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LIST OF PARTIES

//
|V] All parties appear in the caption of the case on the cover page.

[ ] All. parties do not appear in the caption of the case on the cover page. A list of 
all parties to the proceeding in the court whose judgment is the subject of this 
petition is as follows:

.'*r



-O
f\J^aml^JkUcuA._CeXj>j/.X_______

Ca.)c}_Oikd-__________ •

Rc&m_iwc
.CmcMi&L.

rspk
6~Jh($rf&t/z£p!/EL>,

~0



'~y,

iswRrfyz
r_-f< i

-^TTm^ir^7^^~^r-
”{ fr/np~n*&

-?vy—f'-7<{tT2

■jw——?

----- -----------WyCFp$-~$W-^v?FJTp&2 ;
7j—<^^—J&d-^37fi?~^:r'>7

9
n

—^sdi,1 /
~/biut~y.r//VWW'^Wy’^'~^j~/Tj

—^^r—yvga: —rvmvpr'

wz?

‘>ypie'i!y/{'f--pJ

y i<//7/">a/io ap’^f/rmvOl

—^rcy~(f~y^^J~^ —ymypyn—y&opy&y^—pm? ■—~j0fvf5*

^9 wy/.qrrd—f/fc—imm^W~~p^i^f>^n'f'
r—Yyyy~/'i;^/^c^^~vwyy7r^—w^fyn^—^^y^^»9//vyp

~ypmq’^vyy:&$’

jvHd/f/tffyS t/CQ
/)

fanxm#

y°n>vr’~Ty
--9x*$yvi0 >yf—r<-tiy~sz>jjj~*o,^,—^y

4-------------- —--------------------y$3&vyy??r™3f~'i?V2
--- l&J'yiVJTp/ii^y?—=S^yS>p---W^^ST^’^^By-jym----ST^fd—W

'—/■y^y -d/yf—'zysrev ~^y^r~~p7y?a4?' 

^y7pvf77j^-^r—^^9jfvyyp—dj^y

'W?

~y vt&rsy—jr/ Y>~ye

An->*5"7)~~^yfy~~p>—2W
sp—rdAoy~s^yv^y^s'/p7/y-p ■ ci—vtjdayd—>//’/!] —-•.’WT’

%WTn«-rV
pjj^a------------- :------------- -----------------------

/-

U-



cases cited

Federal Rule Title 18,Section 241-242 
U.S. Constitution Atfcicle 1,section 9(clause 3) and 10 
Dred Scott v Sandford,60 US(19 Howard^ 393,15 L.ed 691 
U.s. Constitution Article 1 section 2(clause3)
Boswell v otis,9 How.366,348
Hagans v Lavine,415 U.S. 528,94 s.ct 1372, 39 L.ed 2d 577 
28 USC §1343(3)
U.S. CSnstitution 14th Amendment 
U.S. Constitution 13th Amendment 
Pennoyer v Neff, 95 US 714 214 L.ed 565



REASON FOR GRANTING PETITION
The State has knowingly and intentionaly comitted the federal crime of 

denationalization by applying the abolished slave label of 'black' against 
me. All people who are free nationals are bom with the inalienable rights 

to inherent the nationality of their forefathers i.e. Mexican,Moorish,etc.
Any act,lawful or disguised, which deprives a person or people of this 

birthright given to than by their Creator is an act of denationalization and 

genocide because it places them outside of the constitutional protection of the 

law. These are first degree criminal violations for any government to enact 
upon a people under colorable amendments to its constitutional laws. This 

confirmation is in dire violation of the U.S. constitution article 1,section 

9(clause 3) and 10, which are Ex post facto and the courts that enforce these 

laws are criminaly liable. FACT: all slaves names, slave owners and slaves were 

legaly abolished in 1865 via the 13th amendment. The slave identifying marks 

of negro,black and colored,etc. which were given to those enslaved,were also 

voided with their institution because these names that were applied to captured 

and imported African Moors were 'demurable' and an act of denationalization, 
which placed them out of their proper person to be treated unfairly and unjus­
tly. Hence, all 'blacks' are lawfully 3/5 of a,person(slave). The supreme laws 

of the U.S. judicially uphold there can be no legal proceeding without the 

establishment of 1) proper status and 2) correct jurisdiction. Jurisdiction 

cannot be sustained by a lower court. The claim of the 13th amendment to 

abolish all entities of slavery(slaves,slave owners and slave names e.g.negro, 
black and colored) now becomes Ex post facto in the 14th amendment where it 

then declares the same negro,black and colored slaves as citizens disguised 

under the word person and made subject to the jurisdiction .This claim gives 

rise to the legal conflict between slavery and freedom which is a constitutional 
issue. The supreme court, empowered by the U.S. copnstitutiOn is the only court 
that can address this matter of peoper jurisdiction, denationalizatibnnand 

slavery. To not grant this petition would express that the States have been 

lawfully authorized by this U.S. supreme court(per the constitution) and cong­
ress to reinstate the Institution of slavery.
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REASON FOR NOT APPLYING TO DISTRICT COURT
Prior to adjudication I was denationalized through unlawful procedures and given 

the slave label of 'black'. Per U.S. constitution article 1,section 2(clause 3), 
all 'blacks' are 3/5 of a person(slave). And per U.S. supreme court decisio- 

n of Dred scott v sandford,"The Black man has no rights that true U.S. citizen- 

s are bound to respect". Thus, 'black' is not proper status and only the proper 

status can be heard in the proper jurisdiction. Being 'black' is not a distri­
ct court or superior court issue. In fact, the 'black label would leave any: co­
urt in want of jurisdiction except the U.S. Supreme court. Under the Supreme 

court ruling of Hagans V Lavine, jurisdiction cannot be sustained by a lower 

court or entertain and decide any claim of conflict between federal and state 

laws. This ruling also expresses that the conflict itself is a constitutional 
matter regarding 'proper jurisdiction'. The claim of the 13th amendment to 

abolish all entities of slavery (slaves, slave owners, slave names evg. negro, 
black and colored) now becomes Ex post facto in the 14th amendment which then 

declares the same negro,black and colored slaves as citizens, disguised under 
the word person and 'made subject to the jurisdiction'. This claim gives rise 

to the conflict between slavery and freedom: and is itself a constitutional: 
matter. District courts do not have the authority to decide constitutional 
matters, nor can they over rule U.S. supreme court decisions. Thus, for the 

matters raised in this habeas corpus, only the U.S. supreme court can correct 
the matter. Any application to the district court, per article 3,section 1 

and 2 of the US constitution, regarding jurisdictional challenges and proper 

status,would be unconstitutional, as district courts are only delegated 

limited authority and cannot lawfully act on or even respond to jurisdictional 
challenges regarding personam jurisdiction, proper status and or constitutio­
nal matters. For any district court to claim personam jurisdiction over any 

..'nationality is an act of fraud.The Stae, vis its district courts, 
operating under "assumable jurisdiction",denationalizing and reopening the 

"Institution of slavery"
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CONCLUSION

THE PETITION FOR WRIT OF NATIONAL HABEAS CORPUS SHOULD BE GRANTED

RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED
&

Moorish amertcan
In propria persona sui juris
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