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SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA,

MINUTE ORDER

JUDICIAL OFFICER PRESIDING: Sandy Leal

COUNTY OF ORANGE
CENTRAL JUSTICE CENTER

DATE: 09/15/2022 DEPT: C66TIME: 01:30:00 PM

CLERK: V. Do
REPORTER/ERM: Olivia Caucas
BAILIFF/COURT ATTENDANT: M. Wright

CASE INIT.DATE: 07/25/2022CASE NO: 30-2022-01271693-CL-CL-CJC
CASE TITLE: First National Bank of Omaha vs. Bereki
CASE CATEGORY: Civil - Limited CASE TYPE: Rule 3.740 Collections

EVENT ID/DOCUMENT ID: 73846965
EVENT TYPE: Ex Parte
MOVING PARTY: Adam Bereki
CAUSAL DOCUMENT/DATE FILED: Ex Parte Application - Other, 09/14/2022

APPEARANCES
James McCleoud, Plaintiff, present remotely.
Adam Bereki, self represented Defendant, present remotely.
Attorney, Katelyn Burnett for Prestige Default Services appears remotely.
Hearing held, all participants appearing remotely.

Case called at 1:46 PM.

Ex-Parte application for Emergency Hearing on Petition for Writ of Habeas Corpus is requested by
Defendant, Adam A. Bereki.

The Court hears oral argument.

The Court having fully considered the arguments of all parties, both written and oral, as well as the
evidence presented, now rules as follows: 

The Ex- Parte Application for Emergency Hearing on Petition for Writ of Habeas Corpus is  DENIED. 
 
The Court notes the Petition for Writ set for October 13, 2022 in Judge Corey S. Cramin's
Department in C3.

MINUTE ORDERDATE: 09/15/2022
DEPT:  C66 Calendar No.

Page 1

089



SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA,

MINUTE ORDER

JUDICIAL OFFICER PRESIDING: Corey S. Cramin

COUNTY OF ORANGE
CENTRAL JUSTICE CENTER

DATE: 10/13/2022 DEPT: C03TIME: 09:30:00 AM

CLERK: M. Dambert
REPORTER/ERM:
BAILIFF/COURT ATTENDANT: K. Thach

CASE INIT.DATE: 07/25/2022CASE NO: 30-2022-01271693-CL-CL-CJC
CASE TITLE: First National Bank of Omaha vs. Bereki
CASE CATEGORY: Civil - Limited CASE TYPE: Rule 3.740 Collections

EVENT ID/DOCUMENT ID: 73841220,116895273
EVENT TYPE: Petition for Writ
MOVING PARTY: Adam Bereki
CAUSAL DOCUMENT/DATE FILED: Petition - Other For Writ of Habeas Corpus, 09/07/2022

APPEARANCES
James MacLeod, from The Dunning Law Firm APC, present for Plaintiff(s) remotely.
Adam Bereki, self represented Defendant, present remotely.
Hearing held, all participants appearing remotely.

The Court, having fully considered the documents submitted, now rules as follows: 
 
Defendant's Petition for Writ of Habeas Corpus is denied. 
 
No further notice was ordered.

MINUTE ORDERDATE: 10/13/2022
DEPT:  C03 Calendar No.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED 
 
It is the duty of all Americans to question the authority of officials of the government 
they “ordained and established for themselves and their posterity” who purport to 
exercise authority to take their life, liberty, or property. Conversely, it is the duty of 
these officials to answer by stating the authority upon which they act. If they cannot 
affirmatively provide an authority, or, if they refuse to answer, their acts are without 
authority and void. 
 
With regard to the following questions, this Court should keep firmly in mind that 
“[t]he judiciary cannot, as the legislature may, avoid a measure because it approaches 
the confines of the constitution. [It cannot] cannot pass it by because it is doubtful. 
With whatever doubts, with whatever difficulties, a case may be attended, [this 
Court] must decide it, if it be brought before [you]. [You] have no more right to decline 
the exercise of jurisdiction which is given, than to usurp that which is not given. The 
one or the other would be treason to the constitution. Questions may occur which 
[you] would gladly avoid; but [you] cannot avoid them. All [you] can do is, to exercise 
[y]our best judgment, and conscientiously to perform [y]our duty.”1  
 
This Court should also note that in the event the Justices intend to use the so-called 
“Ashwander Doctrine”2 to “dispose” of this case by only addressing the issue(s) they 
abritrarily feel like rather than all of the issues presented, that Petitioner challenges 
the Court’s subject matter jurisdiction on the grounds that it lacks the authority to 
Legislate “doctrines” such as the “Ashwander Doctrine” to deliberately avoid 
performing its Constitutionally mandated duties.  
 

1. What are the mandatory non-discretionary duties required of each public 
official included as a Party as they pertain to the power(s) conferred on their 
office by the Constitutions of California and the United States regarding every 
issue involved in this case. 
 

2. What mandatory non-discretionary duties were violated by each public official 
included as a Party as they  pertain to the power(s) conferred on their office by 
the Constitutions of California and the United States regarding every issue 
involved in this case. 
 

 
1 Cohens v. Virginia, 19 U.S. 264, 404 (1821).  
2 “The Court will not pass upon a constitutional question although properly presented by the record, if 
there is also present some other ground upon which the case may be disposed of.” Ashwander v. 
Tennessee Valley Authority, 297 U.S. 288, 347 (1936). 
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3. Cal. Business and Professions Code §7031(b) requires that an unlicensed 
contractor “return all compensation paid” to a consumer without equitable 
offsets for the value of work performed without any evidence of profit. 

a. Is the “remedy” under §7031(b) a penal forfeiture (fine) or equitable 
disgorgement? If neither, what is the “remedy”? 

b. Is a violation of §7031(b) a  “crime” or “public offense” as defined by Cal. 
Penal Code §15? 

i. Do the words “crime” and “public offense” as used in Penal Code 
§15 mean the same thing? If not, what is the difference? 

c. Is the violation of §7031(b) considered criminal or quasi-criminal? 
d. What is the difference between a criminal and quasi-criminal crime or 

public offense? 
i. State all provisions of the California and U.S. Constitutions that 

authorize quasi-criminal actions. 
ii. State all protections that apply to quasi-criminal actions under 

the California and US Constitutions. 
e. If a violation of §7031(b) is a crime or public offense, by what 

authority(ies) can the “Legislature” of California transfer the Executive 
power (exclusively vested in the Governor) to private parties to 
commence criminal and/or quasi-criminal prosecutions? 

i. In Petitioner’s case, should the People of California have been the 
Plaintiff? 

1. If yes, what effect does the fact that the People of California 
were not the Plaintiff have on the personal jurisdiction over 
Petitioner and the subject matter jurisdiction of the case 
for the Superior Court to render judgment and the Fourth 
District Court of Appeal to affirm that judgment? 

ii. What is the standard for burden of proof in a §7031 action? 
1. What is the standard for burden of proof in a quasi-

criminal action? 
f. Did Petitioner have a right to a trial by jury and to all of the heightened 

protections of criminal proceedings, including the assistance of counsel? 
If not, why not? 

i. By what authority(ies) did the trial Court Judge, David Chaffee, 
deny Petitioner each of these protections? 

g. By what authority(ies) did the Superior Court of California have subject 
matter jurisdiction to conduct a criminal prosecution commenced by 
private parties? 

 
4. The Supreme Court of California has repeatedly held that the purpose of the 

“licensing laws” (Cal. Bus. & Prof. Code §§7000 et seq.) are to “protect the 
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public from incompetence and dishonesty in those who provide building and 
construction services”3:  

a. Does this declared purpose create an irrebuttable presumption whereby 
unless one obtains a license they are presumed “incompetent and 
dishonest” in the performance of the skills of a contractor as defined in 
§7026? 

i. Is whether or not one is competent and honest an issue of fact to 
be determined by a jury or Judge at trial? 

ii. By what authority(ies) did the Cal. “Legislature” determine that 
Petitioner was incompetent and dishonest? 

1. Was Petitioner entitled to a judicial determination and 
trial by jury on both of these issues? 

2. What is the standard for burden of proof on these issues? 
iii. No known evidence was presented at “trial” pertaining to 

Petitioner’s level of competence and integrity in construction, or 
on the project in question. By what authority(ies) did Chaffee 
make these determinations and/or rely upon those of the 
“Legislature”? 

1. What effect did this determination made without evidence 
have on the validity and finality of the “Judgment”? 

iv. See general contractor license #927244. How could Chaffee 
presume Petitioner to be incompetent and/or dishonest at “trial” 
when the Licensing Board had previously determined that he was  
competent and issued a general contractor license listing him as 
a licensee and qualifying individual? 

v. Does the Legislative presumption of incompetence and dishonesty 
only extend to construction related activities as defined by §7026?  

1. What effect does the presumption of incompetence and 
dishonesty have on election day? 
 

5. According to the “Judgment” Appendix [B] pp.07-08  and California Civil Jury 
Instruction §4561, the hiring of an unlicensed contractor results in “damages”. 

a. What is the definition of “damages” as used in the “Judgment” and 
§4561? 

b. Are these “damages” an irrebuttable presumption? 
c. Are these “damages” purely hypothetical? 

i. What competent authenticated evidence was relied upon at “trial” 
to establish a finding of “damages” in the amount of $848,000 
against Petitioner? 

1. What effect does the fact that there was no competent 
authenticated evidence presented at “trial” on whether or 

 
3 MW Erectors v. Neiderhauser Ornamental & Metal Works Co., Inc., 36 Cal. 4th 412, 436 (Cal. Supreme 
Ct. 2005). 
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not Petitioner caused actual (not hypothetical or fictitious) 
damages have on the validity and finality of the 
“Judgment”? 

2. What effect does the fact that there was no competent 
authenticated evidence presented at “trial” on whether or 
not Petitioner caused actual (not hypothetical or fictitious) 
damages have on the Humphreys standing to receive an 
award of “damages” and on the subject matter jurisdiction 
of Court to make such an award? 

3. In what subject matter jurisdictions (and by what 
authority(ies)) arising under the California and U.S. 
Constitutions can Petitioner be subjected to a claim for 
hypothetical and/or fictitious damages? 

d. Is whether or not “damages” occurred an issue of fact to be determined 
by a jury or Judge at trial? 

i. By what authority(ies) can “damages” be summarily determined 
by the “Legislature” or a “Judge” without any competent 
evidence? 

ii. How could Petitioner make any meaningful and substantive 
defense against a claim involving hypothetical and/or fictitious 
injury(ies) that (1) don’t’ exist in reality; (2) upon which no 
evidence was presented at “trial”; and, (3) are based upon an 
irrebuttable presumption? 

iii. Who specifically is/are the accuser(s) making the claim of 
“damages” against Petitioner? 

1. How could Petitioner meaningfully and substantively 
confront this(ese) accuser(s) when their identity was 
unknown/ not disclosed?  

a. What effect did the fact that Petitioner was not able 
to confront his accuser(s) have on the validity and 
finality of the “Judgment”? 

b. What effect did the fact that Petitioner was not able 
to confront his accuser(s) have on the Humphreys 
standing to receive an award in their favor and on 
the subject matter jurisdiction of the Court to make 
such an award? 
 

6. Keeping in mind: (1) that only the subject matter jurisdictions of Law and 
Equity arise under the Constitution for the United States4: (2) that offsets and 
other equitable remedies were denied/not allowed at “trial” or on “appeal”; (3) 
that the injury/damages Petitioner purportedly caused were purely fictitious 
and/or hypothetical and akin to liquidated “damages”; (4) that Petitioner was 
denied all of the heightened protections of criminal proceedings, including trial 

 
4 Unless otherwise noted, all references to the “United States” are to the United States of America. 

093



  

by jury; (5)  that Admiralty jurisdiction, the law of the sea (liquid), does not 
recognize equitable offset5 or trials by jury; (6) that each of the transactions for 
the project occurred by commercial negotiable instruments circulating in 
Interstate Commerce, a jurisdiction “closely connected” with Admiralty6: 

a. What subject matter jurisdiction did the “trial” proceed and was the 
“Judgement” issued?  

b. What was the venue of the “trial”?  
c. In what jurisdiction(s) and venue(s) do contracts made and/or performed 

under the “licensing laws” operate? 
 

7. Prior to the purported enactment of the “licensing laws”, the People of 
California’s inalienable right to their time and labor in performing carpentry 
and construction work was recognized. See Article I, §1 of the Cal. 
Constitutions of 1849 and 1879. However, according to the Attorney General 
of California in Opinion 47-174, §7028/§7031, “a license to conduct any of the 
regulated activities [in California] is a mere statutory privilege [not an 
inalienable right] – a creature of statute – [and] is at all times subject to 
legislative control, including destruction or termination by the legislative 
process”:  

a. Define “inalienable”. 
b. What is the definition of an “inalienable right” as used in the 

Declaration of Independence and Article I, §1 of the Cal. Constitutions 
of 1849 and 1879? 

i. What is the nature and extent of each of the inalienable rights 
secured by these organic documents? 

ii. What inalienable rights are recognized in Interstate Commerce? 
iii. What inalienable rights are recognized under the “14th 

Amendment”? 
iv. What inalienable rights are recognized in “citizens of the United 

States” as declared by the “14th Amendment”? 
c. By what authority(ies) can the Cal. “Legislature” convert the private 

inalienable rights to contract7 and to property (in the form of one’s time 

 
5 Bains v. James and Catherine, 2 F. Cas 410, 412 (1832). 

6 “The exclusive jurisdiction in admiralty cases was conferred on the national government, as closely 
connected with the grant of the commercial power.” New Jersey Steam Navigation Co. v. Merchants' 
Bank, 47 U.S. 344, 392 (1848). “The law respecting negotiable instruments may be truly declared in 
the language of Cicero, adopted by Lord Mansfield in Luke v. Lyde, 2 Burr. R. 883, 887, to be in a great 
measure, not the law of a single country only, but of the commercial world.” Swift v. Tyson, 41 U.S. 1, 
19 (1842). 

7 Article I, §10 U.S. Const., and Section 14, Article II of the Northwest Ordinance of 1787 as reenacted 
by the First Congress, whereby “no law ought ever to be made, or have force in the said territory, that 
shall, in any manner whatever, interfere with or affect private contracts or engagements[.]” 
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and labor, Cal. Const. Article I, §1) into a revocable privilege/public 
right?  

d. Exhaustively define the difference between public and private rights 
under the Laws of California and the United States. 

i. Are private rights subject to the political process/ political 
majorities? If yes, by what authority(ies) and to what extent? 

e. By what authorities can this conversion/taking of private rights occur 
without notice and a judicial hearing? See for e.g. Article I, §10 
forbidding the taking of rights, liberty and property without judicial 
process and Section 14 of Article II of the Northwest Ordinance of 1787 
as reenacted by the First Congress guaranteeing “judicial proceedings 
according to the course of the common law” even to inhabitants of 
territories.  

i. See Cal. Civil Code §3521 “[h]e who takes the benefit must bear 
the burden” and Exhibit [J]– Invisible Contracts by George 
Mercier:  

1. Is an Application for Original Contractor License an 
application for benefits as the term “benefit” is used in 
§3521?  

2. Does an Application for Original Contractor License 
constitute a contract? 

3. Is there a waiver of any rights, privileges, or immunities as 
secured by the Constitutions of California and the United 
States implicit in an Application for Original Contractor 
License?  

a. If yes, which specific rights are waived and how does 
this waiver occur knowingly, voluntarily, and 
intelligently? 

4. Provide the authenticated evidence that Petitioner made a 
knowing, voluntary, and intelligent waiver of the rights in  

f. See for e.g. Bass v. United States, 784 Fed. 2d. 1282, 1284 (1986). Is 
whether or not one is a “person” and therefore subject to the Business 
and Professions Code (or any statutory enactment) an element of claim 
and/or offense? 

i. No known evidence was presented at “trial” that Petitioner was a 
“person” subject to the “licensing laws”. Was this a violation of 
due process? A bill of pains and penalties?  

a. Define Bill of Attainder and Pains and Penalties. 
i. What is the definition of a “judicial act”? 

2. What effect does the lack of evidence on this issue have on 
the validity and finality of the “Judgment”? 

3. What effect does the lack of evidence on this issue have on 
the Humphreys standing to receive a judgment in their 

095



  

favor and the subject matter jurisdiction of the Court to 
award such relief? 

ii.  Noting that “Person”, as used in §7025, defines who the “licensing 
laws” apply to also includes corporations and other fictitious 
entities:  

1. How could Petitioner have the same status and standing 
(in other words rights, privileges and immunities) as a 
corporation or other fiction of law? 

iii. Even though there was no known evidence presented at “trial” as 
to whether Petitioner was a “person” to whom the “licensing laws” 
applied, on appeal, the “Justices” determined that Petitioner was 
such a person (as an “individual”) and therefore, that the 
“licensing laws” applied to him: 

1. Define “individual”. 
2. What status and standing (rights, privileges, and 

immunities) does an “individual” have under the 
Constitution and Laws of California and the United 
States?  

a. Is an individual a State Citizen? A “citizen of the 
United States”? “United States citizen?”  

3. Did the determination that Petitioner was an “individual” 
by the “Justices” violate due process in that he was not 
afforded: the right to confront his accuser(s), to a trial by 
jury on this issue, and to oppose this claim with evidence 
of his own? 

a. What effect does the fact that the “Justices” 
summarily determined Petitioner was an 
“individual” have on the subject matter jurisdiction 
of the Court of Appeal to render judgment on this 
issue? 

4. What evidence did the “Justices” rely upon to make the 
determination that Petitioner was an “individual”? 

a. Present the authenticated evidence relied upon to 
the record of this case. 

5. It has become apparent throughout Petitioner’s 
investigation that in many statutory enactments, words 
that have a clearly understood meaning in common usage 
are given an opposite or other meaning. For example, the 
word “person”, which most ordinary People consider to only 
mean a biological, sentient being, is used to also mean a 
corporation or other fiction of law, the complete opposite of 
biological, sentient being. The word “individual” is also 
often used in the same way. In Petitioner’s experience, a 
principle reason for this behavior is to intentionally deceive 
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and/or create confusion so that someone either takes (or 
doesn’t take) certain action based upon their reliance of the 
deception. For example, someone may believe that they 
have to obtain a professional license because they are a 
“person” when a license is actually only required for a 
corporation. Another example might be for a State Citizen 
to believe they are required to pay Federal income taxes 
when said taxes may only apply to residents of the District 
of Columbia. 

a. Is it a violation of due process to redefine words in 
statutory and other enactments to have an opposite 
meaning than in common usage? 
 

8. Is performance of work by an unlicensed contractor an element of the offense 
under §7031(b)?  

a. No known evidence was presented that Petitioner performed any 
specific work on the project.  

i. What effect does this have on the validity and finality of the 
“Judgement”? 

ii. What effect does this have on the Humphreys standing to receive 
judgement in their favor and the subject matter jurisdiction of the 
Court to award such relief? 

 
9. Are all of the elements of a claim, whether in a civil or criminal case (including 

quasi-criminal cases), required to be proved by competent authenticated 
evidence? 

a. What effect does the lack of competent authenticated evidence of any 
element of a claim or offense have on the validity and finality of a 
judgment? 

b. What effect does the lack of competent authenticated evidence of any 
element of a claim or offense have on the subject matter jurisdiction of 
a Judge to deprive a litigant of life, liberty, and/or property? 

c. By what authority(ies) is a Judge empowered to legislate new claims or 
offenses into existence by only requiring that certain elements of an 
existing offense or claim are met? In other words, if a claim or offense 
has five elements and only three are proved, by what authority(ies) can 
a Judge deprive a litigant of their life, liberty, and/or property? 

d. In the example in c where only three out of the five elements were met, 
would this result in the create of a new law, an ex post facto law? 

e. Specifically, what are the elements of the offense of §7031 and which of 
these elements were met at “trial”? 

i. Was Petitioner subject to an ex post facto law? 
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1. If Petitioner was subject to an ex post facto law, what effect 
did this have on the subject matter jurisdiction of the Court  
to deprive Petitioner of his rights, liberty, and/ property? 

ii. Does the prohibition against ex post facto laws also apply in civil 
and quasi-criminal cases? 
 

10. As part of fundamental due process (and a judicial determination of rights as 
secured by Article I, §9 and §10), are findings of facts and conclusions of law 
for each element of a claim or offense and every issue in a case requisite to a 
valid final judgment? 

a. If not, how can Petitioner/the People be required to guess these 
determinations in order to present a meaningful and substantive Motion 
for New Trial, appeal, or other challenge to jurisdiction? 

b. Without this knowledge, how is it possible to exercise the right to 
instruct our “representatives” and/or be able to nominate and elect those 
who will adhere to their Oath of Office? 

c. Was it a violation of due process for Chaffee to refuse to render a findings 
of facts and conclusions of law addressing his specific findings and 
conclusions for each element of the offense and every issue in the case 
against Petitioner? 

d. Does Cal. Code of Civil Procedure §632 violate due process and/or 
(Article I, §10) by not requiring a Superior Court Judge to render a 
finding of facts and conclusion of law upon questions of fact? 

e. What effect did the fact that Chaffee refused to create and file a findings 
of facts and conclusion of law have on the validity and finality of the 
“Judgment”? 

i. Does the refusal of a Judge to issue a findings of facts and 
conclusions of law result in a bill of attainder or pains and 
penalties? 

f. What effect did the fact that Chaffee refused to create and file a findings 
of facts and conclusion of law have on Petitioner’s ability to make a 
meaningful and substantive appeal? 
 

11. Under Cal. Business and Professions Code §7071.17, if a contractor is unable, 
or refuses to comply with an unlawful “Judgment” pursuant to §7031(b), their 
license (and or ability to obtain one) is summarily suspended by operation of 
statute and without any known right to appeal.  

a. As held by this Court, “[e]xclusions from any of the professions or any of 
the ordinary avocations of life […] can be regarded in no other light than 
as punishment for such conduct.”8 Was the suspension/ revocation of 

 
8 Ex Parte Garland, 71 U.S. 333, 378 (1866). See also Schomig v. Keiser, 189 Cal. 596, 598 (Cal. 
Supreme Ct. 1922) holding that “[t]he portion of the act which authorizes the [Registrar of Contractors] 
to forfeit the license of a [contractor] and take it away from him is highly penal in its nature.”  
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Petitioner’s status as the qualifying individual of a general contractor 
license penal/punitive?  

i. Did Petitioner have the right to a judicial determination of rights 
on this issue? A right to trial by jury? To the heightened 
protections of criminal proceedings, including the assistance of 
counsel? By what authority(ies) were these protections denied? 
What is the standard for burden of proof on this issue? 

ii. Did the “Legislature” of California unlawfully exercise the 
Judicial power of California to summarily suspend and/or revoke 
Petitioner’s license status and punish him? 

1. Did this act of the “Legislature” constitute a bill of pains 
and penalties? 

b. Did the suspension/ revocation of Petitioner’s status as a qualifying 
individual result in false imprisonment? 

c. Is Petitioner entitled to just compensation for the entire period of 
deprivation of this right?  

i. If yes, what does “just compensation” mean/ how is it determined 
in this instance? 

ii. Does “just compensation” include interest?  
 

12. Given that Contractors State Licensing Board had determined Petitioner was 
qualified to act as a general contractor and had issued a general construction 
license naming him as a licensee (license #92744), did Petitioner have a vested 
right to a license?  

a. Was the suspension and/or revocation of Petitioner’s status as a 
qualifying individual for a general contractor license (Appendix [O] 
pp.75-77, Exhibit [F]) punitive?  

b. Did Petitioner have a right to a judicial determination of his rights on 
this issue? To the heightened protections of criminal proceedings, 
including the assistance of counsel? A trial by jury? By what 
authority(ies) were these protections denied?   

c. Was the suspension/ revocation of Petitioner’s status as a qualifying 
individual a bill of pains and penalties? An unlawful taking and/or 
seizure? 

d. Did the suspension/ revocation of Petitioner’s status as a qualifying 
individual result in false imprisonment? 

e. Is Petitioner entitled to just compensation for the entire period of 
deprivation of this right?  

i. If yes, what does “just compensation” mean/ how is it determined 
in this instance? 

ii. Does “just compensation” include interest?  
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13. See Appendix [O] pp.73-79 and Exhibit [F]. Under Cal. Business and 
Professions Code §7085, the Contractors State License Board has created and 
enforced a “mandatory arbitration program”: 

a. Does §7085 authorize mandatory arbitration? 
b. By what authority(ies) did officials and employees of the State of 

California and the Contractors State License Board create and/or 
enforce the mandatory arbitration program? 

c. Keeping in mind that only the subject matter jurisdictions of Law and 
Equity arise under the Constitution for the United States, in what 
subject matter jurisdiction do proceedings under the “mandatory 
arbitration program” occur? 

d. Did Petitioner make a knowing, voluntary, and intelligent waiver of 
rights to be subjected to “mandatory arbitration”? If yes, provide the 
authenticated evidence of this waiver of rights. 

e. Did Petitioner have a right to a judicial determination of his rights and   
a trial by jury upon the issues in the complaint?  

f. Petitioner as Spartan’s Responsible Managing Officer and the 
Qualifying Individual of Blackrock and Spartan’s licenses was not given 
notice of the mandatory arbitration proceeding. Did this failure to notify 
him of the proceedings constitute a violation of due process? 

g. Petitioner was not provided with any evidence of the claim to prepare 
for a meaningful and substantive defense at the mandatory arbitration 
hearing. Did this failure to provide him evidence of the claim constitute 
a violation of due process? 

h. Was the mandatory arbitration award a bill of pains and penalties? 
i. By what authority(ies) can the Executive and Judicial powers of 

California be transferred to and/or exercised by a private arbitration 
company known as the Arbitration Mediation Conciliation Center, Inc. 
(“AMCC”)? 

i. By what authority(ies) can employees of the AMCC exercise the 
Executive and/or Judicial power(s) of California? 

ii. By what authority(ies) can employees of AMCC who have not (1) 
been elected or appointed; and/or (2) taken an Oath of Office, 
exercise the Executive and/or Judicial power(s) of California? 

 
14. See complaints to public officials made by Petitioner in Exhibits [C-F] and 

“Parties”. Do officials of the Executive and Legislative branches of California 
and the United States have a mandatory, non-discretionary ministerial duty 
to investigate and/or intervene when they receive a complaint that an official 
of the Judicial and/or Legislative branch(es) has acted without authority to 
deprive one of the People of their rights, liberty, and/or property secured by the 
California and/or United States Constitution(s)?  

a. By what authority(ies) can the officials of the Legislative, Executive, and 
Judicial branches of the governments of California and the United 
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States refuse to enforce the provisions of the Constitutions of California 
and/or the United States within the capacity of their office?  

b. See Exhibits [E31] and [D] pp.5166-5178 whereby Sean Paul Crawford 
refused to investigate and intervene in Petitioner’s complaints on the 
grounds that he lacked jurisdiction because the incidents did not occur 
within the City of Irvine. By what authority(ies) does municipal law 
overrule and/or supersede the Constitutions of California and the 
United States? Do the Constitutions of California and the United States 
not apply within certain Cities and/or Counties in California? If yes, 
which, and by what authority(ies)?  

c. See e.g. Exhibit [D] pp.4805-4809 whereby the City Attorney of Newport 
Beach, Aaron Harp, refused to provide Petitioner with a findings of 
fact(s) and conclusions of law pertaining to his complaints against 
Newport Beach Police officials for dereliction of duty(ies). When 
Petitioner specifically asked for these findings and conclusions, Harp 
refused to provide them and told Petitioner they constituted “legal 
advice”: 

i.  When a Citizen makes a complaint for deprivation of 
Constitutionally protected rights, is the government agency 
required to produce a findings of fact(s) and conclusion(s) of law 
pertaining to every issue presented by the complaint? 

ii. Did Harp’s refusal to provide a findings of facts and conclusions 
of law constitute a violation of due process? 

d. Explain the precise contours of all facets of the duties for officials of each 
branch of State and Federal government upon receipt of a complaint for 
deprivation of Constitutionally protected rights/ petition for redress of 
grievance.  
 

15. Keeping in mind that only “Cases in Law and Equity” arise under the 
Constitution, Laws of the United States and Treaties made under their 
authority, that the Constitution is the “supreme Law of the Land” and that 
“the judges in every state shall be bound thereby, anything in the Constitution 
or laws of any State to the contrary notwithstanding”: 

a. By what authority(ies) did Chaffee and the Fourth District appellate 
“Justices” exercise a subject matter jurisdiction called “all other causes” 
(Art. VI, §10, Cal. Const. 1879)? 

b. Define “all other causes”, including the precise means and methods of 
proceeding in all causes and the limitations/extent of this jurisdiction. 

c. Is “all other causes” foreign to the U.S. Constitution and 
unacknowledged by its law? 

d. Is “all other causes” considered to be “in pursuance of” the Constitution 
and Laws of the United States? If so, define what “in pursuance thereof” 
means and specifically how “all other causes” is in pursuance thereof. 

e. Is the Business and Profession Code considered administrative “law”? 
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f. Keeping in mind that only “Cases in Law and Equity” arise under the 
Constitution, in what subject matter jurisdiction does a case of 
administrative law proceed? 

i. In what subject matter jurisdiction does a case under the 
Business and Professions Code proceed? 

g. See Parsons v. Tuolumne Co. Water Co..9 Is a case pursuant to §7031 
considered a “special case”? 

i. In what capacity (administrative, judicial, etc.) is a Court 
proceeding to a “special case” exercising subject matter 
jurisdiction? 

 
16. Does the Cal. “Constitution of 1879” vest any power in the “Legislature” to 

create Courts? If yes, by what authority(ies)? 
 

17. Does the Cal. “Constitution of 1879” vest any power in the Cal. “Legislature” 
to vest any Courts of California with subject matter jurisdiction of any special 
and/or statutory cases? If yes, by what authority(ies)? Which Courts? 

a. By what authority(ies) did the “Legislature” vest the Superior Court of 
California with subject matter jurisdiction under Cal. Business & 
Professions Code §7031(b) in the case against Petitioner? 

b. Did the Superior Court of California have subject matter jurisdiction in 
the case against Petitioner? By what authority(ies)? What subject 
matter jurisdiction was the Superior Court exercising? 
 

18. Did Petitioner have Article III standing for each issue raised in his complaints 
in the District Court and on Appeal in the Ninth Circuit? If not, which issues 
did he lack standing and why? 
 

19. By what authority(ies) have the Judges of the United States District Court for 
the Central District of California and the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals 
created and/or enforced each of the policies stated in their “Judgments”? 

a. State each issue in which the District Court had subject matter 
jurisdiction over Petitioner’s claims and by what authority(ies)? 

b. State each issue in which the District Court did not have subject matter 
jurisdiction over Petitioner’s claims and by what authority(ies)?  

c. Did Petitioner rebut the presumptive validity of the State Court 
“Judgments”? 

i. If yes, did the burden of proof shift to the Humphreys on direct 
(or collateral) attack to sustain their standing to the relief they 
were awarded as well as the State Court’s personal and subject 
matter jurisdiction to award that relief? 

 
9 Parsons v. Tuolumne Co. Water Co., 5 Cal. 43 (Cal. Supreme Ct. 1855). (Citations omitted). 
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1. Did the Humphreys sustain their burden of proof on these 
issues? If yes, how did they sustain this burden and by 
what authority(ies)? 

2. Did the Humphreys failure to sustain their burden of proof 
on these issues result in a violation of due process? 

a. If yes, what effect did this have on the validity and 
finality of Marshall’s judgment?  

d. Given that Petitioner was “prosecuted” for the commission of a public 
offense and never informed of nor afforded the right to assistant counsel 
at “trial”, did he have a right to the assistance of counsel in the 
proceedings in the District Court?  

i. If yes, by what authority(ies)? 
ii. If not, by what authority(ies) was he not entitled this assistance? 

iii. What effect did Marshall’s denial of assistant counsel have on the 
validity and finality of her “Judgment”? 

iv. What effect did Marshall’s denial of assistant counsel have on the 
personal and subject matter jurisdiction of the Court? 

e. Did Petitioner have a right to appeal Marshall’s “Judgment”? 
i. If yes, by what authority(ies)? 

f. Did Petitioner have a right to assistant counsel on appeal? 
i. If yes, by what authority(ies)? 

ii. If not, by what authority(ies) was he not entitled this assistance? 
iii. What effect did the Ninth Circuit “Judges” denial of assistant 

counsel have on the validity and finality of their “Judgment”? 
iv. What effect did the Ninth Circuit “Judges” denial of assistant 

counsel have on the personal and subject matter jurisdiction of 
the Court? 

g. Did the “Judges” of the Ninth Circuit violate Petitioner’s right to appeal?  
i. What effect did this have on the validity and finality of their 

“Judgment”? 
ii. What effect did this have on the personal and subject matter 

jurisdiction of the Court? 
h. State each issue Petitioner raised on appeal and by what authority(ies) 

each issue was “frivolous”. 
i. The United States government has refused to provide Petitioner with all 

of the official documents pertaining to the appointment to the office of 
District Court Judge for Consuelo Bland Marshall and the office of 
Judge of the United States Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit for 
Judges Fletcher, Tashima, and Thomas. Pursuant to his request made 
under the Freedom of Information Act, Exhibit [D] p.5357-5377, you will 
please submit the requested documents to the record of this case.  

 
20. Define “assistance of counsel” as used in the Sixth Amendment and the Cal. 

Constitution. More specifically, define “assistance” and “counsel”. 
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a. In what specific cases and actions is the “assistance of counsel” limited 
only to attorney’s licensed by a Bar Association?  

i. Does this limitation reflect a presumption that Petitioner (and the 
American People) is/are incompetent in the practice of law and/or 
the assistance in the practice of law of cases concerning other 
People? 

1. If yes, on what authenticated evidence and by what 
authority(ies) is this presumption based? 

2. By what authority(ies) is Petitioner not competent to 
determine who can provide meaningful and effective 
assistance in any lawful action? 

b. Given that the State Bar of California (founded in 1927) did not exist at 
the time of the enactment of the Cal. Constitutions of 1849 and 1879, 
and the American Bar Association (founded in 1878) did not exist at the 
time of the enactment of the U.S. Constitution, by what authority(ies) 
and authenticated historical facts can the term “assistance of counsel” 
mean only a Bar licensed attorneys? 

c. By what authority(ies) can the Sixth Amendment be amended such that 
“assistance of counsel” means only a Bar licensed attorney? 

d. Petitioner has contacted an estimated fifteen lawyers/ law firms and all 
have refused to “represent” or “assist” him in this matter. Does the fact 
that he has not been able to find meaningful and substantive assistance 
from a Bar licensed attorney result in the effective denial of assistance 
of counsel? 

e. Given that Petitioner cannot afford an attorney based on the restraints 
of his liberty, does this result in the effective denial of assistant counsel? 

f. Does Petitioner have a right to the assistance of counsel in this matter 
before the Court? 

g. Given the evidence presented herein that the State Bar of California and 
its members (active and/or inactive) are allegedly involved this 
conspiracy against Petitioner (and all like-situated litigants), by what 
authority(ies) could Petitioner be compelled to only receive “assistance” 
from one of its members? 

h. Given the appearance of gross incompetence and severe psychological 
issues of all of the active and inactive members of the State Bar of 
California involved in this case, would it not be an effective denial of 
assistant counsel to require Petitioner to be assisted and/or represented 
by a member of the Bar? 

i. Does the State Bar of California constitute a monopoly under the 
Sherman Antitrust Act (26 Stat. 209 Ch. 647)? 

i. If so, how can Petitioner be compelled to only receive assistance 
from an organization in violation of Federal Statutes? 
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21. Petitioner submitted a meaningful and substantive complaint for deprivation 
of rights arising under the U.S. Constitution to this Court on or about 
September 16, 2021. Exhibit [A43]. By purportd authority vested in the Clerk 
of Court under the Rules of the U.S. Supreme Court, Petitioner’s complaint 
was never given to the Justices and was returned unfiled. Exhibit [A44], 
Appendix [N] p.72.  
 
Keeping in mind that Article III of the Constitution declares that “[t]he judicial 
Power shall extend to all Cases, in Law and Equity, arising under this 
Constitution […].” (Emphasis added); Rule 5 of the FRCP declares that “[t]he 
clerk must not refuse to file a paper solely because it is not in the form 
prescribed by these rules or by a local rule or practice”;  and that this Court 
has held: (1) “the Constitution does not require that the case or controversy 
should be presented by traditional forms of procedure”;10 (2) that “[w]here 
rights secured by the Constitution are involved, there can be no rulemaking or 
legislation that would abrogate them”;11  (3) that “[t]he exaltation of form over 
substance is to be avoided”;12 and, (4) that “[t]he very essence of civil liberty 
certainly consists in the right of every individual to claim the protection of the 
laws, whenever he receives an injury”: 

a. Did the Clerk’s refusal to file Petitioner’s complaint constitute: 
i. A denial of the right to a judicial determination of his rights and 

all of the rights prayed for in his complaint? 
ii. A violation of due process?  

iii. A denial of the right to Petition a Federal Court for Redress of 
Grievance pursuant to Article III, §2 and/or the First 
Amendment?  

iv. A bill of pains and penalties? 
b. By what authority(ies) can the Clerk be vested with and/or exercise the 

judicial power of the United States under Rule 1 of the Rules of the U.S. 
Supreme Court to refuse to file and thereby adjudicate Petitioner’s 
complaint by summary denial of all of the issues he presented? 

c. By what authority(ies) did the Justices of this Court create, enact, and 
or/enforce the Rules of U.S. Supreme Court, such as Rule 1, that have 
the force and effect of law, without the approval of Congress or the 
President?  

d. By what authority(ies) did the Justices of this Court create, enact, and 
or/enforce the Rules of U.S. Supreme Court, such as Rule 1, that result 
in a summary denial of rights secured by the Constitution? 
 

 
10 Nashville, C. & St; Louis Ry. Co. v. Wallace, 288 U.S. 249, 264 (1933) 
11 Miranda v. Arizona, 384 U.S. 436, 491 (1966). 
12 United States v. DiFrancesco, 449 U.S. 117, 142 (1980). 
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22. See Exhibit [D] p.5435. By what authority(ies) can a Clerk and/or Deputy Clerk 
of the Supreme Court of California refuse to file a Petition for Writ of Habeas 
Corpus? 

a. See for e.g. Senate Report 93-549, Essays on Emergency Powers. Has 
the Writ of Habeas Corpus (Art. I, §9, Cl.2) been suspended in whole or 
in part as a result of any of these States of Emergency? If so, which parts 
and by what authority(ies)?  

b. By what authority(ies) do the Courts of California not have concurrent 
jurisdiction of a Federal Court? 
 

23. Keeping in mind that only “Cases in Law and Equity” arise under the 
Constitution, Laws of the United States and Treaties made under their 
authority, and that the Constitution makes these jurisdictions of Law and 
Equity separate: 

a. By what authority(ies) can these jurisdictions be combined along with 
admiralty (a jurisdiction that does not arise under the Constitution, 
Laws of the United and Treaties made under their authority) to create 
“one form of action” as declared in Rule 2 of the Federal Rules of Civil 
Procedure? 

b. By what authority(ies) can these changes be made without the approval 
of Congress and the President? 
 

24. See Exhibit [K] p.98. According to the California Secretary of State, the 
California Constitution of 1849 has never been repealed. 

a. Is the Cal. Constitution of 1849 still in full force and effect? (i) If yes or 
no, by what authority(ies)? 

b. The Cal. “Constitution of 1879” does not define who the People and 
Citizens of California are. Who are the People and/or Citizens of 
California? Is there a difference between a People and a Citizen? 

c. Provide a complete list (and therefore full disclosure) of all amendments 
to the Cal. “Constitution of 1879”. 

i. Which of these Amendments have been required to be approved 
by Congress? 

ii. Which of these amendments have been approved by Congress? 
 

25. Keeping in mind the facts presented by Lysander Spooner in No Treason, No 
VI, The Constitution of No Authority (1870) (Exhibit [I]), what specifically 
constitutes “consent of the governed” to be subject to the Cal. Constitutions of 
1849 and 1879, Chapter 9. Contractors of the Cal. Business and Professions 
Code, the law merchant/Cal. Commercial Code, Interstate Commerce as 
defined by Article I, §8, Cl.3, and the Constitution for the United States of 
America?  
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26. Do the Constitutions of California and the United States of America each 
establish a trust? 

a. Are the public officials of California and the United States of America 
trustees of either or both of these trusts?  

b. Provide a comprehensive list of which provisions of the Constitutions of 
California and the United States are mandatory and which are 
discretionary. 

c. Provide a comprehensive list of which provisions of the Constitutions of 
California and the United States are ministerial. 

d. Does the Oath of Office of a public official have the same force and effect 
as a contract? 

e. Does violation of an Oath of Office constitute intent to “advocate the 
overthrow of our constitutional form of government” as declared in 5 
U.S.C §7311? 

f. Which officials involved in this case have violated their Oath of Office? 
g. Pursuant to Article XX, §3 of the Cal. “Constitution of 1879” are officials 

required to take and subscribe an Oath of Office for each position they 
hold? For e.g. is a Police Officer required to take and subscribe an Oath 
of Office when promoted to the position of Police Sergeant– a position 
with different duties, responsibilities, and pay than that of a Police 
Officer? 

i. Based upon the answers to all of the foregoing questions, which 
officials listed in “Parties” are not lawfully in office? 

1. If any officials in “Parties” are not lawfully in office: (1) 
what effect does this have on their ability to accept 
compensation from the public treasury; and, (2) on their 
ability to make lawful determination(s) of Petitioners 
claims (claims for deprivation of Constitutionally protected 
rights, privileges, and/or immunities)? 

h. See Exhibit [D] pp.5159-5161. By what authority(ies) can Executive 
officials overrule, supersede, or amend the Cal. “Constitution of 1879” 
by creating and/or implementing policies to not subscribe an Oath of 
Office? 

i. See Exhibit [D] p.5200. By what authority(ies) can “officials” make up 
their own Oath of Office? 

j. See for e.g. Parties: Brian Wadkins, Mike Manson et al. who have not 
subscribed an Oath of Office. 

i. What effect does the failure to subscribe an oath of office have on 
an official’s ability to receive compensation from the public 
treasury? On the official’s authority to make any lawful orders or 
commands or to lawfully perform the function of their office? 
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27. Article III of the Constitution mandates that the judicial power of the United 
States “shall extend to all Cases in Law and Equity”13. In furtherance of this 
declaration, this Court has held that “[t]he constitution gave to every person 
having a claim upon a State, a right to submit his case to the Court of the 
nation. However unimportant his claim might be, however little the 
community might be interested in its decision, the framers of our constitution 
thought it necessary for the purposes of justice, to provide a tribunal as 
superior to influence as possible, in which that claim might be decided.”14  
Consequently, the judicial power of the United States must be fully vested in 
Federal Courts in both original and appellate forms. Despite the foregoing, 
Congress has apparently not vested any judicial power of the United States at 
Law or Equity in any known District Court of the United States. See II(D)(6) 
of the Application for Emergency Stay. Furthermore, pursuant to at least 28 
U.S.C. §1257, this Court has enforced a policy created by “Congress” whereby 
appellate review of State Court judgments “is not a matter of right, but of 
judicial discretion.”15 The result being, as directly evidenced by this case, that 
Petitioner (and all like situated litigants) have no apparent access to a 
Constitutional Court exercising the judicial power of the United States as 
conferred by Article III. 

a. By what authority(ies) has “Congress” refused to vest the judicial power 
of the United States in any original case at Law or Equity in any District 
Court of the United States? 

b. By what authority(ies) has “Congress” refused to vest the judicial power 
of the United States in any appellate case at Law or Equity in any 
District Court of the United States? 

c. See U.S. Supreme Court case# 18-1416.  By what authority(ies) has 
“Congress” refused to vest the judicial power of the United States in the 
Supreme Court of the United States in all appellate cases at Law or 
Equity involving review of State Judgments in violation of the 
Constitution? 

i. By what authority(ies) has this Court created and/or enforced 
Rule 10 of the Rules of the Supreme Court whereby this Court 

 
13 Emphasis added. See Commentaries on the Constitution (1833), Joseph Story §1584 “The judicial 
power, therefore, be vested in some court by Congress; and to suppose that it was not an obligation 
binding on them, but might, at their pleasure, be omitted or declined, is to suppose under the sanctions 
of the Constitution, they might defeat the Constitution itself. A construction which would lead to this 
result cannot be sound;” §1585-1589; Martin v. Hunters, Lessee, 14 U.S. 304, 331 (1816); Article 1, 9 
(Bill of Attainder clause mandating the right to a judicial determination of rights); the First and Fifth 
Amendments (rights to Petition for Redress of Grievance and due process); and A Neo-Federalist View 
of Article III: Separating the Two Tiers of Federal Jurisdiction by Akhil Reed Amar; Boston University Law Review 
Volume 65, Number 2, March 1985; p230. 

14 Cohens v. Virginia, 19 U.S. 264, 383-4 (1821). 

15 Rules of the Supreme Court, Rule 10. 
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refuses to exercise appellate review of State Judgments where 
claims in violation of the Constitution are made? 

d. Based on the fact that Congress has apparently refused to vest the full 
judicial power of the United States in any original case at Law or Equity, 
does this Court consequently have original jurisdiction in all cases at 
Law or Equity? If not, in what Court would Petitioner file such a case? 
 

28.  Pursuant to Article I, §10, was Petitioner entitled to a judicial determination 
of his rights in the first instance in all cases in which his rights, liberty, and/or 
property were to be taken under the authority of the State of California? 

a. Define the terms “Bill of Attainder” and “Bill of Pains and Penalties”. 
b. Carefully noting that the Constitution imposes the restrictions of these 

Bills on a “State” specifically and not any specific branch of government 
or official, does the restriction against these Bills apply whenever  State 
action imposes punishment by taking the rights, liberty, and/or property 
of one of the People by force of the Legislative, Executive or Judicial 
power of the State? 

c. Did the supposed ratification of the “14th Amendment” effectively amend 
Article I, §9 and §10? Did it amend any other provisions of the 
Constitution? 

i. If yes, precisely state and define all such Amendments. 
ii. Clearly define the extent the supposed ratification of the “14th 

Amendment” had on the State-Federal relationship originally 
established by the Constitution. 

iii. Were all of these Amendments to the Constitution effected by the 
supposed ratification of the “14th Amendment” disclosed to the 
People at the time of its “ratification”? 

1. If yes, provide the authenticated evidence of these 
disclosures for every “Amendment”. 

2. If not, would non-disclosure of any of these issues nullify 
the validity of the Amendment? 
 

29. According to the Slaughterhouse Cases16, “there is a citizenship of the United 
States, and a citizenship of a state, which are distinct from each other, and 
which depend upon different characteristics or circumstances in the 
individual.” See also Van Valkenburg v. Brown,17  holding that the People of 
California do not owe their Citizenship to the “14th Amendment”, and the 
definition of “Citizen” in Bouvier’s Law Dictionary of 1859.18 Based on the 

 
16 Slaughterhouse Cases, 83 U.S. 36, 74 (1872). See also Scott v. Sanford, 60 U.S. 393, 399 (1857). 
17 Van Valkenburg v. Brown, 43 Cal. 43, 47 (Cal. Supreme Ct. 1872). 
18 The then Congressionally approved definitions of the words and phrases of the Constitution, as 
“[o]ne who, under the Constitution and laws of the United States, has the right to vote for 
representatives in Congress, and other public officers, and who is qualified to fill all offices in the gift 
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foregoing, there appear to be two separate bodies politic in at least the State of 
California, if not every other State admitted into “this Union”. Those bodies 
politic are the Citizens of California and citizens of the United States and/or 
United States citizens (Cal. Political Code §201).   

a. Given that this Court has declared that corporations are “citizens of the 
United States”19, who and/or what is a “citizen of the United States” (as 
used in the “14th Amendment”) and a “United States citizen” (as used in 
the Cal. Elections Code §201? 

b. State precisely all characteristics or circumstances in the individual or 
entity that determine whether one is a Citizen of a State, “citizen of the 
United States” or “United States citizen”. 

c. State precisely all rights, privileges and immunities for Citizens of 
California, “citizens of the United States” and “United States citizens”. 

d. Who and/or what specifically is subject to the “jurisdiction thereof” as 
declared in the “14th Amendment”? 

i. What specifically is the “jurisdiction thereof” and what is its 
extent?  

e. By what authority(ies) can Congress dictate to the States who are to be 
its Citizens?  

f. In Petitioners research, it appears that the acceptance of Federal 
benefits such as Social Security, results in the fact that one also is 
considered a resident of the District of Columbia even though they may 
actually physically reside in a State. Does the fact that one is a “citizen 
of the United States”, “United States citizen”, or that one accepts any 
Federal benefits also mean, in any instance (other than if one actually 
physically resides in the District of Columbia) that one is a resident of 
the District of Columbia? If yes, state all instances in which this is the 
case and by what authority(ies)? 

g. What is Petitioner’s status and standing? In other words, is he a Citizen 
of California? citizen of United States? Both? Neither? Where is he 
considered to reside? Where is he considered to be domiciled? 

i. What effect does this have on whether Petitioner has any 
inalienable rights (as cognized in the Declaration of Independence 
and Cal. Constitution)?  

h. See for e.g. Dyett v. Turner, 20 Utah 2d 403 (UT Supreme Ct. 1968); 
Congressional Globe April 5, 1866 pp. 1775-1776; Congressional Record 
Volume 113 Part 12 June 1967 pp.15641-15646; Tulane Law Review 
Volume 28, 14th Amendment. (Unknown source; accuracy unverified). 
Was the “14th Amendment” lawfully ratified? 

i. If yes, by what authority(ies)? If not, why not? 

 
of the people. In a more extended sense, under the word citizen, are included all white male persons 
born in the United States …” 
19 See e.g. Connecticut Insurance v. Johnson, 303 U.S. 77 (1938). 
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ii. Provide the authenticated evidence that there was a lawful 
quorum in the House and Senate to ratify the “14th Amendment”. 

iii. Under Article V, was the “14th Amendment” required to be 
ratified by conventions of People in the States? If not, why not? 

 
30. In the case of Santa Clara County v. Southern Pacific Railroad, 118 U.S. 394 

(1886) this Court first decided that the word “person” in the “14th Amendment” 
included corporations. See also Connecticut insurance v. Johnson, 303 U.S. 77 
(1938) noting the dissent of Justice Black. 

a. At the time of the purported ratification of the “14th Amendment” was it 
disclosed to the People that the word “person” as used therein also 
meant corporations?  

i. If yes, provide the authenticated evidence of this disclosure. 
ii. If not, by what authority(ies) did this Court amend the 

Constitution to change the intended meaning of “person” to 
include corporations? 

iii. What effect(s) did this Court’s inclusion of corporations as persons 
have on the make-up of the body politic of the United States and 
every State? 

iv. What Article(s) of the Constitution (other than the “14th 
Amendment”) gives corporations the status and standing to state 
a claim in a judicial Constitutional Court of the United States” 

 
31. Under our Constitutional governments of defined and limited powers, the 

Constitution is the “supreme Law of the Land”. Therefore, “whenever an act of 
[…] government is challenged a grant of power must be shown, or the act is 
void.”20 Pursuant to the First and Fifth Amendments, Petitioner also has a 
right to petition every branch of State and National government for Redress of 
Grievance. Commensurate with this right is the requirement that the office 
petitioned be lawfully occupied in order that a lawful investigation and/or 
intervention to redress the grievance(s) be made. 
 
Pursuant to Petitioner’s investigation, a number of the Parties that purport to 
be duly elected, appointed, or employed as public officials, do not appear to 
lawfully be in office and thereby have no apparent authority to accept 
compensation from the public treasury or to provide any lawful redress of his 
complaints. This has resulted in further depriving Petitioner of his rights, 
liberty and property because his complaints have not been and cannot be 
lawfully addressed. 
 
Various provisions of the Constitution make Citizenship and/or residence in a 
State a central issue in whether or not an official can lawfully hold office. The 

 
20 United States v. Rhodes, 27 F. Cas. 785, 790 (1866); See also Article 6, §2.  
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apparent intent of these requirements includes: (1) that aliens and/or enemies 
not be allowed to hold office; and, (2) that the States and the People thereof 
receive effective representation in the government of the Nation by 
maintaining the independence and sovereignty of the bodies politic of each 
State.  
 
In Petitioner’s research (which remains inconclusive on the extent of these 
issues) there appears to be repeated action by the Federal government to 
centralize its power and authority by compounding the American People into 
one common mass as “citizen[s] of the United States” to make them (and/or the 
States) subject to its authority for taxation and other regulatory purposes, in 
direct contravention of the original intent of the Constitution. See especially 
Exhibit [J]– Invisible Contracts by George Mercier. The intent of this action 
appears to be the destruction of: (1) the separate and independent bodies politic 
of the States and consequently the States themselves (as the States cannot 
exist without a sovereign political body); and, (2) destruction of the inalienable 
rights secured by State Constitutions to State Citizens as the “14th 
Amendment” does not recognize any creator endowed inalienable rights and 
citizens of the United States apparently have none. 
 
Under the apparent original intent of the Framers, the Federal government 
was not given any power to create Citizens. Each of the States reserved the 
power to define Citizenship by their respective Constitutions. The value of this 
Citizenship is that in many State Constitutions, inalienable rights inherent in 
the individual and antecedent to the formation of government were recognized. 
In other words, the rights of the People were not mere government privileges 
that could be revoked by political majorities or arbitrary edicts. 
 
Consequently, there was no separate political body comprising “citizens of the 
United States” because the United States was never intended to be a separate 
political body. It is only a union of States with defined and limited powers 
derived from those States. “Citizens of the United States” as defined by the 
“14th Amendment” are consequently not represented in any State government 
or in Congress. A person only was considered a Citizen of the United States by 
virtue of the fact that they were a State Citizen. See especially the statements 
of Senator Reverdy Johnson (D) Maryland in the Congressional Globe of the 
39th Congress pp. 1776 et seq. 
 
One of the apparent methods of compounding the People into one common 
mass and thereby subjecting them to the jurisdiction of the United States as 
defined in the “14th Amendment”, was to create confusion around the issue of 
State and Federal citizenship and to subsequently require the People to declare 
that they are a “citizen of the United States” (as opposed to a State Citizen) in 
order to obtain Federal benefits. These benefits, by no mistake, are in many 
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cases required to function in society. The declaration of U.S. citizenship also 
appears to be required to: (1) obtain and hold any government office in 
California (and potentially that of every other “State”); (2) open a bank account; 
(3) vote in any election in California (and potentially that of every other 
“State”); and, (4) obtain a U.S. passport. See Exhibit [K] pp. 2, 8, 14. 
 
The apparent result in at least California is that there are no State Citizens 
who hold office in any branch of California or U.S. government. Having no 
apparent State Citizens and not being represented in any branch of U.S 
government, the “States” are no longer separate sovereign political bodies, but 
are political subdivisions of the United States and “subject to the jurisdiction 
thereof”. 
 
According to section 201 of the Cal. Elections Code, “no person is eligible to be 
elected or appointed to an elective office unless that person is a registered 
voter.” Under section 2101, “[a] person entitled to register to vote shall be a 
United States citizen.”  

a. If the People of California must be a “United States citizen” to vote, who 
specifically is the sovereign body politic of California (see e.g. Cal. Gov. 
Code §100)?  

b. Is the sovereign body politic of California “United States citizens”? 
c. In what State(s) admitted into “this Union” do “United States citizen[s]” 

reside or inhabit? Or, are they residents in the District of Columbia? See 
e.g. 26 U.S.C. 7408(d). 

d. Keeping in mind that Article I, §2, requires that members of the House 
of Representatives be inhabitants of States, by what authority(ies) can 
a “United States citizen” become a representative in Congress?  

e. By what authority(ies) can the Citizens of California be excluded from 
all offices of the governments of California and the United States?  

f. See Cal. Elections Code §7100. By what authority(ies) can a “United 
States citizen” designate a presidential elector for the State of 
California? 

g. Provide an authenticated list of the names of all Citizens of California 
who voted in the 2020 Presidential Election.  

h. Provide an authenticated list of the names of all Electors of California 
(as chosen by the Citizens of California) who voted in the 2020 
Presidential Election. 

i. Are the Electors certified by Gavin Newsom in the 2020 Election 
Citizens of California or citizens of the United States? 
 

32. In his attempt to stop the irreparable harm and damages being perpetrated 
upon him, Petitioner made numerous complaints to the FBI, the principal law 
enforcement agency of the Executive branch of the United States. To his 
knowledge and belief, the FBI has refused to investigate and/or intervene and 
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appears to have an unwritten policy and practice to refuse to investigate and/or 
intervene in complaints for deprivation of Constitutionally protected rights. 
 
The Chief Executive of the United States is the President. The right to Petition 
the office of the President for Redress of Grievance is guaranteed at any time 
pursuant to the First Amendment, especially when his subordinates refuse to 
execute their sworn duties.  Pursuant to the First Amendment and Article IV, 
§4,21 there must be a Lawfully enacted President in office to receive a complaint 
and make Lawful redress of grievance. 
 
The People are the principals of the government they established. As there is 
no known complete certified public official record available for Petitioner (or 
any of the American People) to meaningfully and substantively verify the 
results any Presidential election, there is no known way to verify that 
Presidents, Vice Presidents, and all officials appointed by or under their 
authority are lawfully in office, and consequently, that they have any authority 
to address any of Petitioner’s complaints (or take any Executive action 
whatsoever).  
 
Elections aren’t determined simply because certain public officials (who also 
may not Lawfully be in office) just say so by declaring a certain candidate “won 
the race”. The documents of all elections must be completely transparent and 
verifiable by all of the People at all times.   

a. Does Petitioner and each of the People have a duty to ensure their 
agents are Lawfully elected and/or appointed and Lawfully hold office 
at all times? 

b. Does Petitioner and each of the People have a right to all the information 
necessary to determine the accuracy of all elections? 

c. Does the fact that there is no complete certified record publicly available 
for Petitioner to meaningfully and substantively verify the results of the 
most recent President Election result in a violation of due process and 
to a Republican Form of Government based on the rule of Law and the 
consent of the governed?  

 
33. As one of the checks and balances framed into the Constitution to ensure the 

meaningful representation of the People, Article I, §2, Cl. 3 clearly and 
unambiguously sets forth a minimum and maximum ratio of representation in 
the House of Representatives of Congress. Thereunder, the People of each 

 
21 According to Article IV, §4, “The United States shall guarantee to every state in this union a 
republican form of government, […] and on application of the legislature, or of the executive (when the 
legislature cannot be convened) against domestic violence. If, as Petitioner has alleged, the Legislature 
cannot be convened because there is no lawful representative quorum in the House, then, in addition 
to the rights secured by the First and Fifth Amendments, there must be a lawfully occupied office of 
the Executive. 
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State admitted into the Union have a right to a minimum of one representative 
and a maximum of one representative for every 30,000 inhabitants. It is also 
required that the number of the representatives “shall be apportioned […] 
within every subsequent term of ten years”. See especially Federalist Papers 
No. 55, 56, Congressional Globe of February 9th, 1866, pages 763, and 764,  
Commentaries on the Constitution by Joseph Story, §642–§645, and Section 14 
of Article II of the Northwest Ordinance of 1787 guaranteeing, even to 
inhabitants of territories, the right of proportional representation.  
 
Today, with a population nearing 330,000,000 People, a proper ratio of 
representation in Congress of the United States would be close to 11,000 
members, not 435.  

a. By what authority(ies) did “Congress” pass the Act of June 18, 1929, 
otherwise known as the Permanent Apportionment Act, (46 Stat. 21, Pub. 
Law 71-13), fixing the number of Representatives in the House at 435? 

b. Would an Act of this type and magnitude not have required a 
Constitutional Amendment by conventions of the People in the States 
as referred to in Article V? If not, why not? 

c. Was there a lawful quorum in the House to pass the Act of June 18, 
1929? 

d. If the Act of June 18, 1929 is not Constitutional, please determine the 
Constitutionality of all acts of “Congress” dating back to when it began 
operating without a lawful quorum.  

e. Additional safeguards pertaining to the separation of powers 
enumerated in the Constitution are (1) Article IV, §4 (whereby the 
United States shall guarantee a Republican Form of Government and 
protect the States (of whom the People are the sovereign bodies politic) 
from invasion and domestic violence upon Application of the 
Legislature); and (2) the First Amendment right to petition any branch 
of government for redress of grievance. If the Act of June 18, 1929 is not 
Constitutional and there is effectively no Congress to guarantee these 
protections and remedies, has Petitioners rights secured by Article IV, 
§4 and the First Amendment been violated? 

f. Do the Judges of State and Federal Courts have a duty prior to the 
enforcement of any Act of a State Legislature or Congress to ensure that 
it was lawfully ratified?  

34. According to the Cal. Secretary of State, the Cal. Constitution of 1849 has 
never been repealed. Article I, §14 of the Cal. Constitution of 1849 provides 
that “Representation shall be apportioned according to population.” 
Mysteriously, this right was entirely removed from the purported Cal. 
“Constitution of 1879” and there has been no apportionment in the Cal. 
“Legislature” since at least its “ratification”. Today, with a population nearing 
40,000,000 People, a proper ratio of representation would be close to 1300 
members, not 80.  
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a. By what authority(ies) has the California “Legislature” refused to 
apportion representation according to population? 

b. Is there a lawful representative quorum in the Cal. “Legislature”? 
i. If no, has Petitioner thereby been denied the right and/or 

opportunity to Petition the “Legislature” for redress of 
grievance? 

ii. If no, please determine the Constitutionality of all acts of the Cal. 
“Legislature” dating back to when it began operating without a 
lawful quorum.  

c. Is proportionate representation a critical aspect of a Republican Form 
of Government based on the rule of law and the consent of the governed 
secured by Article IV, 4? 

i. If yes, by what authority(ies) did “Congress” approve the Cal. 
“Constitution of 1879”? 

1. Would the failure to make this approval not be in direct 
dereliction of Congress’ duty prescribed by Article IV, §4? 

2. Has Petitioner been deprived of a Republican form of 
government? 

 
35. If California was a State admitted under English/ American common Law (see 

Fowler v. Smith 2 Cal. 568, 568-9 (1852) and not Roman civil law, how can the 
“Legislature” of California change and/or alter this fundamental process of 
governance (and the means and methods of adjudicating disputes) without the 
explicit consent of the People and Congress? 

a. Carefully distinguish between the systems of jurisprudence known as 
the common Law and Roman civil law. See especially Excellence of 
Common Law: Compared and Contrasted with Civil Law: In Light of 
History, Nature, and Scripture by Brent Allen Winters. 

 
36. By what authority(ies) has this Court created and enforced the doctrines of 

Legislative, Judicial, and Executive immunity?  
a. Evidence specifically how each of these policies, crafted under a 

completely different and incompatible form of government, apply under 
the Constitutional Republican form of government for the United States 
of America of carefully defined and limited powers.  
 

37. The Constitution vests the judicial power in Judges while also clearly defining 
and limiting the extent of this power (subject matter jurisdiction) by specific 
Articles and Amendments that articulate the ways and means by which a 
Court must proceed before depriving anyone of life, liberty, or property. 
Consequently, a Court must have subject matter jurisdiction over each issue 
in a case before the judicial power can be exercised to deprive anyone of any 
rights, privileges, or immunities. Under this Court’s precedents however, 
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subject matter jurisdiction appears to only apply to the issue of whether or not 
a Court has authority to hear and determine a case in the first instance. 

a. Define subject matter jurisdiction. 
b. By what authority(ies) does subject matter jurisdiction only apply to the 

type of the case and not to every issue in a case?  
c. This Court has declared that “[i]t is a rule of construction, acknowledged 

by all, that the exceptions from a power mark its extent […].”22 If the 
Constitution forbids a Judge from doing some act such as imposing an 
excessive fine, how can a Judge impose an excessive fine while 
maintaining subject matter jurisdiction? 

i. Define “exceed jurisdiction”. 
1. How can a Judge exceed authority that was never granted 

to begin with? In other words, if the Constitution explicitly 
forbids a Judge from imposing an excessive fine, how can it 
be an excess of authority for a Judge to impose an excessive 
fine?  

d. What effect does fraud and violations of due process have on personal 
and subject matter jurisdiction? 
 

38. Keeping in mind that Article I, §8, Cl. 5 only gives Congress the power “[t]o 
coin Money, regulate the Value thereof, and of foreign Coin, and fix the 
Standard of Weights and Measures”: 

a.  by what authority(ies) did Congress pass the Federal Reserve Act of 
1913 (Pub. Law. 63-43)? 

i. Was there a lawful representative quorum in “Congress” at the 
time of the purported passage of Pub. Law. 63-43? 

ii. By what authority(ies) can Congress perform the acts in Pub. 
Law. 63-43? 

iii. Even if there were a lawful representative quorum and Congress 
possessed the power to perform the acts in Pub. Law. 63-43, by 
what authority(ies) did/can Congress delegate these powers to the 
President? 

b. Define “coin money” as used in Article I, §8, Cl. 5. 
c. Define “elastic currency” as used in Pub. Law. 63-43 and state the 

Constitutional authority which gives Congress the power to create an 
“elastic currency”. 

d. In what subject matter jurisdiction does gold and silver coin and bullion 
circulate? 

e. In what subject matter jurisdiction do Federal Reserve Notes circulate? 
f. Keeping in mind the Coinage Act of 1792 and the Seventh Amendment, 

what is the definition of a “dollar” as stated on a Federal Reserve Note? 

 
22 Gibbons v. Ogden, 22 U.S. 1, 191 (1824). 
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g. See Exhibit [D] pp.5239-40. By what authority(ies) has Petitioner’s 
Certificate of Live Birth been monetized and assigned a Bank Note 
Number? 

i. In what jurisdiction does this Certificate circulate? 
ii. Provide all obligations that are in any way associated with 

Petitioner’s Certificate of Live Birth and the means by which 
Petitioner (or anyone else including his parents) made a knowing, 
voluntary and intelligent waiver of rights and thereby consented 
to said monetization and/or pledge.  

h. See Bank of Columbia v. Okely, 17 U.S. 235 (1819). 
i. Does section 4 of the “14th Amendment” make all “citizens of the 

United States” hypothecators of goods and/or stipulators in the 
admiralty? 

ii. By what authority(ies) can “citizens of the United States” be 
restrained from questioning the fiscal policies of their 
government?  

iii. Are State Citizens also restrained from questioning the fiscal 
policies of their government? If so, by what authority(ies)? 

i. Explain the entire process by which “money” is created under the 
Federal Reserve System. 

j. According to Marriner S. Eccles, former chairman of the Federal Reserve 
Board, “if there were no debt in our money system […] [t]here wouldn’t 
be any money.”23  See also Congressional Record– House, August 19, 
1940, pp.10548-10555 stating that “the Federal Reserve System is a 
private banking system, and every dollar of credit it puts into circulation 
is based on someone’s debt […]”) Id. p.10550. See also Cohens v. 
Virginia, 19 U.S. 264, 403 (1821) stating that “the act discharging [a] 
debt is a mere nullity and that it is still due.”  

i. How can the American People possibly own real and/or personal 
property if they can only discharge the obligation and the means 
of purchasing said property is mere evidence of debt? 

ii. How can the National Debt ever be repaid? 
k. Can specie as defined by the Coinage Act of 1792 be subjected to any 

State (of California) and Federal taxes? If so, which specific taxes and 
by what authority(ies)? 

l. What specifically is/are the difference(s) between discharging an 
obligation and paying an obligation? 

m. By what specific authority(ies) does Petitioner become a “taxpayer” and 
(i) subject to the Internal Revenue Code; and, (ii) subject to the Revenue 
and Taxation Code of California? (iii) What role does obtaining a social 
security number and any Federal benefits have in the determination of 

 
23 Hearings Before the Committee on Banking and Currency, House of Representatives, Seventy-
Seventh Congress, First Session on H.R. 5479, Revised, Part 2.p.1338. 
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whether Petitioner is a taxpayer and subject to either of the 
aforementioned tax codes? 

n. Keeping in mind that “[t]he prohibitions not to make any thing but gold 
and silver coin a tender in payment of debts, and not to pass any law 
impairing the obligation of contracts, were inserted to secure private 
rights […]”, Calder v. Bull, 3 U.S. 386, 390 (1798), what effect(s) does 
the use of Federal Reserve Notes have on private rights and the 
obligations of private contracts? 

i. What is the definition of a “private right”? 
1. List and exhaustively define the extent of all “private 

rights” that are recognized under the California and U.S. 
Constitutions. 

o. By what authority(ies) was the so-called “National Debt” created? 
p. Who and/or what specifically is security and/or collateral for the 

“National Debt”? 
q. By what authority(ies) can Petitioner be security in any way for the so-

called “National Debt”? 
r. Is Petitioner considered a voluntary or involuntary servant to the so-

called “National Debt”?  
s. Provide authenticated evidence that the so-called “National Debt” was 

created by Petitioner’s consent. 
t. By what specific lawful, legal, and/or administrative process(es) can 

Petitioner sever the contract and/or bond as a security and/or collateral 
for the “National Debt”? 

i. Is there a summary remedy for this severance process?  
u. Where specifically is all of the gold coin, bullion, and gold certificates 

held in trust for the American People?  
i. Provide a complete statement of account, including anything that 

was received (confiscated by force of the Executive Power of the 
United States) pursuant to Executive Order 6102. 

v. Who is/are the real party(ies) in interest and/or the beneficial owner(s) 
of the United States? The United States of America? 

w. Does Petitioner have absolute right, title, and interest in his body and 
the products of his faculties?  

i. If not, by what authority(ies) and who/what entity(ies) has any 
rights, title, and/or interest? 
 

39. Keeping in mind that individual rights have historically been tied to Land and 
that the Constitution for the United States of America “and Laws of the United 
States, which shall be made in Pursuance thereof” are declared to be the 
“supreme Law of the Land” (Article VI, 2), are the inalienable rights or any 
other rights, privileges, or immunities whether guaranteed by the Cal. 
Constitution and U.S. Constitutions tied to or in any way associated  or 
dependent upon whether one claims ownership (stake’s a claim) in Land? 
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a. If yes, please explain the full nature and scope of this Land-rights 
connection and precisely how one stake’s a claim. 

b. To stake a claim in Land, must one use gold or silver coin or bullion to 
pay in full for the Land? 

i. What effect does the use of Federal Reserve Notes have, if any, 
upon one’s ability to lawfully pay for and stake a claim in Land? 
 

40. See Exhibit [D] pp.5217-5230 and Cal.  Civil Code §2924. By what 
authority(ies) can Petitioner be denied a judicial determination of his rights in 
foreclosure proceedings such as the proceeding for the foreclosure of the real 
property at 818 Spirit Costa Mesa, California?  

a. Keeping in mind that only the jurisdictions of Law and Equity arise 
under the Constitution, in what jurisdiction do these foreclosure 
proceedings occur? 

b. Provide the authenticated evidence that Petitioner made a knowing, 
voluntary, and intelligent waiver of rights to be subjected to these 
summary foreclosure proceedings. 

c. Is the mortgage contract for a loan or exchange of equal value for equal 
value? 

d. Explain the entire process with specificity for so-called mortgage and/or 
credit lending, including how all assets and liabilities with regard to a 
“loan” are created and extinguished on bank records using the mortgage 
for the real property located at 818 Spirit, Costa Mesa, California as an 
example. Be sure to carefully define all terms, including those in the 
Promissory Note, Deed of Trust and any other official documents. See 
Exhibits [D] pp.5288-5303, 5330-5333. 

e. How is the property itself foreclosed upon when it is only the Deed of 
Trust that is the security for the note? 

f. Define the differences between a land patent, allodial title, and fee 
simple title and how they affect ownership rights in real property. 

i. In which subject matter jurisdiction(s) do cases arising under 
these different means of acquiring and holding title proceed? 

ii. Which of the foregoing is the title to the real property located at 
818 Spirit Costa Mesa, California held? 

g. By what authority(ies) was the Promissory Note secured by the Deed of 
Trust converted into a security and/or Trust Certificate? 

i. In what jurisdiction(s) does this security and/or Trust Certificate 
circulate? 

ii. By what authority(ies) can such a conversion take place without 
Petitioner’s consent/ knowing, voluntary, and intelligent waiver 
of rights? 

h. Who is/are the real party(ies) in interest in THE NEW RESIDENTIAL 
MORTGAGE LOAN TRUST 2018-2? 

i. See Exhibit [D] p.5218-9. 
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i. Can a Deed of Trust be separated from the Promissory Note?  
ii. What effect does the transfer of a Deed of Trust without the Note 

have? 
j. Does Petitioner and/or his estate have a vested right/interest in the 

property and/or the equity in the title to the property located at 818 
Spirit, Costa Mesa, California? 

i. By what authority(ies) can he/ his estate be summarily divested 
of this right/interest in the administrative foreclosure 
proceedings pursuant to Cal. Civil Code §2924? 

ii. Produce the authenticated evidence whereby Petitioner has 
consented to/ made a knowing, voluntary, and intelligent waiver 
of right(s) to this(ese) right(s)/interest(s). 
 

41. By what authority(ies) were each of the Judgments, Orders, Awards, and all 
official rulings and determinations made by every official pertaining to each 
issue involved in this case? 
 

42. The United States government has refused to provide Petitioner with all of the 
official documents pertaining to the appointments to the offices of Chief and/or 
Associate Justice of the U.S. Supreme Court for every Justice of this Court 
(with the exception of Ketanji Brown Jackson). Pursuant to his request made 
under the Freedom of Information Act, Exhibit [D] pp.5357-5377, you will 
please submit these documents to the record of this case. 
 

43. What specifically is a “republican form of government” as stated in Article 4, 
§4?  

a. Exhaustively compare and contrast a “republican form of government” 
with that of a “democracy”.  

b. Does a “republican form of government” as intended by the Founders 
and People who ratified the Constitution include an administrative form 
of government?   

i. If so, to what extent and by what authority(ies)? 
c. Keeping mind that Article IV, §4 mandates that “[t]he United States 

shall guarantee to ever State in this Union a Republican Form of 
Government” how can Petitioner/ the People of California be subjected 
to a municipal form of government or council-manager form of 
government such as that of the City of Costa Mesa? 

d. What constitutes “domestic violence” as stated in Article IV, §4? 
 

44. What behavior(s) Constitute(s) treason to the Constitution by officials of the 
Legislative, Executive, Judicial, and “Administrative” branches of the 
governments of California and the United States? 
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45. State all principals of “natural law” as found in the First and Second Treatises 
of Government by John Locke that are embodied within the Constitutions of 
California and the United States of America.  
 

46. Define “State” when used in reference to a State admitted into the union of 
States known as the United States and/or the United States of America.  
 

47. Define “United States” and “United States of America”. 
 

48. See Article III, §2, carefully noting that cases at Law and Equity are separate, 
that neither jurisdiction has paramount authority over the other, and that a 
case in Equity does not require that there is no “plain, adequate and complete 
remedy at law”.24 By what authority(ies) are equitable suits limited to cases in 
which there is no “plain, adequate and complete remedy at law”?  
 

49. Based upon the evidence presented herein and the answers to the foregoing 
questions, what is the status and standing of the entity admitted into the union 
known as California? 

a. Is there a legal or any other difference between the entities “California”, 
“State of California”, and “STATE OF CALIFORNIA”? 

i. If so, state all differences. 
ii. By what authority(ies) can a State be unadmitted from the 

Union? 
 

50. Was California, State of California, and  STATE OF CALIFORNIA admitted 
to the United States of America as entities in Interstate Commerce? 
 

51. Keeping in mind De Lovio v. Boit, 7 F. Cas. 418 (1815), by what authority(ies) 
can Petitioner/ the American People be forcibly subjected to cases arising in 
the Admiralty/Maritime jurisdiction (see for e.g. Cal. Vehicle Code §16028(a) 
requiring motor-vehicle insurance, Cal. Labor Code §3700 requiring workers 
compensation insurance)? 
 

52. Keeping in mind all the claims made herein, including the monetization of 
Petitioner’s Certificate of Live Birth and this Court’s decision in Reno v. 
Condon, 521 U.S. 141 (2000), is Petitioner considered an entity in Interstate 
Commerce?  
 

53. Did the “trial” in the Superior Court occur in Interstate Commerce?  
 

 
24 Guaranty Trust v. York, 326 U.S. 99, 105 (1945). See also Sonner v. Premier Nutrition Corp., 971 
F.3d 834, fn. 3 (2020).  
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54. What is the definition of Interstate and Intrastate Commerce?  
 

55. What rights secured by the Constitutions of California and the United States 
of America are recognized in cases involving Interstate Commerce?  
 

56. Do any of the avocations of ordinary life on Land arise in Interstate Commerce/ 
Admiralty? If so, which? By what authority(ies)? 
 

57. Provide an accounting of all “Debts contracted and Engagements entered into, 
before the Adoption of this Constitution” as declared in Article VI, §2, including 
the current status of these engagements and obligations. 
 

58. Define “in this state” as used in Cal. Business and Professions Code §7031(b). 
a. See Cal. Business and Professions Code §21, and Cal. Code Civil 

Procedure §17(13). Does “in this state” as used in §7031(b) in any way 
mean the District of Columbia, the Territories, or the United States? If 
yes, by what authority(ies)? If not, why not? 
 

59. See Senate Report 93-549.  
a. Define “emergency” and “state of emergency”.  
b. What “emergencies” and/or “states of emergency” are currently 

purportedly in effect?  
c. By what authority(ies) have each of these “emergencies” and/or “states 

of emergency” been declared and do they remain in effect?  
d. By what authority(ies) does a President have to issue an Executive 

Order?  
e. If there is a power to issue an Executive Order, precisely define its 

nature and extent.  
f. By what authority(ies) can Congress transfer or delegate any of its 

powers to the President?  
g. By what authority(ies) can an Executive Order in any way amend the 

Constitution in violation of Article V?  
h. By what authority(ies) can an Executive Order grant power(s) to any 

branch of government that it does not already possess by the 
Constitution?  

i. What effect, if any, do any of the States of Emergency currently 
purportedly in effect have on this case? 

i. State each effect and by what authority(ies) it operates. 

60. In a Constitutional republican form of government of defined and limited 
powers, based on the rule of law and the consent of the governed, are the 
People considered principals and government officials their agents? 
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a. As principals and therefore part of the system of checks and balances, 
do the People have a duty to supervise their agents and ensure that 
they follow established law? 

b. What are the specific duties of the People? 
 

61. Keeping in mind the facts presented in An Essay on Trial by Jury by Lysander 
Spooner, (incorporated and fully set forth herein), did Petitioner have a right 
to a trial by jury according to the course of the common law where the jury was 
empowered to rule on the facts and the law? 

a. If yes, under what authority(ies) and rational bases? If no, why not and 
by what authority(ies) and rational bases? 

b. Is a trial by jury where the jury is empowered to rule on the facts and 
the law an essential component of the system of checks and balances and 
consent of the governed to ensure that Legislative and/or Judicial 
officials do not transcend the limits of their authority?  

c. Does a Republican form of government as secured by Article IV, §4 
include the power of the People to judge on the facts and the Law as a 
fundamental check and balance among the separation of powers? 

d. Is the right to a trial by jury where the jury is empowered to rule on the 
facts and the law an essential component of due process? Of a judicial 
determination of rights (Art. I, §9 or §10)? 
 

62. In Petitioners observation, facts are required to be proven in order to establish 
a claim and therefore a violation of law. In this way, the facts and the law are 
opposite sides of the same coin such that a valid claim cannot exist without 
either the facts or the law. In other words, there is no apparent line separating 
facts from law.  

a. By what authority(ies) and rational bases are facts separated from law 
during a trial by jury such that a jury can only rule on the facts? 

b. Why can one person as a Judge rule on the law of a case, but not twelve 
members of the sovereign body politic who ordained, established, and/or 
maintain government that is purportedly based upon their consent? 
 

63. When the Northwest Ordinance of 1787 speaks of a proceedings according to 
the course of the common law, what specifically is meant by “proceedings 
according to the course of the common law?” 
 

64. What is specifically meant by “good behaviour” as stated in Article III of the 
U.S. Constitution?  

a. What behavior constitutes bad behaviour that would result in a violation 
of the good behaviour clause? 
 

65. Is it a violation of fundamental due process (fairness) to require Petitioner/ the 
American People to know how to meaningfully and substantively represent 
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themselves in any official proceeding even though they may not have received 
any meaningful and substantive education in the Constitution, history, and 
laws of their State and the United States? 
 

66. Does Petitioner/ the American People have a right to record any public official 
by audio or video (with respect to the personal space and dignity of the official) 
at any time while they are being compensated by the public treasury for their 
official duties? 
 

67. By what authority(ies) has this Court created, enforced, and/or in any way 
sanctioned each of the policies involved in this case?  

68. By what authority(ies) are the People of California required to register their 
real and personal property with California, State of California and/or STATE 
OF CALIFORNIA?  

 
69.  What are all of the requirements of a judicial determination of rights as 

required by Article I, §9 and §10? 
 
70.  By what authority(ies) were the Legislative, Executive, and/or Judicial 

powers of California amalgamated to create the Contractors State License 
Board? 

 
71. Based upon the answers to all of the foregoing: 

a. Was Petitioner subjected to a malicious prosecution? 
b. Is Petitioner falsely imprisoned? 
c. Is Petitioner in constructive custody? 

i. What are the requirements/elements to substantiate a claim of 
constructive custody? 
 

72.  Can all of the rights, known as the “Bill of Rights” (the first Ten Amendments 
to the U.S. Constitution) be considered fundamental to the guaranty of a 
republican form of government as declared in Article IV, §4? 
 

73. In Petitioner’s research thus far, this Court has never held that the Fifth 
Amendment’s due process clause, the Sixth Amendment’s right to know the 
nature and cause of the accusation (which includes jurisdiction and venue), 
and/ or the right to a republican form of government requires either a State 
Legislature and/or Congress to make clear, concise, and unambiguous 
declarations in their statutory enactments that inform the People of the true 
nature, cause, jurisdiction, and venue of each statute that deprives them of life, 
liberty, or property. Yet by simple, reasonable and Constitutional principles 
this information is mandatory.  
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Which of the following criteria is not required by fundamental due process or 
otherwise to be included with every statutory enactment? 

a. What Constitutional provision grants a State Legislature or Congress 
the authority to enact the statute, and why; 

b. Whether the statute is civil or criminal and why; 
c. What the statute of limitations is; 
d. What each of the elements of the offense are; 
e. What the definitions of each word or phrase mean and the source of that 

definition; 
f. Whether the statute is penal or remedial, and why; 
g. Whether there is a right to trial by jury or not; 
h. What Constitutional protections apply, and why; 
i. What the standard of proof is and an explanation of how this burden is 

established and can be challenged upon an opposing parties failure to 
meet it; 

j. Whether the statute is Lawful or equitable and where the rules of 
procedure for this jurisdiction can be found; 

k. What the venue is; 
l. What the possible defenses are with explanations of each; 
m. Disclosure of all related actions to the initial proceeding (e.g. suspension 

of a privilege after a trial or hearing); 
n. A source link to a full and complete copy of the legislative history 

without having to separately request it; 
o. A list of all applicable jury instructions; 
p. A source link to all case law decisions and an explanation showing how 

those decisions have affected the enactment; 
q. A source link to a presentation containing complete instructions on to 

conduct basic and advanced legal research; 
r. A source link to a presentation containing complete instruction on the 

nature of personal and subject matter jurisdiction and how they are 
acquired and lost by a Court and Judge.  

s. A free source link to civil and criminal procedures before and at trial 
along with relevant case law decisions that are relied upon by all State 
and Federal Courts such as that of Rutter Group and American Law 
Institute; 

t. A source link to a presentation containing complete instruction on all 
aspects of civil and criminal actions include prosecution and defense and 
all rights, privileges, and immunities afforded at each step; 
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