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GUESTiON(S) PRESENTED
as the sentence imposed in violation of the constitution or 

laws of the United States?
2. Is the U.S. District Cc-urt for the Western District of
Louisiana, Monroe Division,- ordained and established by ar. Act of 

Congress at Article III to act judicially?
Is the U.S. District Court of Western Louisiana, Konroe

Division, a "District Court of the United States”?
4. lid the U.S. District Court have jurisdiction to impose 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?

Was affiant arbitrarily deprived cf right to a name and
nationality under ‘color1 of law?

1. V

3.

8.

9. Is the United States of America's.: claim of personam 

jurisdiction of affiant via 'state birth certificate', proof of 

'Denationalization', 'crimes against humanity', 'Genocide'?
10. Is the Moorish Divine and National movement of the worlds legal 
notice / judicial notice; name declaration; proclamation; 
correction; Nunc Pro: Tunc to affiants right to a name and a 

nationality; cultural; political 'status' of choice?
11. Did the plaintiff and the district court judge conspire against 

affiants rights by claiming jurisdiction (U.S. Citizenry) via 

'birth certificate?
12. Did the plaintiff and the district court judge deprive affiant 

of rights under 'color' of law?
Was there a 'conflict of identity' ., and of nationality on the 

part of the plaintiff' and the judge?
14. Can affiant be compelled to associate?

Does affiant as a 'Natural Person' have the right to self 

autonomy, self goverance, and to determine his own 'political 
status" of the "state"?
16. Are the right to travel, the right to mode of conveyance 

righi: to locomotion, the. right to free movement, all abs 
rights?

13.

15.

, the 

olute
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QUESTiON(S) PRESENTED
17. ts the 'Birth Certificate' a state deed of ownership?

Are the judges, senators, representatives, and members of the 

several state legislators, all executive, and judicial officers 

both of the united states and several states, bound by Oath or 

Affirmation to Article VI of the U.S, Republic Constitution?
19. Is the (Treaty of Marrakech), the Treaty of peace and 

friendship between Morocco and the United States supreme law of 

the Land?

18.

Are treaties, including United Ration Charters, 'Suprem 

of tine Land?
21. Is 'black* a "color or race"?

20. e Law

22. Ts 'black' a nationality or a political slave label?
Are the labels negro, black, colored, african-american,23. etc. ,

an art of 'denationalization' or 'genocide'? 

24. Does the birth certificate confer jurisdiction to the state? 

Do all individuals have the right to a name and nationslity? 

26. !)oes 'status' determine jurisdiction?
25.

27. Is the Moorish Divine and National Movement, legal / judicial 
notice; name declarations correction; proclamation and publicstion;
a name change or a status correction?
28. Is Article I of the U.S. Republic Constitution, 3/5 of all 
other 'persons' clause retroactively applied ex post facto, to the 

all 'persons' born 14th amendment 'citizen'?
29. Does the 14th amendment to the U.S. constitution, 'all persons 

born' clause hold Moorish Nationals hostage under ex post facto 

slavij labels e.g. negro, black, colored, african-american, etc?
30. Is the 14th amendment to the U.S. constitution ex post facto 

to the 13th amendment, reinstituting slavery via the black code 
laws?
31. las Dx~ed Scott v. Sandford 15 L.Ed. 691, 19 How 393, ever been 

overturned?
Are negroes, blacks, coloreds, african-americans, 

according t:o the U.S. Republic constitution, and meaning and intent 

of framing founding fathers?

32. citizens1
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QUESTION(S) PRESENTED
33. Does the birth certificate declare negroes, blacks, coloreds, 

african-americans, as 'property' (subjects), via the state wherein 

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

of claim?
34. ilow is it a negro, black, colored, african-american, cm be 

made a 'citizen'?
35„ Is U.S, citizenry f«5x?rartificial, corporate persons?
36. Is the United States a Federal Corporation?
37. low can the. word 'black* find no formal place within the 

nationalities of the human family, and still can be made a 

'citizen' of any free national constitutional government?
Axe blacks "slaves" or "persons", as used in the 14th 

amendment, and how can they he made first-class citizens without 

their inalienable free national descent name of their forefathers? 

39. is the unlawful taking and carrying away of a human huing by 

force, fraud, threats,, or intimidat-ioi) and against his* will, a act 
of kidnapping?

ts the Moorish American National 'political status' "state"

38.

40.
a diversity cf citizenship issue?
41. khich branch of law authorized the states to apply aboli 
slave labels, [negro, black., colored, african-american], to 

person of african descent, after 1865?
42. r

shed
any

oes this act reinstate such persons as chattel-proper 

reopens the institution of slavery under colorable constil 
amendments?

ty, and 

uti.onal

43. Does this case arising under the constitution of the United 

States and Treaties, involve "federal question" jurisdiction?
44. Did the United States of ■America deny affiant of procedural 
and substantive rights to life, liberty(freedom),and 

property(inalienable rights), without due process of law?
45. ('an a judge deny a jurisdictional claim without the plaintiff 

/ accuser first bearing the burden of proof?
Can jurisdiction he established by consent, stipulation, 

agreement of parties, or waiver?
47< Can a jurisdictional claim be procedural!y defaulted?

46.
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QUESTSON(S) PRESENTED
48. toes a defendant need to show cause and prejudice to justify 

his failure to raise a jurisdictional, claim?
49. Ioes a natural person / human being have a right to freedon
of expression / association or disassooiation? 

50. t o natural persons / human beings have the right to self 

/ self autonomy?
goverance

51. Does the sentence imposed violate Tapia v. United States,[740 

F.3d 370] 131 S.Ct. at 2391, and the sentencing reform act?
Ian a supervised release sentence be Imposed / increased to 

prison, to promote rehabilitation / treatment?
53. Can above the sentencing guideline sentence be imposed to 

promote rehabilitation / treatment in a supervised release 

revoc ation hearing?
54. For a crime to exist, does there have to be an injurel ;?arty 

(corpus delicti)?
55. Just a case be dismissed, if the tribunal (court) finds absence 

of. proof of jurisdiction over person or subject matter, oc where 

due process was denied?
5o. Is it a crime for a judge to practice law from the bench?
57. js Moor American a *state*?
58. is the United States of America, (u.S.A.) a foreign 

jurisdiction to Moors?
'ts the word 'person' a corporation, unless it says 'natural

52.

59.
person'?
60.1s it 'fraud' to impose the 14th amendment on the people?

Are u.S. citizens property and franchises of the federal 
government?

* .r,-i

Ls the ability to regulate the people unconstitutioral and 

repugnant to the constitution?

61.

62.

63. Are (Birth) Rignts personal property?
64. Are the rights of the people derived from governmental 

res, either municipal, state, or federal, or even from the 

itution?
agenc
const

oes the term "person" include the soveriegn?65. D



QUESTION(S) PRESENTED
alLegea 

p ewer?
court have jurisdiction over the human being, 

to tne court exercising judicial
66. Must a

, and land, prior 

o statutes have jurisdiction over the people?
crime:
67. n

be proven ta sxistis challenged, must it68. Dnce jurisdiction 

oy written documentation?
-1 . ^ « • *

69. ]s it fraud by an Article III judge, that sits m a muni 
court, to administer judicial power?

cipal

administrative officer of the execitive70. Can a magistrate, 

branch sit in a judicial capacity?
71. toes the office of the prosecutor rest in the executive
72. :c£ the prosecutor is an attorney, officer of the court 

art of the judicial branch, is this a 'conflict of int
complaint Identify at least one plaintiff by tru

br men? 

, vhich 

er 2st' ?is p
73. Must a e lame,
for £ action to commence?
74. Is the united states an entity?
75- Can tne united States write a complaint?
76. Are all actions carried on by a governmental agency ca 

out by its agents and actors?
77. Is violating one's oath (or Affirmation) 'perjury*?
78. Are judgements from courts with no
79. /Its the united States district court of Western Louisiana,

a territorial / legislative court?
federal have jurisdiction

tried

jurisdiction nullities?

Monroe division,
80. Does tne government, state or
a human being?

• •81. Can an inanimate 

object?
82. /xe governments corporations?
83. vho do statues apply to?
84. Does tne l4th amendment apply negatively to a class of people, 

contradict the united States Repunlic Constitution wliicn is
for a specific class of people, it is written for

over

object press charges against an animate

and
not Written 

everyone?
85. Do codes, including united States Codes, Statute 

Ordinances regulate government employees only?
ands.
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QUESTION(S) PRESENTED
a living, breathing person and haveCan a court bring in 

diction over them?
86.
juris
87. does the law say that if you do not declare that you are a non
corporate entity, you are a corporation?
88. is it 'fraud' because the court failed to tell us they 

jurisdiction?
89. Are all courts (including those in Washington D.C. 
District Courts (federal courts) and circuit courts, FOREIGN 

to Mcors?

had no

u.S.
STATES

90. Can the judge obtain jurisdiction by simply saying he has
jurisdiction?
91. Hay the plaintiff (accuser) stipulate that the cov.rt has

* * * , jurisdiction?
92. Must the plaintiff provide written proof of jurisdiction, and 

must file that written proof into the case?
93. Way jurisdiction he challenged at anytime?
94. when the plaintiff fails to provide jurisdiction, is any
sentence or finding of the court void?
95. Cs it 'fraud' from the inception, because the court already 

Knew T was not a corporation and they Knew they did not / do not 
have jurisdiction over the body?
96. Are declared Moors (declared nationality) protected under
International Law?
97. Ilid congress replace statutes with international law, placing 

all states under International law?
Did ttie International Organization Immunities Act relinquish 

every public office of the united States to the united Natrons? 

99. Is citizenship relinquished once an "Oath of Office” is 

thus becoming a foreign entity, agency, or state, meanind dvery 

public office is a foreign state, including all political 
subdivisions, (l.e. every single court is considered a separate

98.

taken.

foreign entity)? 

100.
"The

or state bring any suit againstCan a foreign entity. agency.
People" according to Article xl of the Bill of Rights?



GUESTION(S) PRESENTED
101. Can the judge deny a section 2255 motion challenging subject 
matter jurisdiction without the plaintiff l accuser) bearing the 

burden of proof of its existence?
102. Can the appellate court deny a certificate of appealability 

for not paying a filing fee, when the petitioner has already 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 negro, black, colored, a "protected person'?
105. Ts jurisdiction once challenged to be proven by the asserter 

or the court?

'.f'v.
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JURISDICTION ■

£j] For cases from federal courts:

The date on which the United States Court of Appeals decided my case 
was APR. 29, 2024

[ ] No petition for rehearing was timely filed in my case.

jX ] A timely petition for rehearing was denied by the United States Co\
APR* 29, 2024

irt of 
, and a coiy.of theAppeals on. the following date: 

order denying rehearing appears at Appendix

granted
(.elate)

[ ] An extension of time to file the petition for a writ of certiorari Was
to and including_______
in Application No. :__A

(date) on

The jurisdiction of this- Court is invoked under 28 U.; S. C. §1254(1).

For cases from state courts:[ ]

The date on which the highest state court decided my case was 
A.copy of that decision appears at Appendix-----------

[ ] A timely petition for rehearing was thereafter denied on the following date: 
______________________ , and a copy of the order denying rehearing
appears at Appendix

granted[ ] An extension of time to file the petition for a writ of certiorari was
to and including_:__
Application Nd. __ A

(date) in(date) on

The jurisdiction of this Court is invoked under 28 U. S. C. § 1257(a).
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STATEMENT OF THE CASE
Affiant affirms that the sentence was imposed in violation of the United States 

in that the plaintiff ] accuser never provided proof of jurisdiction (D.O.A.O.) 
Delegation of Authority Order from congress to act judicially at Article III, and 

that the United States District court, Western district of Louisiana, Monroe 

Division, is not a 'District Court of the United States’, and therefore lacked 

jurisdiction to impose such sentence in absence of written proof of jurisdiction 

filed into the case.
The court further erred by consenting, stipulating, and agreeing that jurisdiction 

exists, when jurisdiction canuot be conferred upon the court in this manner. Again 

the court erred by imposing a sentence over three times the sentencing guideline 

range of S-14 months, to give affiant time to address apparent mental health 

issues, in violation of Tapia v. United States, and the sentencing reform act. The 

court ana the plaintiff conspired against the rights of affiant and deprived 

affiant of rights under 'eolor-of-law* and 'color-of-authority', in that they both 

agreed that the court had jurisdiction of affiant via a state owned birth 

certificate with a ALL CAPITAL LETTERS person, who is identified as affiant, a 

'black1 person of color or race, clearly not identifying affiant, who is of flesh 

and blood natural person with a pedigree / bloodline of the human race.
The plaintiff and the court erroneously called affiants Moorish Divine and National 
Movement legal notice / judicial notice; name declaration; proclamation; 
correction; a simple name change, when in truth it is a Nunc Fro Tunc 'political 
status' "state", correction of affiants true name and nationality and allegiance 

to his Moorish American estate. These acts by both the plaintiff and the court 
denied affiant the right to a came and a nationality, and cultural, political 
status of choice, compelling affiant to be a U.S. citizen, ’artificial / corporate 

'person', who,is civilly dead in the eyes of law, civiliter mortuus, a clear cause 

of ’conflict of identity* and of nationality as well as a violation of the First 
Bill of rights freedom of expression / association or disassociation, and a 

violation of International Law, humanitarian treaties which prohibits compelled 

association. Affiant was denied the right to self autonomy, self goverance, and 

the right to travel, to free movement, which are all absolute rights.
The plaintiff and the court violated Article VI of the United States Republic 

Constitution to uphold and support the supreme law of the land, which includes 

United Nations Charters, Treaties. Affiant affirms that the plaintiff and court 
claimed jurisdiction of affiant via a ex post facto law, being the 14th amendment

2 #
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STATEMENT OF THE CASE
person (black), which is a ex post facto slave label that was abolished with the 

institution of slavery in the 13th amendment. Affiant affirms that this label in 

conjunction with the black code laws, reestablishes the 3/5th of all other 

'persons* clause retroactively applied to all 'persons' born under the 14th 

amendment citizenry. According to the ruling in the infamous Dred Scott v. Sandford 

case, negroes, blacks, coloreds, according to the United States Republic 

Constitution, and meaning and intent of the framing founding fathers, are not, and 

could not be 'citizens' of the Union States, as that word is used la the 

Constitution. Affiant affirms that these acts by the plaintiff and court proves 

that the birth certificate declares negroes, blacks, coloreds, african-americans, 
etc., as 'property' (subjects) via the state wherein they reside, proof being the 

state seal on the certificate of live birth. These acts of 'denationalization* and 

'genocide* are clear crimes against humanity.
Affiant affirms that the Unlawful warrant and arrest of this natural person is a 

act of kidnapping. Affiant affirms that the court denied him of 'due process of 
law', by failing to have the plaintiff / accuser bear the burden of proof that 
jurisdiction exists before proceeding with the hearing. The court proceeded with 

the hearing three times after jurisdiction was challenged, asking for pleas into 

the case, allowing the plaintiff to call witnesses, stipulating to jurisdiction 

via the birth certificate and compelled U.S. citizenry, while at the same time 

acknowledging that the court had a oath bound sworn duty to first address 

jurisdictional issues before the court could proceed, but failed to do so each time 

and continued to violate 'due process' by proceeding with the case each time the 

jurisdiction issue was brought forth. Affiant affirms that the judge practiced law 

from the bench, entering pleas on affiants' behalf, acting as prosecutor, and 

being biased threatening 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 where due process was denied.
Affiant affirms that the ability to regulate the people is unconstitutional, and 

repugnant 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 court 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

2.
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STATEMENT OF THE CASE
to the allegations in which the plaintiff /accuser bears the burden of proof. The 

court denied the §2255 motion under false pretenses that affiant challenged the 

statutory maximum 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 sortc<wu>f be waived and can be raised at 
anytime for the first time even on appeal. Nor can a jurisdictional claim of this 

sort be waived, or procedurally barred / defaulted, and should have been addressed 

by the plaintiff / accuser/. Affiant affirms that the plaintiff /accuser failed to 

address the jurisdictional claims (allegations) asserted against it 

reponse, and therefore under Fed.R.Civ.P. (8), admitted to the allegations against 
it, when it failed to admit, plead, or otherwise defend.
Affiant affirms that all statutes fall under the United Nations and 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 . iUSC- 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 affiant to determine the status and 

jurisdiction of all parties 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 court.Affiant further 

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

in its

3.
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STATEMENT OF THE CASE
, is an officer of the court, which is the judicial branch, which is 

seperation of powers. Affiant affirms that the Article
becomes a

U.S. attorney 

a 'conflict of interest',
III judge sitting in a territorial / municipal / administrative court,

of the executive branch and cannot'clerk* magistrate / administrative officer
administer judicial power.

the court failed to tellAffiant affirms that the court committed 'fraud' because 
affiant that they had no jurisdiction over living, breathing, human beings. Affiant

does not determine jurisdiction, and that jurisdictionagain affirms that the court 
cannot be obtained by the court by simply saying they have it. The plaintiff / 

accuser must prove that the court has jurisdiction, and must provide written proof 
# of jurisdiction, and file that written proof into the case. Affiant affirms that 

the plaintiff failed to prov.'<k written proof of jurisdiction, making any sentence
declared and proclaimedor finding of the court void. Affiant affirms that as a 

as the plaintiff clearly stated for the record, he is protected underMoor,
International law.
Affiant affirms that the District Court approved affiant to proceed with his §2255

rule 24(3)
appeal to the Fifth

motion to vacate in forma pauperis, and that under the Fed.R.App.P.
(prior approval), affiant should have been able to proceed on 
Circuit Court of Appeals for a certificate of appealability without further

motion forerred by dismissing affiants'authorization. The appellate court 
certificate of appealability, 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
treated affiant without due respect and 'due processthe plaintiff and court

and affiants substantive rights and constitutionally securedrights under the law, 
rights and immunities have been violated, breached, and abridged under 'colorable

affirms that the plaintiff and the court treated affiant
'suspect classification', a

circumstances. Affiant
as a refugee, a nationless, stateless rogue, of 
'protected person'. Affiant affirms that any unilateral, adhesion contracts, 

void ab initio, andconstructs, alleging a violation of supervised release,
'rescinded*. Affiant was denied all lawful constitutional

are

forthwith 'cured' and 
safeguards established by the 'supreme law of the land* and should be released 

immediately from false imprisonment imposed by unconstituional tribunals.

1
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REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION
The United States Court of Appeals Fifth Circuit, has so far departed from the

of judicial proceedings, by dismissing affiantsaccepted and usual course 

certificate of appealability for want of prosecution, 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 

§2255 motion to vacate without first addressing and deciding the 

jurisdictional issues, that could not be waived or defaulted by affiant because 

the plaintiff /accuser bears the burden of proof. As affiant is a declared /

affiants

prodded Aboriginal / indigenous, Sundry free moor, Natural Person, and all cases 

affecting ambassadors, other public ministers and consuls, 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
construction, which hasuphold and support the constitutional covenant of itS 

national implications of precedential importance. For these reasons the court
should grant affiants petition.
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CONCLUSION

The petition for a writ of certiorari should be granted.

Respectfully submitted,

M( R<jVvV5
AuliiwuA—- _________ _____

July 5+K 2024
Date:


