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QUESTION(S) PRESENTED

1 ALL OKLAHOMA LAWS ARE voID DUE 10
15 ADMISSTON TNTO THE UNTON
RETNG REPUSNANT T0 ART, [V,83 of
.5, CONGTITUTION

9 PURSUANT TO'%MPREMEC,OMRT
" DRECEDENT THIS COURT HAS o
ART. LIL & ART V[ DUTY TO EXAMI
AS TUSTICIABLE TSSUE
PETTTTONER?S CHALLENEGE TO
OKLAHOMA’S LEGAL EXISTENCE

3. PURSUANT To SUPREME COURT
PRECEDENT CONVICTION UNDER
A VOID LAW CANNOT BE LEGAL
CAUSE OoF TIMPRISONVMENT

4 CONVICTION TS Vord AS DENTAL
OF DUE PROCESS TN THAT ART. 1 33
oF OK CONST. AND SECTION 3 @F
OK. ENABLTNG ACT PROHIBITS
OKLAHOMA FROM EXERCISING
TURTSDICTTON ON TNDIAN LAND




QUESTION(S) PRESENTED

S.PURSUANT To SUPREME (CoyrT
PRECEDENT AND [tth AMENDMENT NO
COURT CAN AcCT WI THoyT JURTZSIICTxppN

b. PURSUANT SUPREME (py

- JURISDICTIONAL Dep

ADDRESSED AND CoRk

T PRECEDE VT

ECTS MUST BE
ECTED

/. AEDPA TS UNCONSTTTUTIONAL AS

APPLIED To vorp JUDEMENT
PETITIONER Q| FFERED

8.STATE AND FEDERAL CoukTe HAVE
DENTED PETTTIoNER HTS |4+,
AMENDMENT Rrgprt OF ACCESS To
COURT ON HTS NON-FRIVoLoyg

CHALLEMGE T0 OKLAHGM A 5
| EGAL EXIBTE_/VCE

. Mebivd CONSTTTUTES RULE OF ‘
CONSTETUTTIONAL LAW THAT OFELCTALLY
CONFLRMED THAT OKLAHOMA TS LESS

THAN A STATE DUE To NOT BEINE A
SEPARATE INDEPENDENT BoDY QoL ITIC




QUESTION(S) PRESENTED

10 PURSUANT To ART. 11| Ang ART. V|
Cl.3 0OF U.,9 CoNST. PETTTTOVEK 7§

CHALLENGE T0 oKLAMOM A ¢ LEGAL
EXTSTENCE REQUIRES THIS CoURT

TO LNTERPRET AND APPLY ART. V,e3
OF U.S. CoNSTTTUTTON

)
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RELATED CASES

There are no cases wherein a
BMO“C,?Q/ c!qu{l/leme l/\qg beeh W\qole w’*o
the legal gxistence of a state.
However, Mcgipd does confinm
&)ey@m{ doubi that Olclahomo 14
lesg H’WW\ q 5+q+e'a(ue +o be qovekmea/
by ot 1east 6 ofiffopent governmehts
%“_L“fe of Oklahomo and 4he FTVE
distinet dovernmends of FIVE .
cTVELLZED TRIBES. See Mebird
pklahoma 140 8, C+ 1453 c202p),
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QPINIoNS RELOW

Al velevant ov related spitions ave
'\o're,%@h‘l'eol oy “5’(“6!} W +he o\+4‘qa‘[,\mgh+
pitled “EXHIBITS.” To +he best of
P@,*H“HOV\@Y‘PS kmwledae)nome of aqid
C)\QEM@W% have heen pu*b(fsf/\&d i +he
cederal Reporter or elsewhetre,




D URTSDICcTIoN

The jurisdietion of +his Courd 15
]mvm«%{ under Supreme Courd Rule
O (L) (L) &E(H) gnd under 2.8 U.G.C.
88 1651 (a), 204, 214D £2154(a)

Swate a ofgite (Oklahoma) is o Pty and
fetitioner has Made a primg facie showing
that he 16 tmprisoned |4, violation of
the U.5. Constitution, +his Courd has

oviatnal and appellate jurisdietion | See
U5 CoNST, Av#,W)%,ZL)c:/- L&l 1.

PMMMWF 4o S,Cnf, Rule 2904 (w)
Petitionen QQ‘O%E‘F(QSZ due +o +he fact
he s c%a”elnamsﬂ s void  Ck|oyhomarg

ad M 15510 \nto Lhe Unmon, 28 U.S, .
gd403(a) may qpply.




COMPLTANCE WL TH QUPREME COURT
RULE 20 () (a) AND 28 U.G.C. 88 22T,
it d AND 2254 (a)(b)

PetiFioner wa%pro%ecuﬁcf under +he
void fawes of Void State of OKlaghoma,
wy\‘-\c'w 18 JEMC{[ of o(MP, pV‘OC‘,ESS {n

Violation of {4+h Amepodment. Hence he

s\ compliance will the requireimends
of L8 UGS C. 88 2241(e)(3) qpol L254@)

With +he exception o Questions ONE

and FOUR, all grounds presented herein
didd not exist or become vipe Jor

0\0{:3(/10“061"'20!/\ un +4{ of +er state court
oroceedinas, As it reqards ¢xha ustioh of
Questions ONE and FOUR. fetitionen
certifres fhat he hag prageh%oi said
oi/ue?;‘(:whg of law 4o +he %+03+ev Lwig) ahd
appellate courdced See Exhibit B fma)
cxhilrt C, Both etdate courts dented
relief on +he clearly erroneous claim
+hat Petitioner failed +o sevve Responolent
o adverse par+y. See Exhibits BoC. But

3,




1L 0.5,A. %1330 specrficqlly charges Fhe

She¥iff with duty of serviee on any persoh
other +han +he cheriff See 1206, 4. $43306 (IFF

the writ be divectel 4o any other ehgon
i+ chall be déiﬁtveh% to +he cheri+f and
shall be by him served by Jolivering +o such
e rEon wfvl""@“"” dal@}’-},‘\'he fact dhaot hoth
otate ‘Courdg farled or refuzed +o

ad judicate merts of Questiong ONE ahd
EoR heren does mnyg change +he Fact
poth Courds were given a tull opporduni+y
40 vesolve dhe cohsditutional viplatighs
raised, Actordingly, Fetitioner hag saHst)ed
rgiuir@meh“l‘S e %1154’(53,

As ' regards making application 40 +he
dstiet courd and /eor reasons For hot
malking guch application, fetitioner
ge\(\«Hw‘.’-\% +h‘a+ he did make QW’IC(Z‘%IJ
\SV\ fhe hom%mcttij where he 18 held,

e’ Johhsoh V. Haroing , Case Np, 24 - CV-
QT-eKFE-MTS (N, D, fﬁﬁoK ZL[(\?/Q,LD, The
N.D. diavmissed Pebvhionerog 2064
EQ-HJF\@V\ A5 o ‘&*Wv\e,-bqry»goj,} (Amauvl»%etf‘lze(;/

oy




successive 2L15% pedtition, See Exhibit
| . Pursuant 4o Lhe last y@q‘rqgrqph nd
gLt and 5.C4, Rule Lo(4)(), |
Peditioner has provided +he Coumnd w it
ceasoh (8) for wot presenting +his
habeag writ 4o +the dis+ricd count

AqALN -

Finallyy Pedidioner declares +hat
adeguate vellef cannot ke ohtained (n
any o+her form or from any ot+her
cour4d, Vertical stave decisig \(‘e»lu'\reg
Sufleme Cound W‘GCQ(J@V\\{— +o he ‘Fol\owea/
by lower federdl courds ne matter
how misguided Judges o those couvte
may +hnk it 4o be, 0.5, v Maloid, T
F. teth 1955808 (10+h Cir. 2023) Undor
supreme Courd precedent Pod'Hioher
hoa Av+. |1 S*{*ﬂv\ol‘lhg +o cl'\aliehgeﬁ
ok lahoma's leqal ex‘lﬁ“ﬁemce anol federal
courte have ,Z}WF,IH ang A\p-k\/]
PUTY To examine as o yustcighle

5,




issue Pehitioher’s challenge +o +he
legal exisdence  See Poafic 5-{—q~l—eg Teleph@"‘e
£ Teleqraph Co. v, State of Oreqon, 213 U >
. 14l-142,32 &, ct 9,3,%(10119,)@\/@»\\/
e¥izen of such 5tate , ob person subjec+
+o +ayation +herein 501 owing Qny duty o

the establiched 30Vavmmem+2mfmy he heard
for Lhe purpese of QSSQ\\W\3 N Loy vt
of jushee the mightful existence of +he
otate. As a V‘QSMH- W+ hecomes Lhe duty
of 4+he courde ot H\g United S-{‘-q+eg
where gmc% o cio\\w\ 15 ode o emtfv\“’\@
48 q L\Mshmthe 15sue +he Coh+eM“f'10h as
+o +he illeaal existencg of a State) By
way of FRCP (0(b)(4) Motion,successive
LAY Petidtion , Weitd of Cer%xohqm ,and
Motion Fov Au+how\1q+nah Petidioner hag
p\ﬁe‘;&%'[*eal Wis C‘/\O«H@V\%e +0 OKlahoma’s
e %Ol' exlstente 4o +hiree Avd, [ C,O(/”’“’“
N. D, O{OK N.S, Supreme Co(/(‘("f‘ and U.S.
Couvt of A pegle for +he Ten+th CL’(‘C(M%}
Gee Ex\m\m% | L Ovder From N.D. o OK.

©.




w Case Mo, L4 -CV-9T7-CKF-MTS
(Tohnson v, Havding Y5 Exhibi+ 13! Drroler
Lrom Tenth Civeuid denying COA 1n No. 2t -
5048 (Tohnaon V. Harding) j Exhibit E:
Ovder from Supreme Courd denying
(‘,Q\"-HO‘FO\H W Mo, 3«5:5‘4(03('50\'\%597\ V.
Ok\a’V\QVYl“>3?\ha\ Exhihit F: Order £ rom
Tenth Civcurt denying 2244 Authorization
W No. 2L5-500] (Th re Dexter Johnaon)
Despite having aqn Art, 11 duty 40
\V\*{‘eY‘Pre‘J" ow\pl Q\opW +he ‘QW) an AY‘“}‘ V1
O{M+>[ +o %M\O}O@\M— +he COHS*LH‘M“{’ioh? om,.@(

o duty under Supreme Courd precedentt
1o examine as a justicighle 153ue
fobidioner?s challenae 4o oklghomals legal

exietence, all of said Art il courts

have dented him access +o the courts
Yoy refusna 4o Owl;)MOHCq‘“fe the merits of
'\/\\g) V\O'Vln—-wC\PV\VNOMS Q\(\O\Mehqe +o erzg [egcf/l
ex15TenhCe ot Oklc‘l’””’”%AH of aqid

Avt, 111 courta have tn effect
posed o de facTo suspension oF +he

O\ ileae of the wirit of habeas CoPAUs

.

L.




 with veqard 4o Petitioners well-f ounded
challenge Fo OKlahomqls legal exisrence
whith viglates Avrd, ij§93c1,ﬂ, of M,,S;
Tonotitution. Accordingly, adequate veltef
“cannot be gbtained th any other form or
£rom any other court,

This case nvolves exceptional
circumetances because nho Kersoh hag evern
made o Judicig/ chql4enge do +he (e9a]

existence of o stgte wor has this Coupt

OV any odhep Coupr+ evep qoljuo(cht*{-eJ
o challenge 4o A statels |

eqal exis
Ag o(eM/\oV\%+l"0t°‘reo( \oy 4—%9, %yxoc%{u;ﬁjfce‘

}\?s«Fowy cited ‘y\eyeﬂmj-phis habeas writ (g
W compliance with QGupreme Cour+ Rule
12O (a) as well as 1w tompliance with

;w)u,@,,c, 88 224, 2242, qnd 2254 (a)
(b).




CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS INVOLVED

CCONST, Avdt, el ic?él

 CONST. Av . 1V, 43
. CONST. Avt, VI, cl. 3
. CoNST, [44h AmemdmemL

.S, CONST Aed 1,89
CUPREME COURT RuLE 20
OK Epabling Act, 83

OK CONST, Art. 183

OK ST T. 14,81336
FRCP GOCLI(#)

OK 8T T {2, 5133

9.




STATEMENT OF THE CASE

On May 12,2022, pursuant +o 1el
0.5.A. % 122, Petitioner filed g writ of
\(\O"\D@ﬂ% corpus c%a“ev\g'mg +he 1\939]
exiotence of Oklahomaq. See Case Mo, WH-
204.24-03 (LN RE Habeas Corpue of Dexteh
Leemon Johnson ). Said challenge is based
on +he fact that Ok lahoma ig goveNﬂed
Wy multiple governments guol 15 hence
les2 +han q S“FO\‘lf@(Okiqfnow,q did hot
oftrctally or 5uo{\c}q(ly become [ege +han

a otadte undi| gfter +he Supreme Count

es+q\a(i‘5lf\<e§;[ clearly defined qovernmental
andl JUr|sd

1CHoha | boundaries 1w Me&ind
v,kOkiwah@th)‘nge No, WH=-21022 -p3 wae
filed W Osage County Dictriet Court in
PC\W\/\Mﬁkﬂ,)OquL\cmq. Reltef was dented

Omp/j_?ﬁl ,2023 See Exhibit B
Ok“@C*{P, \Cfi'/\fi‘r aPfealed aaid denia| 4o

i App. ¢ - _
OCCA declingg P,lo ;. ;je i\{O‘HCSQ’OQﬁ 5.
EX\’\;bl‘}’C, JUuvi \Crieh |, See

Bodh cstate courts held +hat
(0.




Pev%*i*(*'w\/\eh {q;\eo{ +o Serve RQSPOV\J@”ﬁ
BH““iﬁ'O,S,A, 81336 speerfieally charaes dhe
shertff widh 4he duty 4o serve adverse
Par+ies, See 11 0.5 4 &(336.

\/\/)’\.\,‘ﬁ \/\/q‘d‘v\‘v’\g o q V‘M“W% _Fy\m,y, @CCA
Pet1hionen Filed a wejd oF manolam us
in US, Courd op Appeals for +he Ten+th

C\eUdS Np, 9.3 - 7030 . The Tenth Cireutd
dented yol;

&0 et on T [, 1013, See
Exhibid . e T
A{4_Qw +he OCCA o{eclmed JM\"!SdhC"f‘th

oh o cleavly erroneous procedurgl
culine  Feditoner filed o wirid of
certiorart W U.S. Supreme Cour- on
Augus+ (5, ,:Lo,:)j) No. L3 ~5463 Relief

Wa G O{'Qi’\'teo[ on October 30,2043, See
Exhbit E

’\%Al%‘\oy\e\f"s challenge 46 Oklahomg?e
leqal exiatence was hext presented +o
4.8, Disteict Court for N.D, of o

Case No. 24 =CV=-AT-LKF-mMTS After’
ovdering Leti1+Hioher 4o converd hig

\1.




FRCP O (BY(H) Motion tnto a Q«Q'SL%
@Q«{—X*H@V\ ) +he N.D. ‘o“.%VY\'ISS(Zd’ 7\/\/14—1460&
ovejusliee , satd GO(LI(#) metion as an
wnouthorized sUucCessive LL5% P'e+‘%“@h’
tee Exhibit 12, fetidioner appealed 1o +he
Tent+h Cireurt, where again anodher court
demied him acceese fo +1’\P; coub+g on R
challenge +p +he legal existence of
Oklahoma  See Exhibit (3.

Next, Petitioner Filed a modion for
quvH/\oV\iZq*{ff@h RV\ TQM'H\ CWCH'\“{“ NO.
25-500(. Therein he Aot h raiged )4/\'\53
wontrevolpus challenge 46 Ok lahoma’s
legal existence . Agoain he was denied
celiet. See Exhibit F

Ae :“(' ‘3*{’0\1/\0159 S tate quol feoleiql ColUr g
have th e{{-ec*i* hgla{ H’\@'{‘“Hﬁ@ coutrtyg
are closed o Petidioner on Wig cf*\ql‘iehg,@,
+o0 OW\Q‘(\BW\Q“?S 166301? existence . ?? Thet (g
fo sayihe 28 ot enditled £, DUE |
PROCESS and egual protection pf fhe (aMA

L.




QUESTToN oNE

Ih Mcbirt v Oklahema +he U.Q '
Supreme oyt estahlished clearfy defined
aovernmental and jurisdictiongl bouno akieg
n Oklahemgq  gep Mebivd v, Oqul\pmqy
40 5.Ct. Q45D (2020), Megipd in edfect
conftirmed +hat Oklahoma g qoVerneg| by
at feast ¢ix o ifferent GoVernimeht]:
S+q+ﬁ ot Ok’qlaowm X ‘Hve Sefoqwa4~e
vernmente op Five Cwilized Twikes.
Al Sucl’\jH’ 16

5 4 Sfate due o
\o«ckf%cﬁewtde jurisdicion See 71
AM,TUR, Ad Stoates B¢, R4 (The

} of +the

Conatess cannot of
conSideted (egg L

it an gntidy that ig
%‘!‘Q+€, See. ")or-).: AM«

WNoa curkently existing
JUR. 3 States Etc, §17 3

13.




alse see SKiriotes v, Flovida 312 U.5. 61,
11,60 5.Ct, 924 (1941 (the power given to
Conareds by Sectionh 3 oo Apd \V of the
Constitution +o admit new ofates relates
to only W such ofates a5 are egual fo
each other in power, dignity and authobity);
State v. LUA\QEED 1014 Tdahe CtF, App. ) 304
ﬁ?”i ’016’3103@(F0rq state to be admitied
ot M (4 & q(%a(;w}y ex |54 a9 g ga',oqua :

eolitical body ) Admission of West Virainig

10 0.5, Atdy. Gen. 42/6))4&7 (186 2)(Conqress’
cannet admit tnto +his Union any
fervitory, district or other politieal
entity.less thah a state. And such State
must exist.qs a separate independent
body politic BEFORE it can be adm+ted
wnder +hat clause of +he Congfitution,
and there 18 no other clause),
Acco‘(\o{»’mg\y) Covigress ex(},eedad +he
powel aranted +o o+ by Ard (v, 83D of
.8, Constitution when it admitted

|




Ok lahomg into +he Unioh as a pol 1 ical
entidy 1¢55 +han a state,

Twn addition Yo eXCeeon) 49 Powe - wnder
Act, 1V, 83 of U5 COMS’I‘;*{”(A'{'!,@V}) Congress
wvaded fhe province of +he PEOPLE hy
forming and creating +he State of Oklahema,
See Muvphy v, Royal, 875 F 3d €96,933-93% 93¢
(10+h Civ. 201T)( Ty (870, Conqress carved the
Territory of Ok lahema a_fi:f' of ﬂg@ western
half of the Tndian Tewi%ry;%e ehabling
act \owovlvled that the lawe {1y Force in +he
Te*r'wivl-o’r)/ o Oklahoma Sfm” exdono over ahol

appl¥ Yo caid new State, Ok lahoma, entered
the Uwien tn 1907), “Congress by Art IV,83,
o the Constidution hag power +o ADMIT
wew States wte $he uh'\ohjhu% cannot

Lorim o areate wew States, A tree,
BY 148

20

maKe
Awmerican State can be made ONLY

C‘”VY\\QOV\QVYJ’ me’mbers'——*TME PEOPLE,)
Admission of West Virainia ,5upra, {0 u.%. Op,
Aty Gen, 426, 426 (1963), Also sge Virahia
v, Wes+ \/Il‘rqmm 218 U5, 39 (1270) (explainniag
that a ety ov otate can on{y be wmade by

15,




the people +hvoush populay vete th a val ;?l
eloction o be cerdified by +he governor),
$ince Congress thuaded +he province of
the PEOPLE by forming ond creating +he
State ot Oklahoma and exceeded H—g'
5\/\‘(‘“\60\’{;%10;/1 oy qo(m}+-l—'mj ok lahoma (nte
+he Union as a political entity less +han
o STATE J1+s creation and admission of
Oklahema, Tnto +he Unioh ARE VoL s
beinyy vepugnant +o Avd |V §3 gnd
Avt. VI el.3 6f U, 5. Conaditution (when
Conaress violated Avrd 1v,83 W automatically
violated 1+s Art Vi el 3 duty 4o
support +he U.5. Co@_ﬁ%%4—u+iah),6(ﬁe,}e.g,]
Marbury v. Madiseh, 5 U5 137177 (1g03)
(anY act of +he leqislqfure repughant o
the Constitution 1a void )jMcCulloch V.
Mavyland , 1T U.5. 316, 437(1219) (5ame) |
Moove V. Ravper, 600 U.5, | 40,143 5, C+
2005 (2023)(same). T4+ Follows +hat oll lawg

maoe, Under +he aldhopidy of “ri L EBALT State of

oKlahoma are void al Thidis . See [6A AM . T YR, 2d
CONSTLAW §19%. { | ’
©.




RUESTION Two

T Question ONE Petitioner mwoole g
well - founded challenge +o OK[ahomals
legal exigtence.

The U, 9, Sup reme Count hog dmtermihed
to be clearly g5 dahlished Federa{ law +hat:

&T&Leérqp}\ Co. v,
Ovegon , 2,03 U.5, HE 4=
[+ .34 5. ¢t L4 (y

O o otate 0 Pehgey
Taxo+ion +i/\€\ﬂe“m3m~

to the ¢3tabliahed 30V€Y\V\W\€h+7mmv e
heard for dhe purpese of qssailing in
A Court o Justire Lie Mah+£y)

exiedency of +he SFade, A
i+ b ‘

112) (eveny Cilize
SUbject 4o
oWing oany duty

h




of +he United States whene such q

clatm 18 made 4o exgmine as o Justieiable
1ssue +he contention og Lo +he \leqal
exX18tence of g 5~{~0\“f’e>

4

AQCOMJ\V\?}W) PuUrstant Lo Supreme
Conet precedent this +vibunal has an
Act il and Avk Vel 3 dydy o
Cramine as of juctieiqble j55ue
fetitionerls pon—Frivelous challenge o
the legal existence of pklahoma. Thot is

to say, fhis Count ag a constitutiona)
duty fo vule on merids o

P@‘{Li\fl;lo‘ﬂﬂrys C‘,MQHQWQQ 4*@ OKlqMomq)S
leaal existente, Failuve o do 4o

will (‘/@V\%‘Herf*e e deVHonSvH*OlYfLe af)
exXctess of yurisdic oy  See
20 AM. TUR. Ad Courdg §upy,

|4




NUEST ToN THREE

Tn Ruedtion ONE Fedtihioner challenged

as void ALL Oklahomg laws dye fo 1de
ol M18810n tndo +he Unieon hel g

contrany to And (V.43 of (4§,
Constitution.

The U.S, Supreme Court has
determined 4o he cleavly esdablighed
Federal law Lhatr convicdion under o
void {aw cahnot he o leqal cause of
Imprisenment, See E par e 5[8\60(0{
loo U5, 37/)376»37‘7(/87?)(Ah
unconstitytiong| faw g void ,anel as
ho WWJ}V\ oftence createy by 1+ 138
Not A ehime, A ConvietHon upder 1+
1S ot .me\feiy ewomeous) bud 14 eqal
and vorol ) qng Cannet he o lequl cquae,

of ’wvxpﬁsommemL)BMomLa@meby v,

Loutslana 577 (4.4, q, 103 136 S.CH
T18(2016) (same) )

9.




Since all Ok GtL)OVV)q [qwg atre Vo}e}-j
Petitioner 18 ehtitled by +he (44
Amendment 4o be discharoed £ 1o
e a@\n\/l(‘l‘/*mh 4heveunder.




QUESTIOoN Foupg

The ehabling gcd for a state 14 que
Undamental {aw of +hat ¢tote ahol 15
shperior fo Lhat glodels tonetitution
and 145 derms Moy not he qldepeol or
d1sreqayoed without g, act of Congbess,
See 0 AM. TUR. 2d S“/‘Q“f’“eﬁ)f*f“(‘,. § 16.
See,+ion 3 of +he Ok |ahomg Enalling
”AC%- provides wn YJQV“{‘:“TMW} +he neop |6

\V\L\q\o‘\ 4'{’5/13 QMH promseo} 5‘/’011"& d,0 qak’eﬁ
ahd declore Lhat +hey

’ Forever digelaim
all vight and ¥iHe Th 1 6 any

mV\O\PPY‘O}OMWf"an \aubl{c land ¢ \yiv\g with th
+the boundanieg therert ond 4o a1] lands
lytng within eaid {imidg owhned or helo bY
Ny Lndian, fribe or nation, 37 4,0y 1.83

of OK CONST olaten +he oame.
‘DT%C(Q?MQQ% +h

+he U.S, Suprem
eXercising -

thing dicclatmed 4o, Poll
4 ULS0 At 234 (184-5) (d

L.




meana Alogbama ig excluded From any
wterest Tn +he land or properdy
disclaimed ) A crimingl oefendant,for
e%f“/l"’wb(@p discloavms his pight to a jury
jzstit?w.y enterng o proper plea of
/‘/\u‘skﬁa% 7Gﬁdq%mq 15 whepe |
Potrdronel was gehvicted. B Mcelird the |
U.S. Supreme Court \igid +that Muslcogee
\Q t@q‘{\"l“ O\F AN IV\Oth ReSe%vq{—Iam
(Museogee Creek Nation), See Megipd v
Oklahomao (4o 5.Ct 2464 (2020).
ol lahomg “«Forever digelaimed” vight o
all Twodiah owned or held {and(8) within
it oundaries, see OK EvABLTING ACT,

53 & OK COVST. Art 1,83 Hence
gklahoma lacked yurisdiction o
proeecu+e Peditioner on Tmndian owned
1@?\4 o+ MMSKOQQQQOMqif\ommW%RCI’\

rendlers void hig judament of
cohviction,

LL.




WUESTTON FIVE

Tr Questions ONE and FOUR
feditioher challenged oklahoma’s ,
‘b(AV’{%a(Ic,—H@V] bases| on Ok lahomq having
a void legal exiatence and based on +he
fact the OK CoMST (Art.4,83) and 0K
Enabling Act (Section 3) prohibidg
Oklahoma Lrom eXerCising ;)MMSJ'WHW’) o
Twoian swhed ov held laud within +he
Bsundaries of Ok[qhamq,

The A(A,,S, SUpreme Cour+ hag
olei—ev\mw\eo/ o be C/eﬂ‘r\/)/ eﬁ%qb/{%}\ed

law
‘Feolera\/\ \H\q’l—j“/\/o
\h ahy case .,
makeS o oiLF
the cauSe the Juwrisdiction c
W+ has ceased , ho judicig]|
Pec-formed 9 £y

5©®35H~Sllftgc,8

Swnee Oklahomg

Vo coUrt can oo any act
i+hout :)M\”,ISDI;CVL;UV), T+

at wotht (h

-

Mckeo( ;3uv‘lgol{c+toh9
1S Void.

13,




QUESTTON SIX
Ok lahoma 15 [eas +han a Stote due

+o \OE‘M% @o\/etnmed lay §€V€P“a{ govev‘mmeﬁg‘
Hence 145 admigsion thto +he Unioh 15
void ag bﬁtha \"QPMgV\WWL +o AV“(‘ “/3 §r3

&

L]

of U.S. Constitution. TS void qdmisdsion

cenders void ALL Oklahoma [aws. See
QUESTION ONE

Ac:co\ﬂvl\mg\y3 Ok lahoma lacked ,
Personal gwnd Subjea% ma+iep :)MWSa/umei'aM

to prosecute Pedidioner under void
lawsa of Void State of Ok laheimg |
The U.5. Supreme Counrd hag

determined 4o he c[eq\«ly ¢stahlished
Federal law +hat: Dofecds n Subject
matter jueisdiction can never he
\COMCE’/Y\’{'EJ o\ Wq\Ved)ow\ol r&ju’\\r@
correction . redardlese of o hedher
ervror wWab raised 1n oﬁg{-hc%— court,
U.5, v, Cotton, 535 (.5, 615,630,

ARy




12y &,CT. mgl(;wol);c@\%e‘méiligﬁ fhcﬂﬂ
Lewis, 519 M.,S,.efD%._vw,)lW 0.l GZD(
(1936) (If, at +he end of +he lay
CAse 5 a LSMV"\SD“C«WL;DI/\QI o{adfaav{' e o lnNg
wneured  the judgment must he Vacated ).
Acgo“*‘“ﬂl‘/) +his Court has ofuty

under Ayt 15,82 Avk VEiel.2  and 4
Aty wnder (4dh Apmendment s rectify

the Jurisdictional defect Petitisher

‘SGH:WCQNJ loy be'ing pmgacu“l’ecf under
Vol law of void State of gklghema.




QUESTION SEVEN

Cotitioner?’s convittion 16 vold due +o
\\ 1 betng pmSecm’?@J undew void laws of
vord &tate of Oklahoma, Tt also
void because +he OK EVL%M“’\E] Act
(section 3) and OK CONST (Ack, 4,83)
probibits Oklahoma from exercising
:SMV‘?‘?;O‘%C«(‘{(;}/) (9V\_IV\OHQM owhed or [/\Q’D/
land . See QUESTToNS ONE FoUR.

Due +o (+58 status as q feqql
nullity dhe [4+h Awignd men ,
(Wo\m\ai«—%g (4) enforecemen+ o-f: o V?BIG{
judament and (4 prohibits +ime
i'\vv\‘t%‘l‘%oi’\?: From beelma .P[qceo{ e N
c\/\m\\ewaeﬁﬂ +0 \/O}cz{. 3“0(3MCM4‘-V 3663
e.9- 4 Huvr $ado V. Calfornia, (10 U.5, 5%)
518 44 5, Ct, (1884 ) (enforcemend op
execution of void judgment deprives
P(Q\'V\"f'l‘f;{: in ervor of WS 1f{{e)‘{b9"”+}’?

L.




or proferdy without due procesa of
law )5 US v, One. Toghihg Color Television
213 B3d (+7,157(3d Cin 200()(Neay ly
overwhelming gquthority exists for +Lhe
prowosition +hat +here are no +ime limrc
with veaards 4o g ckq”ehae to a voud
sudament because of 4 glqtus ag g
nutli+y),

Swce ho pastase of fime can
dranemyute q V\MHH‘)/ Wnwto a %W\Dﬁhg
yudament qud since 144h Awmenclment
wherently prohihits enforcement of
o voiol judamend, ABDPA’S ohe~ yYear
limitations period 1o unconstiLutional
A5 a\@plieo/ +o vo'to{ gudametﬁ“ P@+i+iﬁher

suffered . And since conadl+utional

W\G&M?ﬁ;@% supersede contrary common -law

culesslatutes, AEDPA’S one- year
\imitation (8) period muysd Y {eld jLO
dhe (H4h Amendmend’s prohikition

LT




O\QOC\V\SJ’ an Fomeimew/')execu Hion , OF
a«-{iﬁ,\pmwﬁbh of a Void Juaa[@meln“/j %’e’ep
9"*’2\4')(/‘2 AMU’(/“Q/QOI CONGTLAW% Q,({-/,,e’ |
people’s constitutional standarea i yat
always prevail over Lhe teqisladures
statutory standards, And whe e a
statute or other
constibytiongl proy |
+he Q@wS—f-;+u+3@tvq/

le ond o
Sioh qep 'iv\ Comcut‘:‘i')

revar | ) provision My ot
F arvi J, |




QUESTION ETEHT

Central meaning of procedural o ue
p‘roce%%”fia 4+had po\\m{,igg wheae Y‘«gM’S
ave o be aﬂ:ec»—f*ed ave em«H-'Hedl '{—@ be
heavrd » Fuentes v. Shevin, 407 U, S, 67,90,
94 6.0+ 1983 (1172) _ Prisonens have |44,
Amendment right of aqccess 4o +he
courta. See Johnson v Avery, 392 4.5,
F83 485,89 Q.+, 47 (1969) (4 g
{’uv\alonmem%al that aceeas o pMSohem 4o
the courts tor the purppse of presenting
thetr complaints may pot he dented or
o\oQ“FV\(AC“f’aG/)S Lew g v, Casey, 5(¢ U.S
43,349,116 5, CH LT (1996 ) (T4 i +he
role. of courts +o provide refief fv |
clavmoants \n tndividual or clag’ qt‘flahgj

who have SM‘F"FQVVQ,AWOY* wil| (mm'\h&h*{'f)/
sufter,actual hgrm ).

In State and Federngl court
Pet1tiohel _lm% piresented hig

2.




non-frivelous QWKH“’FWMVJJQJ challehae
fo Oklahoma?s legqi exi1stence, dee.
Th ve Halena Corpus of Dexter Leeimon

"5—‘0\(\\/\‘5(7'&’\7 Coae No. WHFQ,OQLJL~033 Jolhnsoh
v, Oqu%oquCqSe No. HC-2013- T
Tohnson V. Harding,Case No, 14 -cV-17-
CKF-MTS 5 Tohhson V. OKlahema, Mo, 43+

2463 J
Neher court ruled oh the meritg

N oxppﬁeal o valid \PV‘DCEO(MV‘QI bar
(AEDPA cannet prevend a challenge o
a Void B(Aolzsmewf* and \Q@'H*P’tohe\/\”ﬁ
challenae +o Oklahemo fegal existence
doex not gualify as a successive
holoeas olaim), chowﬁ,«/\g\lyj Gfate

a ol Federal courts have 11+€MH>/
denied fetitioher his {Hdh Awmendment
cight 4o be heard awd his wight of
actess to the courts o his challenge
4o Oklahomals leqql existence, Thig

30.




eqreqlons denial of Podidionen’s |
fandamendal eonstitutional right to be
M@O\V‘Ol [ O\C(Le/h%uq%o{ andl ao‘sg\"ﬂ\/qﬁwl
by +he facd ALL Avt. 11 coutrts ha Ve
Avk 1 aund At . Vi]cl.3 duty to rule
on merits of Wia challenge 4o {eﬁql ,
existence of pklahoma, See Pacific
Qtates supra, 113 (.8, gt (tL(couptg
of +he United States have a duty 4o
examine as a justictable 183ue +he
contention as 4o Lhe Ulegal existence

of o State MV Such o cloim 14
macle ) |




QUESTION NINE

/\/\CGW"F v, OKlahomea +he U. 5.
o Labliched clear]y

| and w\rizwﬁc%-{m al

Supreme Court €%

defined ovevnm%n—h
YSOMV\OXOW"\%QS WN—L\\V\ Ok‘mi’\omq‘ See MCGW%—
V. OleMOMﬂ) Eql (4.5, 8%{_} (40 5, C+,

1452 (2020), Q .,
[\/\o\regve\“j +he, Mcém+ deciatoh
conclusively confirmed that Oklahemo

\& governed by mulhiple goVernmental

ez/\+;-[;§e%:5+q+& ot Oklo\,\/xol’hﬂ O\ho4 *Hle
, “Fb\va@‘%ap@\\’”wﬁ"e, gove\ﬂmmeers o?FIVE
G\V\\\Zﬁol TVJ\’\QQS4 AS QMcL\gH* 12 leag
than a &S”*a“f’e due +o lacle of
ctatewide jurisdiction. See 11 AM.
FS%RK*%A S+mﬁes7E+c, & 1 (The owdinary
MeAMA A of Lhe derm 77
enVISIONS an endity %S«ﬁj’h
ctatewide juriadietion rather than
one_having local v Tini el

JUNVA Smlm‘{'wh) Uneler Avd. ?Vjé 3 of

3d.




U.s. Cons+itutien wne Po\'{v{—l"aq[ endity
leas +hah a gtate can be admitied
wio +he Hg\fc«m by Conqress, See Act For
*W\.g: Admiagion of Wesd V(V‘%{V}Zq Tinto The
Unien 9 10 U.5, 0p, A+ty. Gen. 41@)49/(9-
4] (\¢ 6&)30\\50 5ee LZA\Ohe Sypra L
£.3d o+ 1020 (For o state 4,3 be qoh/)h;“H?q/
vt must O\\Vecwl‘y €x76+ as q Separq%a ’
eolitical body ) Skiviotes, supra, 313 /.5,
at 77 (5ame), J
Mcivd was decided n 2020,
W\,\'\ql\ woasd ovey Q,OYQQV’S Q‘F+@V\
ok dioner’s conviction became £inal
W 1997, Accordingly, Mcbint
constitutes o new rule of | |
QOV\SD‘{T;"AAMA'WY\O‘J law. And ‘BW\C'& o+ 18
o soabstan-hve rule, McBivt 15
m_\(mq@%(ve to even (ases fhot
wecame Tinal hefore McBiwrt, See
Moundaomery Supro, 577 (.S, BF

33.




;LO%(O\ courd has ho au“H’W‘“FI'Y o
MO\V& N p{qce A COV\VTD“H@‘M o i
contence that violates a substantive
“rml?,)-vegﬁx\(‘d’[eg% of whedher +he |
conviction ov sentence became final
before +he rule was announced).
FU\\'H\Q\(‘W\OVQD PQH*H@MQ!‘ cou lof 14@%
have discovergd Mcbivt +hrough +he
eXercise of oye dilioence because of
;glyv;ml’ become C}*Vm”qwqe until over
L 7PATS after his conviction became
£ival w1997,




QUESTTON TEN

Tn Question ONE P@ft%mheh
challenges +he legal existence of
Oklahema , The ¢hyatdlenge 1¢ based on
+he. condention ‘hoat oklahoma’s
admission indo the Unien is Lojd. A
ctate Can only be od imi1tted \ mto

the Undon under Avrd, WV, 83 of Lhe
U, S, COMSH{:WFWM < 3¢ee Admisgish o

West Vireinig y2UPr, 10 1.8, Op, Aty

Gen. 46 ot 426497 Hence +hig

Court hag o O/f/HL}f Under A\m/-,?”?

3l and under Apd, V),)c/,B of U.5.
Conetitution 4y wterpred Apt AV,
83 and +heh Lapely 4oV
Iv\+erpre{~qrfbﬁl/) to Petitioneris
@hql”{ef/\ge ‘f’@ OK?q,!/thqE -iegqu
existence, See Mavbury 15 phg
5 U.8. ot 17 (T4 73 emphotieqlly

35,




the province and duty of +he
yudicial depardment fo say what
the faw 1g Those whe apply +he rule
to particylar cases must of
v\ecegs#y ex potiing ool HA#QHOF”?"IL
+hat vule. TF fwo - laws conflict
va—f\ each other the courds my et
deciole on +he oeration 6t eow,k )g
alse see 10 AM_TUK. 1d Courts § 3‘7’

(Courte ave cregted to ascertain
the Tacts 1 g ¢

O{e,+arvn5me Hhe Mahts of panties
according 4o :3%5%"11361,




REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION

Habeas chould be gqranted 4o address
the fact +that Conaress nvaded +he |
province of +he PEOPLE by forming,
maing L Jon creating +he iflegal
State of O y +he <
comiPong n-- )

TH E

L ) Hhough populatr vote

at o valid election Jro(3 bBPC}ZY‘-{*;:\'{Eo/
by Ahe qovernor or president g o

o +ote’s CW\S‘H*M#GMM Conven+ioh.
To Melo/‘ otherwise woyld be 4
determing Lhgt Conaresy s Mgkelﬁ
+han awnd Uh-obligoted +o +he
PEOPLE and ConsS+itution +hat
created i+ hich demonstrates g
dietatorshi p,0F @ government abole +he law.

Accovdlhglyj Habens SLMMH be
%V‘O\V\“f‘eol hecamg@ +MS case W]H SL)OW
- America gng the pest o Fhe world,

27




ohce and ok allywhedthep he United

States 1S a democracy merely in

hame or o dictatorchip 1 effect
ou/\yl Gpe’r\aﬁop~ Nod 4o mendion $he Sacr
g eade will \evidably affect the day 4o

day \fe of EVERYBoDY | 1 '
o . Y thhahid- A

(not just prisoners), Td w || QD;SQ‘ ;:gcgfiq? @“m;
gfordes doverned anof constiduted [, ok iohoma

CONCLUSION

(Wash & Mowtang &South Dakoda Yo hame a-on)
"WV\&) b 18 A mod-ter & nationa tmperdancg.,

The petition for a writ of certiorari should be granted.

Respectfully submitted,

 Date: Fﬁb\FMO\V‘Y !%') :Lﬁ 2/5




