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. QUESTION(S) PRESENTED
1.

part|of the plaintiff 'and the judge?
14. Can affiant be compelled to asscciate?
15. |Does affiant as a 'Natural Person' have the right

to

autonomy, self goverance, and to determine his own ‘polil

status' of the "state'? A
16. Are the right to travel the right to mode cf conveyan
right to locomotion, the right to free movement, all
rights?

ice
b s

as the sentence imposed in violation of the constitution or
laws| of tlie United States? |
2. Is the U.S. District Ccurt for the Western Distridt of
Loﬁigiana, Monroe Division, ordained and established by an Act of
Congress at Axt&cle III te act judicially?
3. s the U.S. District Court of Western Louisiana,| Monroe
Division, a "District Court of the United States™?
4. Did the U.S. District Court have jurisdiction to impase| such
sentence?
5. Did the U.S. District lack subject matter jurisdiction?
6. Did the U.S. District Court lack In Personam jurisdiction?
7. Did the U.S. District Court lack Territorial jurisdiction?
8. as affiant arbitrariily deprived o¢f right to a2 nime and
nationality under ‘color’ of law? ,
$. s the TUnited States of Americal$: claim of pexrsonam
jurisdiction of affiant via ‘'state birth cértificate', proof of
,'Den tionalizatioun', 'crimes sgainst humanity’, 'Genocide'?
10. Is the Moorish Divine and National movement of the worlds |legal
notice / judicial notice; mname declaration; proclamdtion;
correction; Nunc Pro: Tunc to affiants right to a nameé and a
nationality; cultural; political ’status' of choice? 1
11. Did the plaintiff and the district court Judge coenspire|against
affiants rights by clalmlng jurisdiction (U.S. Citizentry) via
'birth certificate?
12. Did the plaintiff and the district court judge deprive|afifiant
of rights under ‘color’ of law?
13. Was there a 'conflict of identity', and of mnationality on the

self
tical

, the
clute




17.
i8.
seve;
both
Affi
19.
friej
the
20.

21.
22,

rioti

a name change or & status correction?

28.

other 'persons' clause retroactively applied ex post facto
p Yy api P

all
29.
born

land? A
Are treaties, including United Kation Charters, 'Supryeme Law
of the Land?

5
6. Does 'status' determine jurisdiction?

QUESTION(S) PRESENTED
[s the 'Birth Certificate' a state deed cf ownership?

Are the judges, senators, representatiVes, and members

of the united states and several states, bound by

ndship between Morocco and the United States supreme

[s 'black’ a "color or race™?

[s 'black' a nationality or a political slave label?
Are the labels negro, black, colored, african-americar
ct of ‘denaticnalization' or 'genocide'?

Is the Moorish Divine and National Movemeni, legal [ ;
re; name declaration; correction; proclsmstion and pubi]

Is Article I of the U.S. Republic Constitution, 3/5

'persons' born lith amendment 'citizen'?
Does the 1l4th amendment to the U.S. constitution, 'all

" clause hold Moorish Nationals hostage under ex posg

Does the birth certificate confer jurisdiction to the

df the

ral state legislators, a2ll executive, ‘and judicial offiicers
| ‘ Oath or
rmation to Article VI of the U.S. Republic Constitutiont
Is the (Treaty of Marrakech), the Treaty of peace and

law of

y, |ete.,

state?

Do &1l individuals have thé.tight to a name and nationdlity?

judicial
Lcation;

of all
tto the

perscns

t |facto

slave labels e.g. negro, black, colored, african-american,| etc?

30.

lawvs

31.

overturned?

32.

according to the U.s. Republic constitution, and mesning and
of framing fcunding fathers?

p -

Has Dred Scott v. Sandford 15 L.Ed. 651, 19 How 393, e

Are negroes, blacks, coloreds, african-americans, 'es

Is the l4th amendment to the U.S. constitution ex post |[facto
to the 13th amendment, reinstitutipg slavery via the bldck| code
rer] been

i tilzens'
1 dntent




33. Does the birth certificate declare negroes, blacks, col
african-americans, as ‘property’ (subjects), via the state

they

of claim?

34, How is it a negro, black, coclored, african-american, |cd

made

35. Is U.S. citizenry férrartificial, corporate persons?
36. 1s the Unite¢ States a Federa] Corporxation?

Bow can the word 'black' find no formal place withid
natidnalities of the human farmily, &nd still can be |ma
‘citizen' of 3ny free national constitutional government?

37.

38.

amendwent, and how can they be made flrstnclass citizens wi{
their inalienzble free national descent name of their foreflatl
39. Is the unlawiful taking and carrying away of a human bein
force, fraud, tlireats, or intimidation and agdinst -his-will, s 4
of kidnapping?

40.

a diversity of citizenship issue?

%ich branch of law authorized the states to apply abolilshg
slave labels, [negro, black, colored, africsn-american], to |anj
person of african descent, after 1865?

41. W

42. Toes this act reinstate such persons as chattel-property|
reopehs the institution of slavery under colorable constitut]
amen%?e A

43. Do

and

46

47. Can & jvrisdictional claim be procedurslly defaulted?

QUESTION(S) PRESENTED

reside? Is the 'state seal' on the birth certificate

a 'citizen'?

Are blacks "slaves" or ‘'perscus", as used in thle

Is the Moorish American National ‘political status' "

nts?

D

. |Car jurisédiction be estaoblished by comsent, stipulls
agreJm

ent of parties, or waiver?

st

oreds,

b eI 1y

proeof

n be

the

de a

14th
Chout
hers?
g by
Tond

Fate"

and
Lonal

es this case arising under the constitution of the| United
Statels and Treaties, lnvolve "federal question" jurisdi(tlon
44. Did the United States of America deny affiant of proce
substantive rights to life, literty(freedom
properiy{inalienable rights)}, without due process of law?
45. Can a judge deny a jurisdictional c¢laim without the pllai
/ acquser first bearing the burden of proof? '

Jural
b, an:d

tiff

cion,




J _, GUESTBON(S) PRESENTED
L8

kis failure to raise a jurisdictional claim?

L9, Does a natursl persen / humsn being have 2 right to free

of expression / asscciation or diszssociation?

50. Qe natural perscns / buman beings have the right to self g

/ s¢lf avtononmy?

51.
F.3d4
52.

370] 131 S.Ct. at 2391, and the sentenc1ng reform act?

Can a supervised release sentence be 1mposed / incre

prisgn, to prbmote rehabilitation / treatment?

53.

promdte rehabilitation </ treatment in a supervised

* s
revocation hearing?

54.

55

lust a case be dismissed, 1f the tribunal (court) finds

oes a, defencant reed to show cause and prejudice to justi

Does the sentence imposed violate Tapla v. United States

Can above the sentencing guideline sentence be impqg

-

re

com

=5

“

cverance

y [ 740

hsed to

psed to

lease

For a crime'to exist, does there have to be an injured party
(corjus delicti)? ‘

absence

of proof of jurisdiction over person or subject matter, or where
due Rrocess was denied? ,

So. 1Is 1t a crime for a Juage to practlce law from the bench?

57.- Is Moor Amerlcan a “state“’

58. |Is the united States of aAmerica, (U.S.A.) ~a ([foreign
jurisdiction to Moors? A _

59. 1s the word -person'‘a corporation, unless it says ‘“mnatural
personj? ] )
60.15 it *fraud® to impose the 14th amendment on the people?

61. lare uU.S. citizens property and franchises of the federal
government? _

62. [Is the abiiity to regulate the people unconstitutional| and
repugnant to the constitution?

63. Are (Birth) Rignts personai property?

64. |pre the rights of the people derived from goverhmental

agencies, eilther municipal, state, or federal, or even from the
constlitution?

65. Does the term "person” include the soveriegn?




everyone?

85.

ordinances regulate government employees only?

QUESTION(S) PRESENTED

66. Must a court have jurisaiction over. the human being,
crimd, and land, prior to the court exercising judicial
67. Do statutes have jurisaiction over the people?

68. Once jurisaiction 1is challenged, must it be proven tp
py wiitten documentation?

69. 1s it fraua by an article III judge, that sits in a mu
court to administer juaicial power? _
70. |can a magistrate, administrative officer of the exec
branch sit in a judiclal capacity?

71. Does the office of thelﬁrosecutor rest in the executive
72. If the prosecutor is an ‘attorney, officer of the court
is part of the judicial branch, is this a ‘conflict of ing
73. must a complaint idéntify at least one plaintiff by tru
for 4 action to commence? o
74. Is the united states an entity? |

75. Can the United States write a complaint?

76. Are all actions carried on by a governmental agency
out Yy 1ts agents and actors? .

'77. 1s violating one's oath (or affirmation) ‘perjury‘?

78. lare Jjudgements from courts with no Jjurisdiction nul
79. frs the united States district court of Western Loui
Monrge division, a territorial ; legisfative court?

80. Does the government, state or federal have jurisdicti
a human being?

81. |Can an inanimate object press charges against an
obje t?

82. e governments quporations?

83. who do statues apéiy to?

84. Does the lath amendment apply negatively to a class of
and kontradict the united States Repupblic Constitution wl
not

written for a specific class of people, it 1s writf

Do codes, 1including united States Codes, Statute

br

ca

13

D11

fegea

ppwer?

bX1ST
cipal
utive

ancn?

which

erest'?

name,

rried

ties?

lana,

over

.
anjimate

people,
1idn is

tenn for

and




QUESTNNWS)PRESENTED
86. Can a court bring in a living, breathing person and | have
jurisa10t10n over them?
87. foes the law say that if you do not declare that you are a non
corpdrate entlty, you are a corporation?
88. is it *fraud' because the court failed to tell us they had no
jurisdiction? o
89. |are all courts lincluding those in washington D.CJ, |U.S.
District Courts (federal courts) and circult courts, FOREIGN| STATES
to Maors?
90. Can the judge obtain jurisdiction by simply saying |he has
Jurisdiction?
91. May the plaintiff {accuser} stipulate that the court| has
jurisaiction? '
92. must the plaintiff provide written proof of jurisdictibn/ and
must |[file that written ‘proof into the case?
93. May jurisdiction be challenged at anyt1me9
94, hen the plaintiff fails to provide jurisdiction, is| any
sentence or finding of the court void?
95. Is it -fraud® from the inception, because the court plready
knew |T was not a corporation and they knew they did not /|dd not
have |Jurisdiction over the body?
96. Are declared moors (declared natiqnality)' protected under
International Law? »
97. Did congress replace statutes with International Law, placing
all states under International law? ,
98. Did the TInternational oOrganization Immunities Act relinquish
every| public office of the united States to the unitea Nations?
"99. Is citizenship feIInquished’onCe'an ~oath of office" is|taken,
thus |becoming a foreign entity, agency, or state, meaning every
public office is a - foreign state, including alf{ political
subdivisions, (1.e. every single court 1s considered a separate
foreign entity)? | '
i60. [can a foreign entity, agency, or state bring any suit against
"The People” according to Article xT of the Bill of Rights?




QUESTION(S) PRESENTED
101.| Can the ﬂuage deny a section 2255 motion challenging |sybject
matter 7jurisdiction without the plaintiff {accuser) bearing the
burden of proof of its existence? '
102.| can the appellate court deny a certificate of appea%éhility
for mot paying a filing fee, when the petitioner has alreaay been
granted prior approval to proceed in forma pauperis, |by the
district court, in the prior proceeding? _

103.|Ts negro, black, colored, a "suspect classification’?
104.| Is negio, black, colorea,; a ‘protected person-*?

105.| Is jurisdiction once challenged to be proven by the asserter

or the court?




[ 1 All parties appear in the caption of the case on the cover page.

K] All parties do mot appear in the caption of the case on the cover page. A li
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Judgement entered Mar. 27, 20035.

United

Easterp District California. Judgement entered Dec. 23, 2011 OLJ
States v. TUBBS, 3:19¢r00391, 3:19¢r00392, Western District | Louisiana,

Division. Judgement entered Mar. 1:.2023:

United
Monroe

United

States v. TUBBS, 2:05cr0G243, 463 Fed.Appx.706, 2011 U.S. App. LEXIS 25771,

States v. TUBBS, 3:19cr00391. 2024 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 33852, wWestern

Louisiana. Monroe Division. Judgement entered Feb. 26, 2024,

‘United
!

Western District Louisiana, Monroe Division. Judgement entered Apr. 1, 2024

Uni tet
Unite¢

States v. TUBBS, 3:19cr00391, 3:19cr00392, 2024 U.S. Dist. LEXI

District

S 60189,

'

States v. TUBBS, No. 24-30155, No. 2430156, 2024 U.S. Dist. LEX]
States Court of Appeals Fifth Circuit. Judgement entered Apr| 2

S 10338,
9, 2024,
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STATEMENT OF THE CASE
Affiént éffirms that the seatenice was imposed in vielétion of the United Stétes
in that tike piatatiff / accuser never provnded preof of Jur1sd1Lt10n(D 0.A. 0 )
Delegation of Autherity Order from congress to act judiciszlly at Article I1I, and
that the United States District court, Western district of Louisizana, Monrce
Civision, is not a 'District Court of the United Stétes‘, and therefore 1acxed
jurisdiction to impose such sentence in absence of written prooi of jarisdiction
fiied iuto the case.
The court further erred by consenting, stipulating, énd égreeing that jurisdictiou
exists, when jurisdicticn casonot be conferred upon the court iu this niannex. Again
the court erred by imposing & senteace over three times the seutenc1ng guideline
range of &-i4 months, to glve affiant time to address apparent mental hLealth
issues, in violation of Tapiz v. Uniied States, and the sentencing reform act. The
court and tie plalntiff conspired against the rights of affiant and deprived
affiant of rights under ‘color-of-law' and 'color-uvf-authority', in that they both
agreed that the court héd jurisdiction of affiznt wvia a state owned bdirth
certificate with a ALL CAPITAL LETTERS person, whce is identified as affiant, a
‘black® persomn of colo: or race, clearly not identifyiag afxlaﬁu, who is of flesh.
and blocd naturai person with a pedigree / bloodlire of the Lomzn race.
The plaintiff and the court erromeously called affiéats NMoorish Divine and National
Movement legal wotice [ judicial notice; nawe ﬁeclaration; proclamation;
correction; a simple name change, when in truth it is a Nunc Pro Tunc ‘political
status® “state”, correction of afriants true name and natlonallty and allegiance
to his Moorish Americau estate. These acts by both the plaintiff aand the courc
depied aifiant the right to 2 rame and a unationality, and cultural, political
status of chuice, compelling affiént to be a G.S. citizen, ’artificial / corporate
‘person', who,is civilly dead in the eyes of law, civiliter mortunus, a clear cause
of ‘'conflict of identity' 2nd of nativuwality as well és & violation of tlie First
Bili of rights freedom of expression / association or disassociation, and a
violation of International Law, humanitarian trééties which prohibiis compeiled
aésociation. Affiant was denied the right to self autonomy, self goverance, and
the right to travel, to free movement, which are all absolute righis.
The plaintiff and the court violated Article VI of the United States Repubiic
Constitution to uphold and support the supreme 1éw of the iand, which includes
United Nations Charters, Treéties. Affiant affirms that the piaintiff and court

ciaimed jurisdiction of affiant via a ex post facto law, being the i4th amendment



STATEMENT OF THE CASE

person (bléck), which is a ex post facto slave label that was abolished with the
institution of slavery is the 13th amenduent. Affizat affiims that this label in
conjunction with the black code laws, reestzblishes the 3/5th of ali other
‘persons’ clause cetroactlvely applxed to ail persons born under the 14th
amenament citizenry. According to the rullng in the infamous Dred Scott v. Sandford
case, negroes, blacks, colcreds, according to the United States Republic
Constitution, and meaning and intent of the framing founding féthers, are not, and
couid not be ‘citizens' of the Uaion States, és that word is wused ia the
Constitution. Affiant affirms that these acts by the pléintiff and court proves
that the birth certificate declares negroes, blécks, ¢coloreds, éfrican—americéns,
etc., as ‘'property’ (subjects) via the state wherein they reside, proof being the
state seéi on the certificéte of live bdirth. These acts of 'denmationmaiization' and
‘genocide’ are clear crimes égéinst huménity.
Affiant affirms that the unlawful wérrant and arrest of this natural person is a
act of kidnapping. Affiént affirms that tche court denied him of ‘due process of
iaw®, by failing to have the plaintiff / accuser beér the burden of proof that
jurisdiction exists before proceediang with the heéring. The court proceeded with
the hearing three times after jurisdictican was chéllepged, asking for pleas into
the case, allowing the plaintiff o call witnesses, stipuléting to jurisdiciion
via the birth certificate and compelied U.S. citizenry, while at the same time
acknowiedging that the couri had a vath bound sworn duty vo first address
jurisdictional issues before the court could proceed, but faiied to do so each time
and continued to v1olaLe 'due process'! by proceeding with the case each time the
jurisdiction issue was brought forth. Aifiant affirms that ¢he judge practiced iaw
from the bench, entering pleas on affiants' behalf, acting as prosecutor;, and
being biased threaiening to duct tape affiant three (3) times.The court should have
dismissed the case in absence of proof of jurisdiction over person, subject matter,
or wiere due process was denied.
Affiant afiirms that the ability to reguiate the peopie is unconstitutiomal, and
fepugnant to the constitution, in that the United States is a federal Corporation.
and that codes, including United States codes, statutes, and ordinances regulate
government employees only, they cannot ever regulate the people. Affiant affirms
that the cpurt erred in denying his §2255 motion to vacate on frivilous grounds
that affiant did not raise as grounds for relief, and therefore failed to address

the jurisdictional claims, and failed to order the plaintiff / accuser to respond
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to the allegations in which the plaintiff /accuser bears the burden of proof. The
court denied the §2255 motion under faise pretenses that affiant challenged the
statutory maximun of the sentence, when in fact the six (6) grounds for relief in
affiants §2255 raised no issue concerning a statutory maximum Sentence.

Affiant challenged the very power of the court to hear, decide, and apply law
(jursidiction) which, a claim of this sort Camot be wa1ved and can be raised at
anytime for the first time even on appeal. Nor can a jurisdictional ciaim of this
sort be wa1ved7 or procedurally barred / defaulted and should have been addressed
by the plaintiff / accuser/, Affiant affirms that the pla1ntiff /accuser failed to
address the jurisdictional claims (allegations) asserted against it, in its
reponse, and therefore under Fed.R.Civ.P. (v8) , admitted to the allegations against
it, when it failed to admit, plead or otherwise defend.

Affiant affirms that all statutes fall under the United Natmnsqnd International
law’ and that all public offices and officers are foreign states, entities, and
agents, and that the United States of America is a foreign jurisdiction to moors,
who are Al citizens (AA222141) with a permanent character, which comes from the
United States Codes, Title 22, Chapter 2, Sections 141-143. It references the
highest rank of citizen. Therefore, amendment XI of the United States Republic
constitution prohibits suits by citizens of another state, or by citizens or
subjects of any foreign state. Affiant affirms that he is immune from criminal and
civil jurisdiction by, and of, the Union States Rights Republic {U.S.A.) pursuant
to, but not limited to the United States supreme Court and the ‘Acts of State'.
Affiant again affirms that the sentence imposed violated Tapia v. United States
and the sentencing reform act, by imposing or increasing a sentence to promote
rehabilitation / treatment per 18 USC §3582(a). Affiant affirms that there is no
injured party, that the United States is an entity, per ' 28 -+USC. .. Chapter 176,
section 3002 15A, therefore the United States cannot write a complaint, and that
for a crime to exist there has to be an injured party. Some identifiable human
being has to complain under penalty of perjury for an action to commence. Affiant
affirms that his discovery requests were denied in the form of a ‘averment of
jurisdiction' which would have enabled aff1ant to determine the status and
jurisdiction of all part1es involved. Affiant requested that all parties of
interest provide official proof of oath of office and official bonds. Affiants
discovery request went unanswered by the plaintiff and the conrt.Affiant further

affirms that the prosecution rests in the executive branch, but as an assistant

3.
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U.S. attorney, is an officer of the court, which is the judicial branch, which is

a ‘'conflict of interest', seperation of powers. Affiant affirms that the Article
IIT judge sitting in a territorial / municipal / administrative court, becomes a
‘clerk' magistrate / administrétive officer of the executive branch and cannot
adm1nister judicial power.
Affiant aff1rms that the court committed 'fraud‘ because the court failed to tell
affiant that they had no jurisdiction over living, breathing, human beings. Afflant
again affirms that the court does not determine Jurisd1ction, and that Jurlsdiction
cannot be obtained by the court by simply saying they have it. The p1a1nt1ff /
accuser must prove that the court has Jurisd1ct10n, and must provide written proof
" of Jur1sd1ct10n, ‘and file that written proof into the case. Affiant affirms that
the plaintiff failed to provide written proof of Jurlsdlction, making any sentence
or finding of the court void. Affiant affirms that as a declared and proc1a1med
Moor, as the plaintiff clearly stated for the record, he is protected under
Internétlonal law.
Affiant affirms that the District Court approved affiant to proceed with his §2255
motion to vacate imn forma pauperis, and that under the Fed.R.App. P. rule 24(3)
(prior‘approval), affiant should have been able to proceed on appeal to the Fifth
Circuit Court of Appeals for a certificate of Aappeélability without further
authorization. The appellate court erred by 'dismissing affiants' motion for
certificate of appealab111ty, due to affiant not paying the filing fee, the
appellate court should have accepted affiants motion as perviously authorized; and
this violation of law has prejudiced affaint with undue delay. Affiant affirms that
the plaintiff and court treated affiant without due respect and ‘due process'
rights under the law, and affiants substantive r1ghts and constitutionally-secured
rights and immunities have been violated, breached, and abridged under ‘colorable
circumstances. Affiant affirms that the plaintiff and the court treated affiant
as a refugee, a nationless, stateless rogue, of 'suspect classification’, a
‘protected pefson'. Affiant affirms that any unilateral, adhesion contracts,
constructs, alleging a violation of supervised release, are void ab initio, and
forthwith ‘cured® and ‘rescinded'. Affiant was denied all lawful constitutional
safeguards established by the ‘supreme law of the land' and should be released

immediately from false imprisonment imposed by unconstituiomal tribunals.




REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION
The United States Court of Appeals Fifth Circﬁit, has so far departed from the
accepted and usual course of judicial proceedings, by dismissing affiants
certificate of appealablllty for want of prosecutlon, for failing to file the
filing fee when affiant had documented prior approval in the district court
proceeding in which he is appealing. The United States Court of Appeals Fifth
Circuit sanctioned the clear / plain error of the district court who denied
affiants §2255 motion to vacate without first addressing and deciding the
jurisdict1ona1 issues, that could not be walved or defaulted by affiant because
the plaintiff /accuser bears the burden of proof. As affiant is a declared /
proclaimed Aboriginal / indigenous, Sundry free moor, Natural Person, and ali cases
affecting ambassadors, other public ministers and consulsr and those in which a
state shall be a party, the Supreme court has original jurisdiction, it's only
approriate for this court to exercise its supervisory power, to keep the inferior
courts bound and in check to it's fudiciary duties and oath bound obligations to
uphold and support the constitutional covenant of itg construction, which has
national implications of precedential importance. For these reasons the court

should grant affiants petition.



The

- CONCLUSION .

petition for a writ of certiorari should be granted.

Respectfully submitted,
A R{ghtS Reserved Wimout Pregudite
F W Box

+h ;
Date: July 5 2024




