 16, 18,28, 31 and 42 USC: C.F.R.. THE FEDERAL REGISTRY. thercof, dovs not appear in
the form of codes patterned after the Code of Justinian. and often following it in places exactly.

446. PROOF OF CLAIM, Roman Civil Law is not a perversion of “private law.”

447. PROOF OF CLAIM, Roman Civil Law is not also known as “Black Letter Law.” a teym which docs not refer
to the Taws of “servitude” to the church or king; for which. usefemployment of the color/word/term “Blaek™ is not
symbolic of the unquestionable (ex cathedra) authority of the priest (judges/legislators) dictates (private conscience),
when clothed in his morning robe.

448, PROOF OF CLAIM, this “Black Letter Law™ does not form the basis of all taw. hoth State und federal; and
specifically that of the United States as allegedly promuigated within the United States Code andior specifically
THE ACT OF MARCH 9TH, 1933 AND Titles 4, 7, 11, 12, 15, 16, 18, 28, 31 and 42 USC;

C.F.R., THE FEDERAL REGISTRY, thereof, and does not-represent the most insidjous form of slavery of

mind: which, is not effectuated by entrapment through one-sided (unilateral); or implied. contracts which, &
Private Citizen, is never aware of until he is hammered with compelled performance.

449. PROOF ‘OF CLAIM, “private law” is not the “conscience law™ of one being or entity acting as an alleged
“soutce of authority™; and, there is liberty of conscience. of choice of contract as to its terins: and, the “offeror” of
ALL Roman Civil Law Govémments is not based upon the personal beliefs of the Emperor
(Governor/President/Chief-Executive Officer); and, acceptance is not signified by “tacit procuration” wherein; and
whereby, silence equates to “consent.” '

450. PROOF OF CLAIM, “Public Policy” is not “private law.” [See: Hartford Fire Ins. Co. v. Chicago, cte. R.Co..
175 U.S. 91, which States: “The term ‘policy’ as applicd to statute, regulation, rule of law, course of action, or the

like, refers to its probable effect, tendency, or object considered with reference to the social or political well being of

the State. Thus, certain classes of acts are said to be against ‘public policy’ when the law refuses to enforce or
recognize thém, on the grounds that they have a mischievous tendency, so as to be injurious to the interests of the
State, apart from illegality ‘or immorality.”; Brown v. Brown, 88 Conn. 42; “Public Policy is a variable quantity; it
must and does vary, with the habits, capacities, and opportunities of the public.”, 36 CH.Div. 539; Chaflec v.

Farmer’s Co-Op Elevator Co,, 39 N.D. 585] =~

451. PROOF OF CLAIM, the “conscience” of “private law” was meant to operéte in forming or influencing “public
law™ or “*policy.” C ‘ ' : ‘

452. PROOF OF CLAIM, the “conscience” of “private law” can operate without bilateral contracls: i.c., a contract
in which both contracting parties are bound to fulfill obligations reciprocally towards each other containing mutual
promises between the parties (each party being both promisor and promisee) and ane which includes botit rights and
duties on each side, unless it was through a “trust,” or “confidence” reposed. :

453. PROOF OF CLAIM, “private law™ has not always been concerned with “bilateral contract”™: and. cannot only
be used in or by Lawful Government for establishing private commercial relations called “licenses.” [See: Aden v.
Dalton, 341 Mo. 454, 107 S.W.2d 1070, 1073; Aust. Jur., § 308; Black’s Law Dictionary, Rev. 4 'd.. p. 394, at
“CONTRACT™] - ‘ S '

454, PROOF OF CLAIM, “Public Law™ for “private use” does not protect the identity of the Puople apart frorm civil
Government: and, Roman Civil Law does allow for this. [See: Hale v. Henkel. 201 115, 43 (1905), which Stawes:
“The individual may stand upon his constitutionally secured rights as a citizen. He is entitted 10 carey on his private
business in his own way. His power to contract is unlimited. He owes no duty 1o the Staic or 1o Fis neighbor to
divulge his business, or to open his doors to an investigation, as far as it may tend to incriminate hin. He owes o
duty to the State, since he receives nothing there from, beyond the protection of his life and property. His rights are
such as existed by the law of the land long antecedent to the organization of the State. He owes nothing to the
public so long as he does not trespass upon their rights.” -

455, PROOF OF CLAIM, the court's decision in Hale v. Henkel as ctied supra, does-not mark the beginning of a
“collective entity rule”; and, does not establish the line of demarcation between “private law™ to secure private
unalienable Rights; as distinguished from “public law™ for public commercial use; which, operating therein: and
thereby, binds, @ Private Citizen, to al} obligations ensuing or arising therefrom. [See: Brasswell v. United
States, 487 U£.8. 99°(1988), which States’ “But individuals, when acting as representatives of a collective group,
cannot bie said to be eXercising their personal rights and duties, not to be entitléd to their purely personal privileges.
Rather they assume the rights, duties, and privileges of the artificial entity or association of which they are agents or
officers and they are bound by its own obligations.™; United States v. White; 322 U.S. 694 (1944); Wilson v. U.S.
221 U.8. 361 (1911); ‘Wheeler v. U.S., 226 'U.8. 478,489, 490; Grant v. U.S., 227 U.S. 74. 80 (1913)]

456. PROOF OF CLAIM, the 1* Amendment to the Constitution for the United States of America, now adopted
rter of the federal municipal for-profit corporate juridical construct db.a. UNITED STATES. in irs
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useiemployment of the wordfterm “religion™ does not refer 1o “conseience™ ie., what, @ Private Citizen,
believes in his conscience is his religion; and, is not therefore a prohibition upon the agents of said Government to
prevent one man or woman’s; or a group of men’s, personal canscience from being legislated into law as “public
policy,” thereby enjoining Government from interfering with a man or woman’s right to express his conscience by
making any “public policy® based upon it. [See: Davis v. Beason, 133 U.S. 333, 10 8.Ct. 229, 32 L.Ed. 637, which
States: .. the term ‘refigion” in this Amendment refers exclusively to a person’s views of his relations to his Creator,

though often confused with some particular form of worship, from which it must be distinguished; Thomas v.
Collins (1943), 323 U.S. 516, 65 S.Ct. 315, 89 L.Ed. 430, which States: “First Amendment gives freedom of mind
same security as freedom of conscience.”] ' . :

457. PROOF OF CLAIM. a legislature; and specifically the Congress of the UNITED STATES, does have any
authority or right to obstruct through “Public Law” or “Public Policy” the obedience of a man or woman; and
specificaliy the Undersigned, which would cause such, @ Private Citizen, to transgress the Law of his Creator,
[See: Robin v. Hardaway (1772), 1 Jefferson 109, | Am.Jur.2d, § 14 ' '

458. PROOF OF CLAIM, whereas the Undersigned serves the Supreme Heaventy Jehovah the Living God
YBWH/INVH and whereas, @ Private Citizen, cannot serve two masters or he will tend to the one and despise
the other, the Undursigned does bave and or owe the UNITED STATES and apy and all sub-franchise compact
territorial State units ANY obedience, service, duty, obligation, or the like based upon lawful principals and or
contract(s). real or presumed. expressed or implied, revealed or unrevealed, -

459 PROOF OF CLAIM, prior to the Reconstruction Acts and the XIVth Amendment of the federal corporate
puridical construct’s Charter. courts did have Jurisdiction of non-XIVth Amendment Trust “res,”; and, a want of a
privity contract, or contract itself, did not act to. deprive it of said jurisdiction over and within said matters.

460, PROOF OF CLAIM, that “privity of contract,” or “contract” itself is not the dividing line between a court
having “subject-matter jurisdiction,” and “jurisdiction of the subject-matter.”

461, PROOF OF CLAIM, a man or woman; and specificaily the Undersigned, does not have to “contract” into the
jurisdiction of the UNITED STATES, or any and all “STATE OF” sub-franchise compact territorial State units; and,
at the heart of every “contract™ does not lie a mystery involving the “transfer of the interest in property,” which
every “contract” embraces. S o o a

462. PROOF OF CLAIM, the ruling decision in Hanson v. Deckla does not sustain the proposition that the XIVth
AMENDMENT to the federal municipat for-profit corporate juridica), construct’s Charter d.b.a. UNITED STATES
cannot and does not work in favor of non-XIVth Amendment men; and specifically the Undersigned; and, it does
not establish a dividing line between public (municipal) law and private law;.i.e.; jus gentium publicum v. jus
gentium privatum, which are both international in character. [See: Hanson v. Deckla, 357 U.S. 235 (1958)]

463. PROOF OF C1LAIM, House Joini Resolution - 192 (HIR-192) is not mutable by will; and, @ man or woman;
and specifically the Undersigned, can be competled to act as a bankrupt or insolvent under private law for public
charitable purposes. [See: Funk v. United States, 290 U.S. 371; Hanson v. Deckla, '357_1}.8., 235(1958)] -

464. PROOF OF CLAIM, the General Assermbly (ldgislaturej of the United States of America is a body, which sits
according to law of “Positive Act™; and, does not rather sit by “resolution™; i.e., expressing an “opinion,” the subject
maticr of which would not and does not constitute a statute/law. [See: Baker v. City of Milwaukee, 271 Ore. 500,
552 P.3rd 772 '

465, PROOF OF CLAIM, the “Reconstruction Acts” and the XIVth Amendment to the corporate parent’s
Constitution/Charter d.b.a, UNITED STATES has not allowed one man or woman’s religious conscience in the
Executive Branch thereof, in his capacity as Commander-In-Chief, to dictate “public policy™ based solely upon his
claim that “I am the State™ in the eyes of International Law; and, said “public policy” does not become the religious
conscience of every member of the XIVth Amendment eleemosynary corporate church State “public trust” whom
have rewritten their Constitutions to conform to it, . . ‘

466, PR()O?‘,‘ OF CL_AJM, that a man or woman's p‘a;riicjpationfwithig this “public trust” scheme was not, and is, not
voluntary, ' ' o . .

467. PROOF OF CLAIM, the Vth Amendment to the Constitution for the United States of American, and as
adopted by the federal municipal for-profit corporate Government juridical construct d.b.a. UNITED.STATES, does
pertain to the People of the States. [See: John Barron v. The Mayer and City of Bakimore, 7 Pet. (L:S.) 240; Spies
v. llinois (1887), 123 U.8. 13), 31 L.Ed. 30} L . R

468. PROOF OF CLAIM, the Vth Amendment; unlike the XIVth Amendment to.the respective. Constitutions for
and of the United States of America/UNJTED STATES, does, have an equal gzumc;ign.clagsa; ;md?has been
incotporated into the XIVth Amendment. [See: Charles C. Steward Mach. Co. v. Davis, 301 U.S. 548, 575 S.Ct.
883 (May 24, 1937); La Belle Iron Works v. United States, 256 U.8..377, 392, 41 S.Ct, 528, 532; Brushaber v.
Union Pacific RR. Co., 240-U.8. 1, 24, 36 S.Ct. 236, L.R.A. 1917D, 414, Ann. Cas. 1917B, 713; Curtiss v. Loether
(1974). 415 U.S. 189, 192, n. 6, wherein the court ruled that the “common law” (Bill of Rights) is not incorporated
into the XIVth Amendment; Minneapolis & St. Louis R.R. v. Bomblis (1916}, 241 U.S. 211; Chauffers, Teamsters
& Helpers, Local No. 391 v. Terry (1990, 110 S.Ct, 1339, 1344; Delima v. Bidwell, 182 U.S. 1 (1901)] -
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469. PROOF OF CLAIM, ali contracts, whether express or implied, are not subject to the universal “essentials™ of
“contract law,” pertaining to the fundamentals of the interaction between the patties.

470. PROOF OF CLAIM. a “contract™ is not an agreement; e.g., as will be set and established by the parties w this
Conditional Acceptance for Value and counter offer/claim For Proof of Claim, between two or more men/persons,
which creates an obligation to do or not to do a particular thing,

471. PROOF OF CLAIM. the “essential” elements of “contract’™ are not 1) partivs capabie of contracting! 2}
consent; 3) lawful object; 4) a sufficient cause or consideration; 5) mutuality of agreement: and, &) mutuality of
obligation. [See: H. Liehes & Co. v. Klengenberg. 23 F2d 611, 612 (C.C.A.Cal)]

472, PROOF OF CLAIM. “agreement™ can be vague: i.e. unceriain and not susceptible to being understood, {See
H. Liebes & Co. v. Klengenberg. supra]

473. PROOF OF CLAIM, the “essentials™ of “consent™ are not it must be 1) free; 2) mutual; and 3) coun;mmicamd
by each to the other, [See: Corbin, Contracts, ! vol. ed., 1952]

474. PROOF OF CLAIM, “consent” is not an act of -reason, acca:ﬁpaniud with deiiberation. wherein the mind is
weighing in a balance the good (benefit) and evil (duty/obligation) of a proposed/ /offered “contract.” [Seer 1 Stavy,
Eq¢Jur., g 222 Lervick v. Whne Tops Cabs, 10 S0.2d 67, 73, (la.App- ] '

475, PROOF OF CLAIM, “consent™- does not mean “voiumary” agreement by, a Private szen, to make an
intelligent choice to contract or not to coptract. : '

476. PROOF OF CLAIM, “eonsent” and "‘suhzrliséi‘(;rif‘é.:arg(syﬁﬁgymoug;!arjsd,- amere “submission” does necessarily
involve “consent.” [See: 9 Car. & P. 722]

477. PROOF OF CLAIM, “consem can - ‘be. obtamed and is free and mutuai when obtained, through duress,
menace, fraud, undue mfluence and or mistake.

478. PROOF OF CLAIM, “fraud” is not an intentiona] perversion of the truth to induce another; e.g., the
Undersigned within the above referenced alleged Criminat CasefCause, in ;ehannc thereon to part with a valuable
thing or legal right belonging to him; and or, a false representation’ of ‘a matter of fact, whether by words or by
conduct, false or misleading aliegations, or concealment of that which should have been disclosed, which deceives,
and is intended to deccwe another, so he acts upon it to lns injury. exnbracmg all multifarious means, @ Private

szen, can devise (o gain advantage over another; e.g., false suggestion, suppression of the truth. surprise, trick,
cunning, disserabling, and any unfair way by which another is cheated.

479. PROOF OF CLAIM, “fraud” does not vitiate - i.e. make void;.cause to fail of force or effect; destroy or annul
the legal efficacy and binding force of an act or instrument every transaction-and all contracts; and, does not destroy
the validity of everything into which it enters, even the most solemn conracts, documents, and even judgments.
[See: 37 Am.Jur.2d, Fraud, § §] o -

480. PROOF OF CLAIM, “fraud” and “bad faith® (mala fides) are not synonymous; and, both. terms are not
synonymous with dishonesty. infidelity, faithlessness, perfidy, and unfairness. {See: Joiner v. Joiner, 87 5.W.2d 903,
915 (Tex. Cw App. )]

481. PROOF OF CLA!M “fraud’ js not always pos:tuve anci mtentmnal [See: Maher v. Hibernia Ins, Co,, 67 N.Y
292, Alexander v, Church, 53 Conn. 561, 4 A. 103; Studer v. Bleistein, 115 N.V. 316, 7 L.R.A, 702; MeNair v.
Southers States Finarnce Co., 191 N.C. ?IU 133 S.E. 85, 88] .

482. PROOF OF CLAIM, “fraud” does not comprise all acts, omissions, and concealments invol ving a breach of

legal or equnabfe duty and resultmg i damage to another [See: | Story, Eq Jur §187: Howqrd v. West Jersey &
S.S.R. Co., 102 N.J.Eq'S17, 141 A. 755 757} .

483, PROOF OF CLAIM, the Constitution/Charter; be it State or Federai is not a contract, [See: Padelford, Fay &

Co. v. The Mayor and Alde:;, a ante szen, of the Cxty af Savannah 14 Ga. 438 (1854), which States: “But
indeed, no private person has a right to complain, by suit in court, on the grmmds of a breach of the Constitution.
The Conﬁmutlon itistrue, isa compact (contract), but he is not a party to it. The States are a party to it..."] -

484. PROOF OF C{ AIM, that rights and dutles/obhgatnons contamed wnhm aud arlsmg, fmm a contract do not om}
effect and bind parties to said contract.

. 485. PROOF OF CLAiM pames to & contract are not detenmned by 1‘rnature

486. PROOF OF CLAIM a Private Citizen, not a 51gnatmy to'z contract does have any rights; and. does
have/owe any dunes/obhganons therein, and or arising there from,

487. PROOF OF CLAIM, the UNITED ‘EFATE‘S’ Consnmnnn’thartcr does operate over and upon the
Undersigned.
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488 PROOF OF CLAIM, there are clauses in the Federal Constitution/Charter that subject the Undersigned to the
“statwrery urisdiction” of the UNITED STATES. '

489. PROOF OF CLAIM, the UNITED STATES® Constitution does not operate solely over and upon only “office™
holders: ie., inter alia: officers, employees. agents, residents, citizens, public, and or persons of said corporate
Government juridical constructs,

490. PROOF OF CLAIM, the Undersigned as a non-party and non-signatory w0 the UNITED STATES’
Constitution/Charter does have any rights therein or arising there from; and, does owe any duty/obligation thereto.

491. PROOF OF CLAIM, there were at the time of the alleged violation(s) of statute(s)/law(s) within the above
referenced alleged Criminal Case/Cause, and are now this present day, any valid, lawful, enforceable “contracts,”
real or presumed, expressed or implied, revealed or unrevealed, between the Undersigned and the UNITED
STATES, wherein there was “Tull disclosure,” “fair or valuable consideration,” free and mutual “consent,” of which
the alleged “court of record” within the above referenced alleged CI VIL/ACOMMERCIAL/Criminal
Case/Cause took tacit (silent); or express, judicial notice of to bind therein the Undersigned to the “private law”
~ in support of a “private right” of the United States as contained. within the United States Code and/or specifically
THE ACT OF MARCH 9TH, 1933 Proclamation 2038, 2039, 2040 AND Titles 4, 7,11, 12, 15, 16, 18, 28, 31 and
42 USC: C.F.R.. THE FEDERAL REGISTRY, thereof, for a “breach” thereof, and acting to confer “subject-matter
Jurisdiction” of the alleged “breach™ upon the court, and thereby allowing it to acquire the authority, right, and
power to decide, make orders, and judgments binding and of legal force and effect over and upon the Undersigned.

492 PROOF OF CLAIM, the UNITED STATES does have a perfected; or otherwise, superior claim: i.e., lien hold
interest, in the Undarsigned. the Undersigned's Debtor i.e., the all-capital-letter “named” defendant within the above
referenced alleged Criminal Case/Cause. and the Undersigned's property. o

493, PROOF OF CLAIM, the Undersigned is not the perfected superior lien hold ctaimant and principal Creditor of
the all-capital-letier “named” detendant { Debtor} in the above referenced afleged Criminal Case/Cause, and property
held in sgid "name.” ' v

494. PROOF OF CLAIM, the all-capital-letter “name” of the defendant within the above referenced alleped

CIVIL/AC OMMERCIAL/Criminal Case/Cause does reference and or identify the Undersigned.

495. PROOF OF CLAIM, the Undersigned did agree to subordinate the Undérsigné«;i’s “perfected security interest”
in the Deblor; ie,. the all-capital-letter “named” defendant within the above referenced dlleged Criminal
Case/Cause. and property to the UNITED STATES. - oo '

496. PROOF OF CLAIM, the Undersigned is the “accommodation party.” “surety.” “fiduciary,” and ..thealike of the
all-capital-letter “named” defendant within-the above referenced alleged Criminal Case/Cause; and, is not rather the
attorney-in-fact/Authorized Representative for same, : A : v

497. PROOF OF CLAIM, the United States did not become a “cooperator”; and, did not t‘h‘ergby“lay dowr) its
sovereignty and take on the character of private citizens as a whole; and, can exercise no power which is not derived
from the corporate Charter/Constitution. [See: The Bank of the United States v. Planters Bank of Georgia, 6 LEd,, 9
Wheat. 244 o :

198. PROOF OF CLAIM, within the above referenced alleged CIVIL/COMMERCIAL/Criminal
Case/Cause the Prosccutor did post any. indemnity bond to indemnify his. actions to any injury to the
Undersigned, ' A '

499. PROOF OF CLAIM, the facts as set, established, and. thereby agreed upon by the parties to this Conditional
Acceptance for Value and counter offer/claim For Proof of Claim; ic., Respondeni(s) and the Undersigned, do not
apply and operate within and upon any and all previous alleged Criminal Case(s)/Cause(s) irrespective and
regardless of what sub-franchise compact territorial State unit said were alleged within,

500. PROOF OF CLAIM, the Undersigned is and‘»'v.as_ a party to the abave referenced alleged Criminal Case/Cause;
and, was not rather a non-party thereto; and, said rnatterz’disp‘iite was not solely between fictional entities,

501. PROOF OF CLAIM, the all-capital-letter “named” defendant within the above referenced alleged
CIVIL/COMMERCIAL/Criminal Case/Cruse did appear in court; and, did enter a plea; and, did waive or

consent Lo the count’s furisdiction: and. was not absent from court.

020 PROGE - OF  CLAIM. any of the parties to and within the above rafergnced alleged '
CIVIL/COMMERCIAL/Criminal Case/Cause are solvent; and, do possess the capacity to sue and be
sued, or sue or be sued in “Representative Capagity™; and, can and did appear in court in said Criminal Case/Cause. -

503. PROOF GF CLAIM, offenses created by statute(s) as contained within the United States Code and specifically
THE ACT OF MARCH 9TH, 1933 Proclamation 2038, 2039, 2040 AND Titles 4, 7, 11, 12, 15, 16, 18, 28, 31 and
42 USC: CF.R. THE FEDERAL REGISTRY, thereof are created by common-law: and, are not offenses “malum
prohibitum™: i.c., crimes only because prohibited by statute(s) (statutory offense(s)).
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504, PROOF OF CLAIM. the statutes as contained within the United States Cade and specifically THE ACT
OF MARCH 9TH, 1933 AND Titles 4, 7, 11, 12, 15, 16, 18, 28, 31 and 42 USC; C.F.R., THE
FEDERAL REGISTRY, thereof do operate aver and upon the Undersigned.

505. PROOF OF CLAIM, “statutory jurisdiction™ is a lawful jurisdiction, lawfitlly created by the “fundamenta! law
of the land” or common-faw: and. that the Undersigned is sulbject thereto: and is bound thereto in any form or
manner, contractually or otherwise.

506. PROOF OF CLAIM, the Uniform Commercial Code as codified within the United States Code and Code of
Federal Regulations is not the controlling/governing law of: and within, the alleged “court of record.” within the
above referenced alleged Criminal Case/Cause. :

507. PROOF OF CLAIM, a “negotiable instrument” is not a promise or order to pay and or perform: and. inter aliy, @
warrant of arrest, charging document (Indictment), orders, and judgmcnt and specifically such within the 'abow
referenced alleged Criminal Case/Cause, are not “negotiable instruments™ and, are nat therefore governed by tf
Negotiable Instrument Law as made uniform within Asticle 3 of the Uniform Commercial Code codified in thu
United States Code and Code of Federal Regulations.

508. PROQF OF CLAIM, any lawful and or legal relationship (nexus), through contract or otherwise, does exist
between the Undersigned and the “source of authority” for the United States Code and/or specifically THE
ACT OF MARCH 9TH, 1933 AND Titles 4, 7, 11, 12, 15, 16, 18, 28, 31 and 42 USC; C.F.R.,

THE FEDERAL REGISTRY, thereof: and, are therefore binding and of legal force or effect over and upon
the Undersigned.

509. PROOF OF CLAIM, there was not fraud perpetrated withih and against the Undersigned within the above
referenced alleged CIVIL/COMMERCIAL/Criminal Case/Cause by any and all parties involved therein:
and, should the Respondent(s) agree; expressly or otherwise, to the facts contained within this Conditional
Acceptance for Value and counter offer/claim For Proof Of Claim as sald facts operate in favor of the Undersigned,
such facts do not demonstrate, ¢vidence, establish, and affirm fraud within said Criminal Case/Cause: and, said
fraud  does not wvitiate all decisions. orders, the judgment, © and the like within  said

CIVIL/COMMERCIAL/Criminal Case/Cause ab initio.

510. PROOF OF CLA!M there does still remain any arguabte basus for the court's “subject-matter jurisdiction”
within the above referenced alleged Criminal Case/Cause; and, the judgiment of said court in said

CIVIL/COMMERCIAL/Criminal Case/Cause isnot therefore void ab initio, -

511. PROOF QF CLAIM, that should the Respondent(s) confess the injury(s) to the Undersigned, set, established.
and agreed upon by the parties hereto within this Conditional Acceptance for Value and counter offet/claim For
Proof Of Claim, the Undersigned cannot exercise his “exclusive™ remedy, being.a Tort Claim, for the moral WIOngs
committed by the Respondent(s), including but not limited to, “constitutional misapplication of the statute(s),”

breach -of this contractually. binding -agreement, conspiracy (two or more involved), denying your own “public
policy,” ,trespasses and moral’ wrongs committed by and through ultra vires acts not authorized/prohibited by the

charter of the commemai vesse! d.b.a, the United States of Amerman, and. other trespasses and. moral wmngs
known and unknown. .

512. PROOF OF CLAIM, the Office of Risk Management does have any poWer, authority, and right derived from
validly enacted statute/law, comimercial law, contract law, or other to place or impose a cap/limit upor the amount of
any Tort Claim submltted by the Undersigned in this matter and reiatmg herezo, in regards to what they, acting for
the insurer of said commercla! vessel, will pay out on said Tort Ciazm

513. PROOF OF CLATM, that should the Office of Risk Managemem Tefuse or otherwise dishonor a Tort Claim
submitted by the Underslgned and as agreed upon by the insured and the Undersigned, the Lnders:gncd cannot take

other apprOpnate/remedm’I action(s) for remedy, whlch cannot mctude involuntary bankruptcy in a foreign
proceeding: for a satd claim,

514, PROOF OF CLAIM, Respondent(s) do and w:i[ have any Tight to deny, argue controvert or otherwise protest
the facts in the matiers sei established, and agreed upon between the parties 1o this Conditional Acceptance for
Value and counter offer/c]alm For Proof Of Claim within any forum/venue the, Undersigned may choose to bring ap
actlon/proceedmb in to obtain redress and nmedv in this’ matts,r, and all.matters relating to and arising from said
matter; and, stich act(s) upon zhe part of Respondem(s) will not be deemed and evidenced as act(s) of breach of said
agreement further aﬁempts to perpetrate acts of fraud upon the L’ndersngned bad tatth and the tike.

$15. PROOF OF CLAiM ‘the Respondent(s) do not have the “duty and “obhganon" to produce the “Proofs Of
Claim,” as requested herein; pursuant to the pririciples and doctrines of “clean hands™ and ¢ good faith” dealings with
the Undersigned, and apphcable statute(s) as they operate ~ upon Respondent(s) as “office holders™ ie.,
officer(s)/agent(s), of the corporate Govertiment juridical constrict commercial vessel d.b.a. by oath of office
thercto, and contract therewith as a voluntary cominercial indenture therein; and thereto.
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1, CAVEAT

3.1 Please understuand that while the Undersigned wishes and desires to resolve this matter as promptly as possible,
the Undersigned car only do so upon Respondent (s7) *official response’ 1o this Conditional Acceptance for Value
and counter offer/claim for Proof of Claim by Respondent(s) providing the Undersigned with the requested and
necessary Proof of Claims raised herein above. ' '

3.2 Theretore, as the Undersigned is not a signatory: NOR a party, to your “social compac(” (contract) known as the
Constitution (Charter) of the UNITED STATES; NOR noticed NOR cognizant, of any agreement/contract between
the UNITED STATES, and the Undersigned and specifically any obtained through FULL DISCLOSURE and
containing any FAIR/VALUABLE CONSIDERATION therein, which would act/operate to create and establish a
“refationship™ (nexus) and thereby; and therein, bind the Undersigned to the specific “source of authority™ for the
creation and existence of the alleged statute(s)/law(s) as contained and allegedly promulgated within the “Code™
known as the United States Code; which, with the privity of contract or contract itself would thereby; and therein,
create and establish legal force and or effect of said statute(s)/law(s) over and upon the Undersigned; and, would
also act/operate to subject the Undersigned to the “statutory jurisdiction” of the UNITED STATES, its laws, venue,
lurisdiction, and the like of its commercial courts/administrative tribunalsfunits and thereby: and therein, bind the
Undersigned to said courts/administrative tribunai’s/unit’s decisions, orders, judgments, and the ike; and
specifically as within the above referenced alleged Criminal Case/Cause; and, which would act/operate to establish
and confer upon said court‘administrative tribunal/unit the necessary requirement/essential of “subject-matter
Jurisdiction”™ without which it is powerless to move in any action other than to dismiss. The Undersigned once more
respectfully requests the Respondent(s) provide said necessary Proof of Claims so as to resolve the Undersigned’s
confusion and concerns within' this/these matter(s). Otherwise, the Undersigned must ask, “What is the
Undersigned’s remedy?”

a. This Court having already failed to recognize the violations and the breach of oath of office
by the judicial officials in the lower Court hwatter,:attevmpted to ignore the constitutional
questions, violations, and the statutory challenges presented before it. Acting as if they were
all powerful, acting as if they are not bound by their very samé'la’ws, claiming that they
somehow are immune, that their oath of office is meanihg!ess. I present and never submit,
that the oath of office is a contract, a binding agreement, and while in office, they are bound
by that contract and can be held liable for damages while acting under that contract! This
Court in conjunction with the other aforementioned bodies have acted as the keepers of the
gate, have gate kept, has committed the illegal act of gatekeeping and are liable to the
presenter/petitioner for the amounts claimed in the complaint at treble damages '

3.3. THEREFORE, as Respondent(s) have superior knowledge of the law. access to the requested and necessary
Proof of Claims, and otherwise being in a ‘catbird’s seat’ to provide the requested and necessary Proof of Claims
raised herein above, Respondent(s) is able, capable, and most qualified to inform the Undersigned on those matters
relating 10 and bearing upon the above referenced alleged CIVIL/COMMERCIAL/Criminal Case/Cause
and therchy: and thercin, clear-up all confusion and concerns in said matter(s) for the Undersigned as to the nature
and cause of said process(s). procecding(s), “offer to contract” and the like as well as the lawfulness and validity of
such to include; inter ali, all decisions, orders, judgment, imprisonment, arrest, and the like within; and arising from,
alt such within said Civily Commercial/ Criminal Case/ Cause.

3.4 The Undersigned herein: and hereby, provides the Respondent(s) ten (10) calendar days; to commence the day

after receipt of this Conditional Acceptance for Value and counter offer/claim for Proof of Claim, in which to gather

and provide the Undersigned with the requested and necessary Proof of Claitms raised herein above, with the

instruction, to transmit said Proof of Claims to the Undersigned and the below named Notary/Third Party for the

sole purpose of certifving RESPONSE or want thereof from Respondent(s). Further, the Undersigned herein; and

hereby. extends to the Respondent(s) the offer for an additional ten (10) calendar days in which to proyide the

requested and necessary Proof of Claims raised herein above. If Respondent(s) desires the additional 1en (10)
calendar days, Respondent must cause to be transmitted to the Undersigned and the below named Notary!_’l‘h.ird

Party a signed written REQUEST. Upon receipt thereof, the extension is automatic; however, the Undersigned

strongly recommends the Respondent(s) make request for the additional ten (10) calendar days well before the initial

ten {10) calendar days have elapse to allow for mailing time. NOTICE: Should Respondent(s) make request for the

additional ten (10) calendar days, said request will be deemed “good faith" on the part of Respondent(s) to perform

to this offer and provide the requested and necessary Proof of Claims. Should Respondent(s) upon making request

for the additional ten (10) calendar days then fail or otherwise refuse to provide the requested and necessary Proof of
Claims, said act(s) on the part of Respondent(s) shall be deemed and evidenced as fraud, deception, bad faith,

unclean hands and the like upon Respondent(s’) part and further attempis to cause an .inflict injury upon the

Undersigned. Further, the Undersigned herein strongly recommends to Respondent(’s) that any Proof of Claims and

request for the additional ten (10) calendar days be transmitted “Delivery Confirmation Mail, Return Receipt

Requested™, and the contents therein under Proof of Mailing for the good of all concerned.

3.5 should the Respondent(s) fail and/or not respond directly to each Proof of Claim with specific specificity or
otherwise refuse 1o provide the requested and necessary Proof of Claims raised herein above within the expressed
period of lime established and set herein above, Respondent(’s) will have failed to State any claim upon which rejief
an be granted. Further, Respondent(*s) will have agreed and consented through “tacit acquiescence™ io ALL }hf:
s in relation to the above referenced alleged Criminal Case/Cause, as raised herein above as Proof of Claims
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herein; and ALL facts necessarily and of consequence arising there from, are true as they operate in favor of the
Undersigned, and that said facts shall stand as prima facie and.ultimate (un-refutabic) between the parties to this
Conditional Acceptarice for Value and counter offer/claim for Proof of Clair. the cerpnrate Government juridical
constract("s) Respondem( s) represents/serves, and ALL officers, agents, employees, assigns. and the like in service
to Respondent(’s), as being undisputed. Further, failure and/or refusal by Respondent(’s} to provide the requested
and necessary. Proof of Claims raised herein above shall act/opérate as ratification by Respondent('s) that ALL facts
as set, established, and agreed upon between the parties tothis Conditional Acceptance for Value and counter
offer/claim for Proof of Claim, are true, correct, complete, and NOT mxs!eadmg :

V. ‘ARB.ETRATION~ AN ADMINISTRATIVE REMEDY COCNZ!ZABLE A(f COMMON-LAW

10000.  ADDITIONALLY it is exigent and of consequence for the Undersigned to inform
Respondent(s), in accordance with and pursuant to the principles and doctrines of “clean hands” and
“good faith,” that by Respondents(s) failure and or refusal to respond and provide the requested and
necessary Proof of Claims raised herein above and thereby; and it shall be held and noted and agreed to
by all parties, that a general respense, a nonspecific response, or a failure to respond with specificities and
facts and conclusions of common law, and or to provide the requested information and documentation
that is necessary and in support of the agreement shall constitute a failure and 2 deliberate and intentional
refusal to respond and as a result thereby and or therein, expressing the defaulting party's consent and
-agreemént to said facts and as a result of the self-executing agreement, the following is contingent upon
their failure to respond in good faith, with specificity, with facts and.conclusions of common-law to each
~ and every averment, condition,-and/or claim raised; as they operate in favor of the Undersigned, through
“tacit acquiescence,” Respondent(s) NOT ONLY expressly affirm the truth and validity of said facts ser,
established, and agreed upon, between the parties to this Conditional Acceptance for Value and counter
offer/claim for Proof of Claim, but Respondent(s); having agreed and consented to Respondent(s) having 2
duty and obligation: to provide the requested and necessary Proof of Claims raised: herein above, will
create and establish for Respondent(s) an esmppel in this matter(s) apd ALL matrers. relatmg hereto; and
ansang ne:essanly therefrom, .

»»at’id,

10001, ln accordance wnch and pur,suam to ch;s agraement, a conmcmauy (consensual) binding
_, .agreamem betweg , piaraes to this Condnmmi Acceptance for Value and counter offer/claim for
* Proof of Chim 't include the corporate Government Agency/Department construct(s) whom

’Respondem(s) representslserves"as well as, ALL ofﬁcers, agem:s, employees, assigns, and the like in
service Yo~ Respcmdent(s) will not argue. _controvert, oppose, or otherwise protest. ANY of the facts
already agreed upon by the parties sét and esmhisshed herein; and necessaruly and of consequence arising
“therefrom, in ANY future remedial proceedmg(s)lamion &), including binding arbitration and confirmation
-of the award in the Court of the United States of rica ac any competent court under original
jupisdiction,” in- “accordance with" the general princ:ples’ “of non—sfacu:ory Arbitration, wherein this
- Conditional Acceptance for ‘the- ValuelAgreememIContract MO. 432912 NAWOCNOEDIGLAVRO-0125000370-

'woooooc consc::utes an agreement of alt mterest:ed _parties in the event of a default and acceptance
through sdence!fa.llure to respond when kY request for _summary . dzsposmon of any claims or particular
 issue may be requested and decided by the arbitmtor. whereas a designated arbitrator shall be chosen at
random, who is duly authorized, and in the event of 2 any physical or mental incapacity to act as arbitrator,
the Undersigned shall retain the authority to select any newtral(s)/arbitrator(s) that qualify pursuant to the
common law right to arbitration, as the arbitration process is a private remedy decided upon between the
parties, and with respects this agreement, the defaulting party waives. any and all rights, services, notices,
and consents to the undersigned and. or the undersigned’s representative selection of the arbitrator
. thereby constituting agreemant, and any controversy or claim arising out of or refating in any-way to this
Agreement or with regard, to.its formation, interpretation or breach, and: any. issues of substantive or
- procedural arbitrabilicy.. shall..be. sectied by. arbitration, and the arbitrator -may hear and decide the
..controversy upon evidence: produged, although 2 party who was duly notified of thearbitration proceeding
- did not appear;. that the Undersigned.deems. necessary to: enfom the “good faith” of ALL parties hereto
w:thtg wnhout. respect to.venue, ;urusdtcnoa,jaw, and forum tha. Undersngned desms appropriate.

10002. Furthen ReSpondenc(s) agrm d!e Understgmd a@n secure. damagec via ﬁnanaai han on assets,
: propemes held by them or on. their. behalf for ALL injuries sustained.and inflicted upon-the Undersigned
for the moral wrongs committed against the Undersigned as set, established, agreed and consented to

herein by the parties hereto, to include but not limited to: constitutional impermissible misapplication of

statute(s)law(s) in the abd eferénced ailegéd CommercmﬂCiwllCanse, fraud, _conspiracy (two or more

involved); trespass of title, propeity, and the like; and, ALL other krown and unknown trespasses and

moral wrongs committed through ultra vires act(s) of ALL invoived nherein; whether by commission or
omission. Final amount of damages to be. calculated prior to submission of Tort Claim andfor the filing of

f 1-perfect i ty.interest via a Uniform Commercial Code financing [ Statemenc;

; esumated m excess of TEN. (iO), Million., dollars (USD~ or:other lawful money or currency generally
» accap:ed mth or by the financ-al mark%m Amerzca. as the value; of this claim es:abi:shed at 25,000
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dollars per twenty=three {23) minutes, 1,600,000 million dollars per day; and, ‘punitive damages within the
above referenced alleged Criminal Case/Cause. [Seer Trezevant v. City of Tampa, 74! F.2d 336 (1984),
wherein damages were set as 25,000 dollars per twenty-three 23 minutes in a false imprisonment case.)),
and notice to Respondent(s) by invoice. Per Respondent('s) failure and or refusal to provide the
- requested and necessary Proof of Claims and thereby; and therein consenting and agreeing to ALL the
facts set, established, and agreed upon between the parties hereto, shall constitute a self-executing binding
irrevocable durable general power of attorney coupled with interests; this Conditional Acceptance for
Value and counter offer/claim for Proof of Claim becomes the security agreement under commercial faw
whereby only the nondefauiting party becomes the secured party, the holder in due course; the creditor
in and at commerce. [t is deemed and shall always and forever be held that the undersigned and any and
all property, interest. assets, estates, trusts commercial or otherwise shall be deemed consumer and
household goods not-for-profit and or gain, private property, and exempt, not for commermi use,
nontaxable as defined by the Uniform Commercial Code article: - section 102 and article 2 secr.ron 10%
and shall not in any point and/or manner, past, present and/or future be cnns:rued ociwerw!s& see the
Umform Commercial Code article 3, 8, and 9. '

10003.  Should Respondent(s) allow :h& tent (10) Calendar days or twenty (20) Calendar days total if
request was made by signed written application for the additional ten (10} Calendar days 1o elapse
without providing the requested and necessary Proof of Claims, Respondent(s) will go into fault and the
Undersigned will cause to be transmitted 3 Notice of Fault and Opportunity. to Cure and Contest
Acceptance 1o the Respondent(s); wherein, Respondent(s) will be given an additional three (3) days {72
hours) to cure Respondent’s (s') fault. Should Respondent(s) fail or otherwise refuse to cure
Respondent’s(s’) faule, Respondent wiil be found in default and thereby; and therein, Respondent will have
established Respondent's(s’) consent and agreement to the facts contained within this Conditional
Acceptance for Value and counter offer/claim for Proof of Claim as said facts operate in favor of the
Undersigned; eg, that the judgment of alleged “court of record” within the above referenced alleged
CommerciollCivillCause is VOID AB INITIO for want of subject-matter jurisdiction of said venue;
insufficient document (Information) and affidavits in support thereof for want of establishing a claim of
debt; want of Relationship with the “source of authority” for said statute(s)/law(s) for want of privity of
contrace, or contract itself; improperly identified parties to said judgment, as well as said dispute/matter;
and, Respondent(s) agrees and consents that Respondent(s) does have a duty and obligation to
Undersigned: as well as the corporate Government Department/agency conseruct(s}' Respondent(s)
represents/serves, to correct the record in the above referenced alleged Commercial/CivillCause
and thereby; and therein, release the indenture (however termed/st)ded) upon the Undersfgned and cause
the Undersigned to be restored to liberty, and releasing the Undersigned's pwperty rights, as well as ALL
‘property held under a storage contract in the ‘name” of the ali- capttal etter “named” defendant within
the above referenced alleged CommercmlleiﬂCause within the aileged commercualiy “bonded”
warehousmg agency db, a.. for the commercial corporate Government construct d.ba. the United Srates.
That thrs presentment is to be construed contextually and .not otherwise, and that if any portion and/or
* provision contained within this presentment, this self-éxecuting binding irrevocable contractual agreement
coupled with interests, is deemed or held as inapplicable and or invalid, it shall in no way affect any other
portion of this presentment. That the arbitracor is per'matted and allowed to adjust the arbitration award
to no less than two times the original value of she properties associated with this agreement, plus the
addition of fines, penalties, and other assessments that are deemed reasonable to the arblt.rator upon
presentment of such claim, supporced by pnma fac:e ewdence of the claim.

10004, The defaulting party will be estopped from smaintaining or enforcing the original
offer/presantment; ie., the above referenced -alleged:- CommerciallCivillCause as well as ALL .
commercial paper (negotiable instruments) therein, within any court or administrative tribunalfunit within
any venue, jurisdiction, and forum the Undersigned may deem appropriate to proceed within in the event
of ANY and ALL breach(s) of this agreement by Respondent(s) to compel specific performance and or
damages arising from injuries there from. The defaulting party will be foreclosed by laches and or estoppel
from maintaining or enforcing the original offer/presentment in any mode or manner whatsoever, at any
time, within any proceeding/action, Furthermore, the respondents are - foreclosed against the
enforcement; retaliation. assault, infringement, imprisonment trespass upon the rights, properties, gxate.
person: whethar jegal, natural or otherwise of the presenter/petitioner andfor his interest andfor his

- estate retroactively, at present, post-actively, forever-under any circumstances, guise,'and or prasumption!

L NOTICE OF COMMON-LAW ARBITRATION:

10005.  Please be advised that in-as-much as the Undersigned has “secured” the “interest” in the “name”
of the ‘all-capitil-letter “named" defendant as. employed/used “upon the  face; and “within, ALL
* documentsfinstruments/records within the above referenced al!eged'CcrrimerbialICiV?l/Causé. to include
any and all derivatives and variations in“thé ‘spelling ‘of said “name” except the “true name” of the
Undersigned as appearmg within the Undersigned's signature biock herein below, tbrough a Common-
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Law Copyright, filed for record within the Office of the Secretary of State, Oklahoma City. State of
Oklahoma, and having “perfected said interest” in same through incorporation within a Financing {and all
amendments and transcending filings thereto), by reference therein, the Undersigned hereby: and herein,
waives the Undersigned’s rights as set, establishad, and the like therein, and as “perfected” within said
Financing Statement acting/operating to “register” said Copyright, te allow for the Respondent(s) to enter
the record of the alleged “court of record” within the above referenced alleged
CommerciaiiCivil/Cause for the SOLE purpose to correct said record and comply with
Respcndent s(s') agreed upon duty/obligation to write the “order” and cause same to be transmitted 1o
restore and release the Undersigned, the Undersigned's corpus, and ALL property currently under a
“storage contract” under the Undersigned's Common-taw Copyrighted trade-name; ie., the all-capital-
letter “named” defendant within the above referenced alleged CommercaallCmVCause. within the alleged
commercially “bonded” warehousing agency dba. the commarcial corporate Government juridical
construct d.b.a. the United States. Please take specnal note, that the copynght is wn::h reference to the
name and its direct association andfor correlauon to the ;aresenter

10006, NOTICE: Thar the arbitrators ' 'must not necessarily judge according to the strict faw but as a

general rule ought chiefly to consider the prmcaptes Of pracucal busmess" Nosshe Atos iurune Co v toson Gearal insiranncs
m:nmaumusmepm -

mternaizonaiiv acccptcd rmca(?les of Iaw govcmmg contractual re!amone"‘ Daische Schashivar
RA‘ i Jslmimah /"allmmi il o [1900 PAC2
* 1f the contract (vahri or otherw:se) contams an arbmatxon clatrse then the preper torum ©

determing whether the contrat:t is VOld or not, is the arbstratlcm tr:bunal [¥or exomple, see Heypan +
Parwins L1d. [1942} AC3S6L . .

». That any determination by 1he arb:trator is. bmdmg upon. all paﬁ;es, and that al) pames agree
to abide by the decision of the arbitrator, that the atbitrator i$ to rendera decision based upon
- the facts and-conclusions as presented within the termis-and conditions of the contract. Any
~ defanltby any party must be:supportéd: proof and'evidence of said default, that default
 shall serve as tacit acquiescence on behalf'of the party:who defaulted as having agreed to the
‘terms-and conditionsiassociated with the' self’-executmg binding irrevocable contract coupled
 with interests. That the arbitrator is prohibited from considering and/or relying on statutory
law,as’it has been held that any tsme any party rehes onor enforce<; a statute they possess no

judicial pmr
* “A judge ceases to set as a judicial officer because the governing principals of adinifistrative
- law provides that courts are-prohibited from:substituting'their evidence, testimony, record,
~ argumients and rationale for that of the agency. Additionally; courts are prohibited from their
subsmutmg thexr 311dgmeats for that of the agcmcji »AISIv US 5 68 de 284
.

Judgee who become mvnived in enforcment 0f mere statates (cmi or r.rammai in nature
-and otherwise), act as mere "clerkd" of’ thﬂnvoived agency...” K.C. Davis, ADMIN. LAW,
Ch. 1 (CTP. West's 1965 Ed.)

L ", their, supposed court becoming thus a court of limited jurisdiction’ as a mere exlcnsu’}n of
the mvojved agency for mere superior reviewing purposes." K.C. Davis, ADMIN, LAW,P.
95, (CTP, 6 Ed. West's 1977) FRCv G.E. 281.US 464; Kelter y PE, 261 US 428.

*

"When acting to e:aforce a stamte the Judga of the mumclpal court is actmg an administrative
ofﬁc@r and not.as a judicial capacity; courts in adminjstrating or enforcing statutes do not act

_;udxcnaliy, but, mereiy admm:stenal)y‘ .’I’lwmpwn v Sprith: 155 Va. 376. 154 SE 583, 71
ALR 604

' "It |s bas:c in our Iaw that an admmlstratwe agemy ma,v act oniy wnhm the area of
JurlSdICtIOtl maxked out for it by taw, If an individual does not come within the. coverage of

L,the particular agency's enabling leg:s!anon the agency is without poswer to take any action
which affects him." hﬁdacott ¥ Perking; 317 US 501 . :

»

”It is not every act, 1egnsiaiwe4n form, that i law Law is so;nethmg more than mere ws!l
exerted as-an act of power...Arbitrary. powsr, gnforcing its-edicts to the injury of the person
and property of its subjects is not law." Hurtado v. California (1884) 110 US 515 (1984).

-Some of the aforementioned cases.are not published, however, these are still fundamentat
-principles of law, and one of the fundamental principles of arbitration is that the arbitrator sits
as 3u<ig;»: over the facts, and as such to preserve the sanctity of the process an arbitrator
receives the same immunity as a judge and is exempt from prosecution and or review, unless
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L can be proved that the arbxtrﬁtor intentionally ignored the evidence and acted in copspiracy
m defraud the pame

As indicated by xhis agrecement all parties associated hereto directly and/or indirectly agree
under penalty of imprisonment for no less than five years to hoid the arbitrator and the arbitration
Association associated with this matter totally and completely immune from all consequences
resulting from his or her carrying out their duties associated with this instant mattér. That to
protect the sanctity and the honor of the arbitration system the parties agree that'the arbitrator’s
decision shall be final and binding upon all parties, and that no party shall attempt to retaliate,

challenge. appeal, dispute, charge allege, complain, and/or otherwise cause harm, stress, burden,
conflict to-the arbitrator and/or the arbitration Association with any matter. associated hereto,
directly or indirectly heretofore, henceforth, and any such attempts shall be held Null and void.
That arbitration is the exclusive remedy for the parties, and that only théoriginal arbitrator and/or
that person’s designee shall have the right to reconsider and/or amend the arbitration award, but
only under the terms as specified within this agreement, and not otherwise. No other party-except
the arbitrator shall have the right of detenmmng the validity of this contract, asthe parties agree
that this contract is a sufficient agreement documenting and detailing the consensus and
understanding of the parties as of the institution of this agreement, which shaii take fuIi effect 10
calendar da\za after receipt and/or upon default, I

10007. As the Undersigned has no desire NOR wish to tie the hands of Respondem(s} in performing
~ Respondent’s(s’} agreed upon. duty/obligation as set, established, and agreed upon within this Conditional
Acceptance for Value and counter offer/claim for Proof of Claim and thereby createf/cause z “breach™ of
said contractually binding agreement on the part of the Respondent(s), Respondent(s) is hereby: and
herein, NOTICED that if this waiver of said Copyright is not liberal, NOR extensive enough, to allow for
the Respondent(s) to specifi cally perform all duues/obtxgaaons as set, established, and agreed upon within
the Condidonal Acceptance for Value .and counter offer/claim for Proof of Claim: Respondent(s) may; in
"good faith” and NOT in fraud of the Understgned, take. ali needed and requared liberties with said
Copyright and this waiver .in order te. fulfil: and accomplish Respondent’s(s’) . duties/obligations set,
established, and agreed upon bemeea the parties to this agreement. it shall be noted that no typo,
misspelled word, andior g'ammaucai defect andfor error shall- have.any- effect on the ovemii context of
this contract and/or its validity. That as stated, this instrument. shall be and forever. shall remain
cortextually construed and never otherwise, and all parties agree heremto/onto the same,

10038, H Respondent(s) has any. ques:sons and or concems regardmg said Copyrcght end or the waiver,
- Respondent(s) is invited to address such.questions and or concerns.to the Undersigned. in writing, and
<ausing said communiques. to 'be transmitted.1o the Undersigned and below named Notary/Third Party.
 The respondents have acted as if the contract quasi-or otherwise does not place a binding obligation upon
their persons, upon their organizations, upon their institutions, upon their job qualifications, and breaching
that obligation breaches the contract, for which they cannot address due to the direct conflict of interest.

It is a5 a result of that conflict of interest that binding arbitration.shall be insticuted

‘10009, Your failure to respond, and this would include each of the respondents by their represantative,
‘and if represented by the Atty. Geni; such’ represenmucm must be responsive for éach State andfor State
.orgamzatmnldepartmemlagency, separat:ely and severally to ‘each of the points of averment, failure to
respond to a single point of averment will constitute acquiescence, forfeiture, and 2 waiver of all rights
with respects all of the pomts msed in this presentment o '

n. NOTICE TO AGENT IS NOT!Cﬁ TO PRINC!PLE AND Vil"E"»VE’RSA '

10010, NOTICE: In this Conditional - Acceptance for Value and counter offerfclaim for Proof of
CImm(a) the words “include,” “includes,” and “mcludmg. are not limiting; (b) the/word “all” includes
any and the word “any” includes “ali"; {c) the ward “or” is not exclusive except when used in
conjunetion with the word “and™; as in,’ *’ané/or" and {d) words and tetms (i) in the singular number
include the plural, and in the plural, the smgular" (i} in the masculine gender include both feminine and
neuter. That due to the fact that this presentment/document/contract can only be cohstrued contextually -
and not otherwise, it is not necessary for a question to contain a “?", And whether or not a “?" Is
followed by a specific question ‘such instances doés not ‘excuse a party from ha\hng an obllganon of
responding with specificity and facts and’ coﬂdusmns of common-law.

16011, This presentment shall constitute a CLAIM against the assets of your institutfon and is valid upon
your failure to comply with the requirement of this agreement and to VAL?DATE NQ’!"-VERIFY THE
COMPREHENSIVE ACCOUNT!NG* : :
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10012, NOTICE: All titles/namesiappellations of corporate Government juridical constructs, and
branches, departments, agencies, bureaus, offices, sub-whatever's, and the iike thereof, include any and all
derivatives and variations in the spelling of said titles/names/appellaticns.

10013, NOTICE: Any and all attempts at providing the requested and necessary Proof of Claims raised
herein above; and, requesting the additional ten {10) Calendar days in which to provide same; and to
address any and alt questions and concerns to the Undersigned in regards to the Stated Copyright and
waiver herein expressed, in any manner other than that provided for herein will be deemed non-
responsive, ‘

The Undersigned extends to the Respondent(s) the Undersigned’s appreciations and thanks for
Respondent’s(s) prompt attention, response, production of above Proof(s) of Claim and assistance in
this/these matter(s). This presentment is not to be construed as an accepmhce and/or application and/or
subscription and/or request for license, admittance to any jurisdiction quasi-or otherwise, but shall remain
as a direct objection to any and all claims to the contrary.

Sincerely,

Without Recourse

brv ol §idepn Cowgn

orval gideon cowan, a living natural iman

B0 12NAWOCKOEDIGLAY RO&!QSO@[IJ?(}%6()0{)()00;5: is secured and reserved swith all nghis retamed, Private Property ne trespass penmsied oy

wltowed under comen iaw resiriciions and prohibitians.

Jurat

Subscribed and Affirmed before me, a notary, M@m_m_l on this Q[*day of January, 2019,
by the Man known to me or who has proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the Man who appearei
before me, as orval gideon cowan. and who signed this original document in my presence,

Notary signature

. My commission expires: 5-| q_~_29~

- Certificate of Service

I, orval gideon cowan, certify that on, or about, January 22, 2019, | sent a true and correct copy of the
original CONDITIONAL ACCEPTANCE FOR VALUE/AGREEMENT/CONTRACT/NO. ... 71 pgs., by
Priority Mail, with Certiticate of Mailing, postage prepaid to the following:

CLEVELAND COUNTY DISTRICT COURY STATE OF OKLAHOMA GOVERNOR - OFFICE OF THE OK ATTORNEY GENERAL
CLEYELAND COUNTY COURTHOUSE OKLAHOMA STATE CAPITOL 313 NE 2T SRERT
200 SOUTH PETERS AVERUE 230 N LINCOLN BLY¥D, ROOM 212 OKLAHOMA CITY, ORLAHOMA 73105
NORMAN, OKLAHOMA 730696070 T ORLAROMA CITY, OKLAROMA 73108 :
OKLAHOMA SUPREME COURT Judicial Center  OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF STATE OF OK QOKLAHOMA STATE LEGISEATURE
2400 N LINCOLN BLYD, SUITE § 421 Nw 137 SUITE 210 OKLAHOMA STATE CAPITOL
OKLAHOMA CITY, OKLAROMA 731054907 ORLAHOMA CITY, OKLAHOMA THO3 300 N LINCOLN BOULEVARD

; - OGKLAHOMA CITY, OKLAHOMA 73105
SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES  OKLAHOMA DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS UNITED STATES EXECUT(VE
1 FIRST STREET, NE P.O. BOX 11400 OFFICE of the PRESIDENT

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20543 ' ORLAHOMA CITY, OKLAHOMA 73136-0400 WHITE HOUSE
1600 PENNSYLYANIA AVENUE, NW
WASHINGTON, DL, 20500

UNITED STATES ATTORNEY GENERAL UNFFED STATES DEPT. OF DEFENSE:

U.S DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 1400 DEFENSE PENTAGON UNITED STATES CONGRESS

S50 PENNSYLVANIA WASHINGTON, D.C, 203011400 ’ UNITED STAYTES PITOL BURLIMNG
WASHINGTON, 1LC. 20590-01 WASHIRGTON, D.CL 20518

UNITED STATES SECRETARY QF SIATE
2200 €. STREET, NW
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20520

_orval gideon Cowtn, ...
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