In the_____ County Court
In and for The State of____
Cause number: _______
In re: (your name), a living person
on behalf of: (“the all-caps NAME”)

	I believe I have the right to challenge the jurisdiction of this venue, in rem, subject matter and in-personam, and whether or not I have the right, I elect, I choose the right to exercise my right to freedom of speech, freedom to petition for redress of grievances, freedom to assemble my right, my word, my, my lawful action; my right to life, to operate in the capacity of a living person, and could dictate what capacity I stand present, to stand present as a natural person, and my right to be free of accusation and allegation without effective proof!

There comes a time, in every civilian’s life when they have had enough, and I have been pretty close to that time. Bigotry, RACISM, Marginalization, Selective-Targeting, Profiling all for the sake of commercial gains, enough! I have some public official acting as if they are God Almighty, these public official has attempted to refer to any person who challenges their jurisdiction and or their authority as a “SOVEREIGN CITIZEN”, the United States Attorney General has classified the “So-Called Sovereign Citizen’s” as domestic terrorist, and such labeling without a trial and/or hearing and or law saying that it is illegal and/or unlawful for anyone to challenge the jurisdiction of any one claiming to exercise authority in the United States is unconstitutional in amounts to libel and slander does it not?

This body knows that slander and liable even by a judicial official is not sanctioned by the Constitution, violates that judicial and/or other public official’s oath of office, and evidences that the official has acted “IN CLEAR ABSENCE OF ALL JURISDICTION”. I will need the following question definitively answered, without evasion, or attempting to shift subject matter, and without ignoring my question, these are lawful inquiries, and you are bound by your oath of office, while in office to treat me with dignity, respect, and impartiality, which you have yet to demonstrate, denying myself and the public there right to a fair trial!

The law says that I have a right to challenge your jurisdiction, and therefore I do hereby challenge your jurisdiction and demand that you provide proof of jurisdiction, and if you cannot, I demand you dismiss this matter immediately! Any police officer receives a challenge to his jurisdiction from the onset and fails to prove jurisdiction, has no standing, may not act as a witness, may not produce an affidavit attesting to any fact, and the matter must be dismissed as a violation of the Fifth Amendment right which hold that no person natural or otherwise may be held to answer without due process guaranteed!

Someone has alleged a violation of a revised statute and or Penal Code, who gave them permission to revise and or penalize it? Where the Constitution does Congress get the authority to delegate authority to a committee and or revisionary counsel? I thought that the Constitution only permitted the legislative process for enactment of what is called law in this State, where in the Constitution for this GREAT State does it mention enactment of revised statutes and/or Penal Code? The enactment of the code referencing a private contract with the federal government via the ‘Highway safety act’ and or the ‘DRIVERS LICENSE PRIVACY PROTECTION ACT’? Where in the Constitution is there a provision for the enactment of a “revised statute”, if such authorize in law, as a result of delegation of authority? If the revised statute and/or penal code was produced by a council and or committee of any sort, are they all elected officials, each 1 who participated in the revision and or codifying of the statute? Are they all parts of the legislature which is a requirement of law for the enactment of law? And does the legislative process for this State permit such a body to enact any law? -Codification includes revision and/or modification and/or edits and/or additions, which are not in the original!
Because I Challenged the Courts Jurisdiction, it in no way gives anyone the right to treat me as if I have offended the Court! This Court notes that the right to challenge it’s jurisdiction is fundamental it is included in the provision for “the right to petition the government for redress of grievances”, in fact, “jurisdiction may be challenged at any time”, according to rights secured my person, that is my choice and I choose to exercise such a right, now!

I will not ask you what my rights are, I will dictate and tell you what my rights are! I have the right to travel, to go to and from as I choose upon any surface that is not privately owned, and if privately owned with the permission of the owner! Congress has no authority to regulate my person, and/or private commerce, to regulate my private noncommercial business and/or “commercial use” travels, as the Supreme Court made clear in the following matter:
THE SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES
CAPTION:      LINDA J. BLESSING, DIRECTOR, ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF ECONOMIC SECURITY, Petitioner v.  CATHY FREESTONE, ETC., ET AL.
CASE NO:      95-1441
PLACE:          Washington,  D.C.
DATE:            Monday, January 6,  1997

"Congress enacted title IV-D pursuant to its Spending Clause powers.  That meant, under Pennhurst, that Congress had to unambiguously notify the States of any consequences of their accepting Federal funds so that the States could make an informed choice about whether to participate in that program, and under this Court's decisions in Suter, Congress could provide that notice to the States by unambiguously conferring rights in title IV-D that would be privately enforceable. Here, Congress has neither unambiguously conferred any rights upon respondents, nor unambiguously notified the States that title IV-D can be enforced privately by over 18 million title IV-D applicants. Indeed, title IV-D says just the opposite, because when Congress offered the title IV-D partnership agreement to the States, it unambiguously deposited all enforcement authority in the Secretary of Health and Human Services.
Congress told the States unambiguously that the Secretary would enforce title IV-D, that the Secretary would apply a substantial compliance standard on a systemwide basis rather than an individual case-by-case basis... if the State is going to collect money for non-AFDC parents, that it will pay the money..."
This was a unanimous decision, meaning, it has not been overturned!
Documenting that the DRIVERS LICENSE PRIVACY PROTECTION ACT (DPPA), was enacted under congresses commerce clause provisions, the commerce clause does not apply to the civilian population, as Congress does not have the authority to regulate “The People”! I dare anyone to find a single authorization whereby the people would ever envision to give anyone authority to regulate their private affairs, that would contradict all of history, the Boston tea party and the revolution!

The very fact that the DPPA is attached to and/or associated with the commerce clause of Congress evidencing the requirement for driver’s licenses is derived from a federal statute, and that the federal government exercises no jurisdiction over intrastate matters, makes the requirements as applied to the natural person, the common civilian, the enactment and/or nexus is inapplicable and unlawful unless there is proof and/or evidence on the record via a due process adjudication as required in law.

*As a side note, The Special Committee on the Termination of the National Emergency, created by the U.S. Senate in 1973, was tasked with examining the consequences of terminating the declared states of national emergency that were still in effect, some of which dated back to the 1930s. The committee's investigation found that several emergency proclamations, including the national emergency declared by President Roosevelt on March 9, 1933, were still in force. This led to the passage of the National Emergencies Act of 1976, which terminated the existing emergencies and established a framework for future declared emergencies, subject to annual renewal by the President. The Act was a response to the extensive and often unnoticed emergency powers granted to the President and the executive branch, aiming to reassert checks and balances in the use of emergency powers. The report issued by the committee provided an inventory of approximately 470 sections in federal law that unconstitutionally extended emergency powers to the President and the executive branch. 

The national emergency declared by President Roosevelt on March 6, 1933, under the Trading with the Enemy Act, was not terminated by the United States Congress. This emergency, along with several others, remained in effect for an extended period. The ongoing embargoes with North Korea, China, Cuba, and other nations were among the factors contributing to the continuation of these national emergencies. The Special Committee on the Termination of the National Emergency's investigation revealed that numerous emergency proclamations, including the one from 1933, were still in force. -The official record is attached hereto by reference, as it is believed that the act requiring date dissipate in certain programs such as driver’s licenses and/or child support were made under 1 of these unlawful and unconstitutional federal statute, why there are 470 of them are they not? And if that is the case, then this body absolutely as confirmed by Congress in the enactment of the “NATIONAL EMERGENCIES ACT” is without authority and/or constitutional jurisdiction.

The Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956, also known as the National Interstate and Defense Highways Act, was indeed authorized under the commerce clause. This landmark legislation was signed into law by President Dwight D. Eisenhower and played a crucial role in the development of the interstate highway system in the United States.

Under the commerce clause of the U.S. Constitution (Article I, Section 8, Clause 3), the federal government has the authority to regulate commerce among the states and not within the state! The act must be followed as written, and there was no authority to infer intent of the will of the people. The Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956 leveraged this authority to address the need for a comprehensive and efficient interstate highway network, while at the same time unconstitutionally requiring the state to enter into contract in order to receive federal funding, these contracts also known as private agreement had no bearing on the private civilian as they were not participant and government has no authority to induce the obligation of contracting.

The act allocated substantial federal funds to the states for the construction of highways, with the federal government covering a significant portion of the costs. This funding was essential for the creation of a high-quality and interconnected highway system, promoting economic development via interstate commerce, national defense, and improved transportation. And because of this direct involvement by the federal government, makes the authority of the federal government to require licensing of drivers, only applicable to commercial activities. Congress only has the authority to regulate commerce not the people. There is no constitutional authority under any subject matter, for Congress to regulate the people in their private affairs when not directly affecting interstate commerce. To say that it is for safety matters, would require Congress to evidence the individual civilian as being a threat to the safety of the community, which would require a trial! Because due process holds that, ‘no one may be held to answer for any accusation without due process.’

The State of Florida for example like many state as an organization similar to the, Joint Legislative Management Committee (JLMC), a staff agency of the Legislature, is responsible for publishing and maintaining the official version of the Florida Revised Statutes.

The JLMC is responsible for:

Compiling and codifying the laws of Florida.
Editing and publishing the Florida Statutes and other official legal publications.
Maintaining the official online version of the Florida Statutes.
Providing legal research and information services to the Legislature and the public.

I am and will be challenging the jurisdiction of the statute in this and in a subsequent petition before this Court, as any organization similar to, THE JOINT LEGISLATIVE MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE has no constitutional authority to manage anything, especially codifying and/or editing the law! They are a private corporation, none of them elected officials, and therefore, there is no duty upon any civilian to be bound by their acts and/or action and/or mandate and/or edification and/or management!

Their record show that they are a private corporation, and the corresponding agency within this State is also required to file tax documents, that they are not sovereign. None of their officials are elected officials lawmakers to be elected officials! None of them constitute the legislature as implied by the Constitution or the legislative process, and therefore, reliance on anything produced by that organization is wholly unethical, unconstitutional and violate my right only be charged with a violation of “THE LAW”, because only a violation of law is considered a crime under the United States Constitutions Bill of Rights!

The aforementioned is wholly accurate based on firsthand knowledge and/or information and/or facts, is witness by and before God on this 13th day of December 2023 under penalty is held otherwise, so help me God. A copy of this presentment has been provided all necessary parties in accordance with the law, filed with the clerk of the Court and the obligations associated with the consent agreement representing waiver of service via the RULE respecting SERVICE OF PLEADINGS AND DOCUMENTS (a) Service; When Required. Unless the Court otherwise orders, or a statute or supreme Court administrative order specifies a different means of service, every pleading subsequent to the initial pleading and every other document filed in any Court proceeding… service must be made upon the attorney unless service upon the party is ordered by the Court... A filer of an electronic document has complied with this subdivision if the Courts e-filing Portal (“Portal”) or other authorized electronic filing system with a supreme Court approved electronic service system (“e-Service system”) served the document by e-mail or provided a link by e-mail to the document on a website maintained by a clerk (“eService”). The filer of an electronic document must verify that the Portal or other e-Service system uses the names and e-mail addresses provided by the parties.

On behalf of the legal entities, juristic person evidenced by the record:
                                                                                                 x: 
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©2023 International Independent Notary Association
In the_____ County Court
In and for The State of____
Cause number: _______
In re: (your name), a living person
on behalf of: (“the all-caps NAME”)

“I do hereby exercise my right to challenge the: SO-CALLED STATUTE”
Please Note: that all questions are to be construed as constitutional questions, lawful questions, legal questions, and by law, I do hereby under what can only be described as duress, note my lack of understanding, which would require this body to explain itself! I am not incompetent, I am not in any way documented as having an impairment other than the fact that I do not speak legal terminology, and/or legalese- such is a foreign language to me which by law, the Americans With Disabilities Act, would require this court to make accommodations and to recognize this as an official cognizable disability, and failure to make such accommodation would be discrimination against me as a result of a medical impairment! I am not required to understand legal terminology, I am not required to be fluent in legalese, if it were the case, the representative observer, the so-called officer at the scene and or the judicial officer would have indicated such! My questions are relevant, necessary, lawful, and reserved as well as retained as secured rights under the United States Constitution Bill of Rights, and the corresponding Bill of Rights were this great State. Let us begin:

The JLMC and/or Revision Counsel, et al…, and/or light committee for the State of ______________, consists of individuals known as members (the specific members may or may not be current members, and thus this must be construed in the light of practices, and the practice being unconstitutional when it applies to private civilian), each with their own title and qualifications, this is an example for the Swhat tate, Florida:

House of Representatives:

Chair: Representative Steve Olson - Title: Attorney/Lobbyist
Vice Chair: Representative Emily Slosberg - Title: Attorney
Member: Representative Randy Fine - Title: Businessman/Engineer
Member: Representative Anna Eskamani - Title: Social Worker/Political Activist
Member: Representative Bobby Payne - Title: Attorney
Member: Representative Blaise Ingoglia - Title: Attorney/Former Senator
Senate:

Chair: Senator Jeff Brandes - Title: Businessman/Investor
Vice Chair: Senator Tina Polsky - Title: Attorney/Former Representative
Member: Senator Aaron Bean - Title: Businessman/CPA
Member: Senator Lauren Book - Title: Child Advocate/Former Representative
Member: Senator Audrey Gibson - Title: Educator/Former Representative
Member: Senator Jason Pizzo - Title: Attorney/Former Representative
Non-Voting Members:

Executive Director: Michael Langston - Title: Attorney
Deputy Executive Director: Craig Waters - Title: Attorney
Secretary: Ashley Gantt - Title: Attorney
Assistant Secretary: Jennifer Marshall - Title: Attorney

I have gone back and reread the Constitution for The Great State of ______________, and I do not see anywhere where the people have suggested that they have given authority to Congress, to delegate their authority of enactment of laws to any other body.

Article III, Section 1 of the ______________ Constitution states:
"The legislative power of this State shall be vested in a legislature, which shall consist of a senate and a house of representatives."

There is no mention of any special committees, no mention of a JOINT LEGISLATIVE MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE, as being part of the legislative process, this is neither implied or inferred, and as such it appears to be wholly unconstitutional!

And let us be clear, neither peace officers or the court or the executive branch are the sovereign in this country, they all get their authority from the Constitution! Every public servant, every public official, every elected official, every government employee, government worker, government-sponsored organization, government Corporation, et al, obtained their authority from the Constitution! However, “THE PEOPLE”, do not receive authority from a document, whether it be the Constitution or any other contractual agreement, the people’s authority is inherent!

Let me see if I can understand this better, the JOINT LEGISLATIVE MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE, THE REVISION COUNSIL, and or whatever other organization is so-called “authorized” to codify the law, is a part of Congress, the joint legislature? Then why do they have their own private EIN number as evidence by their COMPREHENSIVE ANNUAL FINANCIAL REPORT, all-inclusive, which clearly evidences private ownership? Why are they not? Why are none of the members of this and similar organizations elected officials? Did the people not choose to elect every member of the State legislature? Does not the Constitution only, authorized elected members of Congress to participate in the legislative process? Where was this present process authorized in law for Congress to delegate its responsibility to a private organization and/or committee, and/or any other member of the executive branch? That is right, the executive branch, they have an EIN number, which is provided for and by the executive branch!

The EIN number for the Joint Legislative Management Committee (JLMC) is 59-6000647.
The Judicial Council for the State of Florida EIN number is: 59-1961483.
The State of Florida Attorney General’s office EIN number is: 59-6000801.
The State of Florida Government, EIN number is: 20-0547361.
The Florida Department of Legal Affairs EIN number is: 59-1314244.

These are but a few examples of the practice that is unlawful as well as unconstitutional when made applicable to the people and according to the IRS, EIN numbers are issue for the following reason:

The IRS issues EIN numbers (Employer Identification Numbers) for several reasons, but the primary ones are:
1. To identify businesses for tax purposes:
Businesses must report their income and expenses to the IRS, and an EIN allows the IRS to track and verify this information.
It allows the IRS to classify businesses based on their size and structure, which helps determine their tax obligations.
2. To facilitate business transactions:
Many businesses require an EIN to open a bank account, obtain business licenses, and apply for certain types of loans.
It allows businesses to hire employees and report their wages and taxes to the IRS.
3. To prevent tax fraud:
An EIN helps the IRS identify legitimate businesses and distinguish them from fraudulent entities.
It helps prevent businesses from using multiple EINs to avoid paying taxes.
Additionally, EINs are issued for the following reasons:
Non-profit organizations: These organizations need an EIN to apply for tax-exempt status and to accept tax-deductible donations.
Estates and trusts: These entities need an EIN to report their income and expenses to the IRS.
State and local governments: These entities may need an EIN for certain tax purposes.
So, based on the aforementioned information, and facts, EIN numbers are provided for tax purposes, I have the right to challenge the authority of the organization and any other body/party/group/entity that claims it has the authority to act and or commandeer and or dictate and or exercise authority over my person, as each are documented as having an obligation as a taxpayer to the Government, the sovereign.

“Sovereignty lies within the people”, the common community and not the person!
1. Texas v. White, 74 U.S. (7 Wall.) 700 (1869): This matter involved the question of whether the United States could secede from the Union. The Supreme Court ruled that secession was illegal, arguing that the Constitution created a perpetual union and that the people of the United States had ultimately decided on this form of Government. Reinforcing the idea that the will of the people, as expressed through the Constitution, is binding on all states and individuals.
2. Baker v. Carr, 369 U.S. 186 (1962): Addressing the issue of malapportionment in State legislatures, where some districts had significantly larger populations than others, resulting in unequal representation. The Supreme Court ruled that this violated the principle of "one person, one vote," which is essential for ensuring that the Government is truly representative of the people. Demonstrating how the Supreme Court can use its power to protect the rights of the people and ensure a fair and democratic system.
3. Lincoln v. Dred Scott, 60 U.S. (19 How.) 393 (1857): While this infamous case has been largely overturned, it still provides insights into the concept of popular sovereignty. The Court denied Dred Scott's claim to freedom, arguing that he was not a citizen and therefore had no rights under the Constitution. (The court was wrong from the very beginning, 1st the Constitution did not grant a single right any natural person, and the Northwest ordinance from which the 13th amendment is derived, prohibited slavery from the onset. The Declaration of Independence prohibited slavery from the onset, as it held that all men were created equal, although that was a myth statement, a hyperbole as only one man was created and everyone else born of man, belies the fact, that involuntary servitude is illegal!).

The aforementioned matters simply demonstrate that without THE PEOPLE there is no authority to act for any official, and any act and/or actions by said officials.

So, I apologize to THE COURT, the institution for which it stands, for my lack of understanding, but please let me state for the record, that I do not understand the charges, I do not understand their delegation of authority and how any such non-law that is not part of the legislative process, would apply to the private civilianry? If the legislative process is established via the Constitution, then, where pre-tell did THE STATE LEGISLATURE obtained the authority to circumvent the process?

If the law requires all corporations to file “COMPREHENSIVE ANNUAL FINANCIAL REPORT”, and when taken together with the notes, ledgers, references, term definitions, such evidences private ownership, how is it possible for private corporation to be government, to act in the stead of government, to pretend it rules over the people? THE COMPREHENSIVE ANNUAL FINANCIAL REPORT is simply a tax filing for tax payers, but the Maxim holds true, that the “sovereign pays no tax!” And if the sovereign pays no tax, then why is it clearly documented on the record for these entities for the past continuous years, that they are taxpayers as defined in the statute?

So, before I can participate in the proceedings, I will need my Questions to be answered, or I will simply have to suggests that these proceedings are a nullity based on facts and conclusions of law, until such time as this Court can provide an understanding of each of these questions supported by facts and conclusions of law, failure to prove jurisdiction once challenged stripped the court of any jurisdiction and from that point forward in the denial of due process, violation of the 1st, 4th, 5th, 6th, 8th, 9th and 10th amendments to the United States Constitution Bill of Rights as determined by the United States Supreme Court, “that once a statute or jurisdiction has been challenged it must be proved”, that is not my responsibility according to the Court-
Basso v. Utah Power & Light Co., 495 U.S. 906 (1990): This case explicitly states, "Jurisdiction can be challenged at any time, even on final determination."
Standard v. Olsen, 422 U.S. 833 (1975): This case reinforces the principle that "No sanctions can be imposed absent of proof of jurisdiction."
Insurance Corporation of Ireland v. Compagnie des Bauxites de Guinee, 456 U.S. 694 (1982): This case emphasizes that "the burden of proof is upon the party asserting jurisdiction to demonstrate that such jurisdiction exists."

Thank you, this is been a delightful experience, but there is also one other issue that I must challenge and I will do so on a subsequent presentment, and that is, can a judicial officer act as counsel for a defendant in enter-a plea on their behalf? Is there a delegation of authority in law such unconstitutional conduct? Please stay tuned.

The aforementioned is wholly accurate based on firsthand knowledge and/or information and/or facts, is witness by and before God on this 13th day of December 2023 under penalty is held otherwise, so help me God. A copy of this presentment has been provided all necessary parties in accordance with the law, filed with the clerk of the Court and the obligations associated with the consent agreement representing waiver of service via the RULE. SERVICE OF PLEADINGS AND DOCUMENTS (a) Service; When Required. Unless the Court otherwise orders, or a statute or supreme Court administrative order specifies a different means of service, every pleading subsequent to the initial pleading and every other document filed in any Court proceeding… service must be made upon the attorney unless service upon the party is ordered by the Court... A filer of an electronic document has complied with this subdivision if the Courts e-filing Portal (“Portal”) or other authorized electronic filing system with a supreme Court approved electronic service system (“e-Service system”) served the document by e-mail or provided a link by e-mail to the document on a website maintained by a clerk (“eService”). The filer of an electronic document must verify that the Portal or other e-Service system uses the names and e-mail addresses provided by the parties.

On behalf of the legal entities, juristic person evidenced by the record:
                                                                                                 x: 
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©2023 International Independent Notary Association
In the_____ County Court
In and for The State of____
Cause number: _______
In re: (your name), a living person
on behalf of: (“the all-caps NAME”)

“How dare this insensitive Court subject me to involuntary servitude!”

Involuntary servitude is illegal and unlawful in the United States of America, even in the State of ______________!

This is a known fact! – 
United States v. Kozminski, 487 U.S. 931 (1988): This case involved two mentally retarded men who were held in involuntary servitude on respondents' farm. The Court held that the Thirteenth Amendment prohibits not only physical coercion, but also "psychological coercion sufficient to overbear the will of a person and compel him to work against his will."
Florida v. Royer, 460 U.S. 491 (1983): In this case, the Court held that the Fourth Amendment's exclusionary rule applies to evidence obtained during an illegal arrest, even if the suspect later consents to a search. The Court noted that "involuntary servitude is illegal and unconstitutional" and that the Fourth Amendment protects against unreasonable searches and seizures.
Peonage Cases, 232 U.S. 465 (1914): This case involved three challenges to State laws that allowed for the imprisonment of individuals who failed to pay their debts. The Court held that these laws violated the Thirteenth Amendment's prohibition on involuntary servitude. The Court noted that the Thirteenth Amendment "was intended to sweep away all badges and incidents of slavery," and that "[i]t is not possible to believe that the Amendment was intended to be confined to the abolition of the single institution of chattel slavery."
I. Entry of a plea amounts to “subjecting oneself to the Court’s jurisdiction”

1. McMaster v. State, 108 Ala. 176, 177 (1894): "By entering a plea of not guilty, the defendant submitted himself to the jurisdiction of the Court, and it was too late afterwards to raise the question of jurisdiction."

2. State v. Martin, 77 S.C. 1, 4 (1906): "The defendant, by entering a plea of not guilty to the indictment, subjected himself to the jurisdiction of the Court and waived all objections to the venire of the jury."

3. United States v. Leffler, 191 F.2d 258, 260 (4th Cir. 1951): "By entering a plea of guilty, appellant subjected himself to the jurisdiction of the Court and waived any objection to the venue of the prosecution."

4. These cases explicitly State that entering a plea, regardless of the specific type of plea, constitutes submitting oneself to the Court's jurisdiction. This supports the conclusion that entering a plea inherently involves acknowledging the Court's authority to proceed with the case.
  
II. Judicial knowledge:

1. The judicial officer was fully cognizant of the fact that when it entered a plea of not guilty for the defendant, it was subjecting the defendant to the jurisdiction of the Court amounting to involuntary servitude a violation of the 5th amendment principles for the United States of America and its corresponding constitutional amendment for the State of ______________.
 
2. I did not give the Court or its officers permission to speak on my behalf, and I most certainly did not consent to it subjecting me to consequences associated with the entering of any kind of a “plea”! Since slavery has been outlawed in the United States, the subjection of my person to involuntary servitude amounts to a severe deprivation of rights, and I object, and I do not consent to anyone subjecting me to anyone’s jurisdiction and/or claiming that I have accepted and or acknowledge a so-called statute and/or code and/or rule in the regulation and/or ordinance as law having jurisdiction over my person as such is unconscionable as well as  unconstitutional without my consent!
 
III. There is no law requiring anyone to be made subject to anyone’s jurisdiction without due process of law! 

1. Grannis v. Ordean, 234 U.S. 385, 394 (1914): "It is fundamental that jurisdiction cannot be conferred by consent, nor can the want of it be waived. The right to object to the want of jurisdiction in the Court over the person of the defendant, or the subject-matter of the suit, is not a mere technicality, but is an absolute right, which exists without reference to the character of the action, or the mode of procedure adopted. It is a right to be free from personal annoyance or the deprivation of property without due process of law."
 
2. Windsor v. McVeigh, 93 U.S. 274, 277 (1876): "Jurisdiction cannot be conferred by consent, nor can any agreement of the parties waive the objection to its absence."

3. Scott v. McNeal, 154 U.S. 34, 40 (1894): "Jurisdiction is not a matter to be bargained about or waived. It is a matter of law."

4. Roller v. Holly, 176 U.S. 398, 402 (1900): "It is an undoubted principle of law that jurisdiction cannot be conferred by consent, and that the objection to the want of it may be made at any stage of the proceedings, either in the Court of first instance or in an appellate Court."

5. Baldwin v. Iowa State Traveling Men's Assn., 283 U.S. 522, 525 (1931): "The question of jurisdiction of the Court is always open, and no consent or waiver can give jurisdiction which the Court would not otherwise have."
 
IV. The Court is in “want of jurisdiction” which cannot be cured 

1. McNutt v. General Motors Acceptance Corp., 298 U.S. 178, 189 (1936): "When a Court has no jurisdiction of the subject-matter, it has no power to act at all. Its judgments and decrees are nullities, and cannot be the foundation of any valid right."

2. Roche v. Evaporated Milk Assn., 319 U.S. 21, 26 (1943): "The question of jurisdiction is always open, and no consent or waiver can give jurisdiction which the Court would not otherwise have. If the Court lacked jurisdiction, its judgment was void and subject to collateral attack."

3. Baldwin v. Iowa State Traveling Men's Assn., 283 U.S. 522, 525 (1931): "[W]hen a Court has no jurisdiction of the subject-matter, its proceedings are coram non judice and void. Consent cannot give jurisdiction."

4. Kokkonen v. Guardian Life Ins. Co., 511 U.S. 375, 380 (1994): "If a Court lacks jurisdiction over a claim, its judgment is void and subject to attack at any time."

5. Kontrick v. Ryan, 540 U.S. 443, 452 (2004): "A judgment entered by a Court lacking subject-matter jurisdiction is void and has no legal effect. Its invalidity may be raised at any time, even on collateral attack."

6. BNSF Ry. Co. v. Tyrrell, 581 U.S. 459, 469 (2017): "The lack of subject-matter jurisdiction renders a judgment void, meaning it has no legal effect and cannot be enforced."

7. Reed Elsevier, Inc. v. Muchnick, 559 U.S. 239, 246 (2010): "A Court lacking subject-matter jurisdiction cannot render a valid judgment, and its purported judgment has no binding effect."
 
V. The Court lacked jurisdiction to enter “I plea of not guilty” on behalf of anyone!

1. Gideon v. Wainwright, 372 U.S. 335, 344 (1963): "[T]he right of one charged with crime to counsel may not be deemed fundamental and essential to fair trials in some countries, but it is in ours. From the very beginning, our State and national constitutions and laws have laid great emphasis on procedural and substantive safeguards designed to assure fair trials before impartial tribunals in which every defendant stands equal before the law.”
 
2. Faretta v. California, 422 U.S. 806, 819-820 (1975): "The Sixth Amendment recognizes the right of self-representation. To be meaningful, this right must include the right to make fundamental decisions regarding one's defense. Since a plea of guilty is more than a confession which admits factual guilt, but also involves a waiver of trial rights, the decision to plead guilty is one of the most substantial decisions a defendant can make."

3. Jones v. Estelle, 722 F.2d 1224, 1226 (5th Cir. 1983): "It is now well-settled that a plea of guilty cannot be entered against the express wishes of a competent defendant."

4. United States v. DeLeon, 422 F.Supp. 832, 834 (E.D.N.Y. 1976): "The right to enter a plea of not guilty is fundamental and is not to be taken lightly. The Court must determine that the defendant is informed of the nature of the charges against him and the possible consequences of entering a plea of guilty before accepting such a plea."

5. Commonwealth v. McCloud, 552 A.2d 224, 227 (Pa. 1989): "The right to plead not guilty is fundamental to our system of criminal justice. It is a right that cannot be waived without the informed consent of the defendant."

6. People v. Williams, 416 N.E.2d 1281, 1285 (Ill. 1981): "A defendant has the absolute right to plead not guilty to the charges against him. This right cannot be abridged by the Court or by counsel."

7. State v. Edwards, 478 N.W.2d 607, 610 (Minn. Ct. App. 1991): "No plea of guilty can be entered against the express wishes of a competent defendant. The trial Court has a duty to ensure that the plea is truly voluntary and that the defendant understands the consequences of his plea."

VI. Summarization:

There is no delegation of authority for the Court to act as counsel for any party, either the Court is an impartial JURIST, AN ATTORNEY, and/or “A NEXT FRIEND”, either way when the court enters a plea on “BEHALF OF A DEFENDANT”, this dual capacity stripped court and/or a judicial officer of any jurisdiction for presiding over the matter, and subject the conduct of the judicial officer to immediate reversal VIA THE FORBIDDEN FRUIT DOCTRINE.

A judicial officer may not step down from the bench, assume the capacity and role of defense attorney, presume it has authority to speak for a defendant, by entering a plea, all the while, not allowing the input of the defendant in the 1st instance. Whether it is a guilty plea, a plea of nolo contendere or a plea of not guilty, it still equates to a “PLEA”, and the consequences associated with doing so operates as an infringement in abridgment concerning the right of the defendant making it unconstitutional, a violation of the First Amendment and the right the contract clause as well as due process and equal protection prohibition restraints!

There is no constitutional amendment requiring a defendant enter a plea, the requirement was that the Court must have jurisdiction in the 1st instance in order to proceed with any matter against the defendant!

McKaskle v. Wiggins, 465 U.S. 168, 176 (1984): "The Constitution does not require a criminal trial to be initiated by a formal plea. The historical record shows no support for the proposition that the Fifth Amendment's Due Process Clause requires a criminal trial to be initiated by a formal plea."

[bookmark: _GoBack]State v. Edwards, 478 N.W.2d 607, 610 (Minn. Ct. App. 1991): "No plea of guilty can be entered against the express wishes of a competent defendant. The trial Court has a duty to ensure that the plea is truly voluntary and that the defendant understands the consequences of his plea."

There consequences to every plea, the Court is aware of this because it announces that to defendant all the time. There is no law requiring anyone to enter a plea, it is not a necessity of due process! This Court intentionally, deliberately, knowingly and in complete disregard for my secured right subject me to involuntary servitude, as the entry of a plea is directly associated with a consequence as a result thereof, and it has been well established that the State of ______________ has abolished slavery!

I do hereby challenge as well as object to the procedural practices of this Court. And I will object continuously because I will not allow this Court to take my challenges and/or questions and or objection likely!

I as well as the public have a right to a fair trial and a fair proceeding, and I am being denied that right as a result of my being a Woman! As a result of my being a Person Of Color! As a result of my being aware of the fact that the use of all capital names in any legal proceeding is a long-standing tradition of identifying a corporation:

MATTER OF ESTATE OF LEVY, 41 N.Y.2D 773 (1977):
IN THIS CASE, THE NEW YORK COURT OF APPEALS RULED THAT ALL CAPITALIZATION OF THE DECEDENT’S NAME IS A VALID AND CLEAR WAY TO REPRESENT THE ESTATE IN LEGAL MATTERS.

IN RE ESTATE OF EMMONS, 543 P.2D 958 (CAL. 1976):
THE CALIFORNIA SUPREME COURT UPHELD THE PRACTICE OF USING ALL CAPITAL LETTERS FOR THE DECEDENT’S NAME TO DIFFERENTIATE IT FROM THE INDIVIDUAL WHO PASSED AWAY. THIS RULING EMPHASIZES THE IMPORTANCE OF CLARITY AND PRECISION IN LEGAL DOCUMENTS.

IN RE ESTATE OF JOHNSON, 629 N.E.2D 963 (IND. 1994):
THE INDIANA SUPREME COURT, IN THIS CASE, AFFIRMED THE USE OF ALL CAPITALIZATION OF THE DECEDENT’S NAME AS A MEANS TO DISTINCTLY REPRESENT THE ESTATE. THIS APPROACH HELPS AVOID ANY POTENTIAL CONFUSION REGARDING THE LEGAL ENTITY INVOLVED.

IN RE ESTATE OF HALL, 582 N.W.2D 552 (WIS. 1998):
THE WISCONSIN SUPREME COURT ALSO SUPPORTED THE PRACTICE OF USING ALL CAPITALIZATION WHEN REFERRING TO THE DECEDENT’S ESTATE. THIS DECISION HIGHLIGHTS THE NEED FOR A CLEAR DISTINCTION BETWEEN THE DECEASED INDIVIDUAL AND THEIR LEGAL ENTITY.

IN RE ESTATE OF JONES, 821 S.W.2D 325 (MO. 1991):
THE MISSOURI SUPREME COURT RULED IN FAVOR OF USING ALL CAPITALIZATION OF THE DECEDENT’S NAME TO REPRESENT THE ESTATE, UNDERSCORING ITS ROLE IN AVOIDING POTENTIAL MISUNDERSTANDINGS OR LEGAL AMBIGUITIES.

IN RE ESTATE OF SMITH, 636 A.2D 572 (ME. 1994):
THE MAINE SUPREME COURT, IN THIS CASE, SUPPORTED THE ESTABLISHED PRACTICE OF UTILIZING ALL CAPITAL LETTERS FOR THE DECEDENT’S NAME, EMPHASIZING ITS SIGNIFICANCE IN DISTINGUISHING THE ESTATE FROM THE NATURAL PERSON WHO HAS DECEASED.

These cases collectively reinforce the common legal practice of employing all capitalization of a CORPORATION NAME when representing their capacity in legal documents and official correspondence. This approach ensures clarity and prevents any confusion between the natural individual and their legal entity.

The judicial system in the State of ______________ in America is and has always been recognized to have been built on racism, it has supported racism, it has supported the justified and unsanctioned as well as unconstitutional and intentional murders of countless individuals of color. Condoning and sanctioning racist jury and racist jury verdicts. It is a matter of history, a matter fact and this Court has done very little to demonstrate that it has stepped away from the prior conduct of its predecessors. The very 1st thing this Court did was subject me to an unconstitutional codes and/or statutes and/or ordinances that are not law! Then, a security officer on loan from the sheriff department accused me of being a domestic terrorist! Because of the color of my skin, the Court staff decided to belittle me, to call me names, what did the security officer say to me? “You are a SOVEREIGN CITIZEN”! The Attorney General’s office has labeled SOVEREIGN CITIZENS, as domestic terrorists- https://www.google.com/search?q=The+Attorney+General%E2%80%99s+office+has+labeled+SOVEREIGN+CITIZENS%2C+as+domestic+terrorists&sourceid=chrome&ie=UTF-8#ip=1 

Legal implications of the designation:

The designation as domestic terrorists has several legal implications for sovereign citizens:

Increased scrutiny: Law enforcement agencies are now more likely to monitor and investigate sovereign citizens, potentially leading to more arrests and prosecutions.
Restrictions on certain rights: The designation may limit their access to certain rights, such as the right to own firearms or travel freely.
Enhanced penalties: If convicted of crimes, sovereign citizens may face harsher penalties.

I have been respectful, I have been cordial, I have not argued, but I am told that I do not have any rights, is that not the definition of a slave?

So again, I did challenge the Court’s jurisdiction, I do challenge the Court’s presumptive assuming of the capacity of my representative in entering the plea on my behalf, thereby subjecting me to the Court’s jurisdiction-
Making an appearance or entering a plea in any Court:
Appearance: The official Court form filed with the Court clerk which tells the Court that you are representing yourself in a lawsuit or criminal case or that an attorney is representing you. All Court notices and calendars will be mailed to the address listed on the form. When a defendant in a civil and/or criminal case files an appearance, the person is submitting to the Court’s jurisdiction.

“charging document/instrument admit to the validity of the statute(s)/law(s) cited therein; and, does thereby form the issue for trial which would exist even without a plea, and without which there would be anything before the Court or jury for trial.  [See: Frisbe v. United States, 157 U.S. 160, 165; 39 L. Ed. 657 (U.S. La. 1895), which States: “The very act of pleading admits its geniuses as a record.”; Koscielski v. State, 158 N.E. 902, 903 (Ind. 1927), which States: “The plea forms the issue to be tried, without which there is nothing before the Court or jury for trial.“; cf. Andrews v. State, 146 N.E. 817, 196 Ind. 12 (1925); State v. Acton, 160 A. 217, 218 (N.J. 1932); United States v. Aurandt, 107 P. 1064, 1065 (N.M. 1910).
Additional Case Citations Supporting the Conclusion:
Case Citations in addition to Frisbe v. United States and Koscielski v. State, supporting the conclusion that charging documents admit to the validity of the statutes cited therein and form the issue for trial:

United States v. Heinze, 218 U.S. 532, 541 (1910): "By pleading to the indictment, the defendant admits the facts alleged, but does not admit their legal sufficiency to constitute a crime. He may still contend that the statute under which he is charged is unconstitutional or that the facts alleged do not constitute an offense."

Hagner v. United States, 285 U.S. 427, 432 (1932): "The plea of not guilty puts in issue every material fact alleged in the indictment, including the jurisdiction of the Court. But it admits the formal sufficiency of the indictment."

Smith v. United States, 348 U.S. 147, 151-52 (1954): "By pleading to the indictment, the defendant admits the truth of all the well-pleaded allegations in the indictment and consents to being tried on the issue of his guilt or innocence. He cannot, therefore, challenge the sufficiency of the indictment on appeal."

United States v. Rodgers, 751 F.2d 966, 969 (8th Cir. 1985): "The general rule is that a plea of not guilty puts in issue only the factual allegations of the indictment, not the legal sufficiency of the statute. By pleading not guilty, the defendant admits the formal sufficiency of the indictment and the jurisdiction of the Court."

United States v. White, 29 F.3d 1112, 1115 (7th Cir. 1994): "A defendant who pleads guilty admits the factual allegations of the indictment and waives all non-jurisdictional defects in the indictment."

United States v. Hernandez, 975 F.2d 1399, 1402 (9th Cir. 1992): "By pleading guilty, the defendant admits the factual allegations of the indictment and the validity of the statute under which he is charged."

State v. Miller, 503 So. 2d 1284, 1288 (Fla. 1987): "By pleading not guilty, the defendant admits the formal sufficiency of the indictment and the jurisdiction of the Court. However, the defendant does not admit the legal sufficiency of the statute or the truth of the factual allegations in the indictment."

People v. Davis, 201 P.2d 541, 543 (Cal. 1949):

"The charging instrument, by alleging the violation of a particular statute, necessarily admits the validity of the statute."

State v. Miller, 218 P.2d 369, 370 (Wash. 1950):

"The information filed by the prosecuting attorney charges the defendant with the commission of a specific crime, and by so doing, it admits the validity of the statute which defines the crime."

State v. McDuffie, 317 S.E.2d 381, 383 (N.C. 1984):

"A defendant who pleads not guilty to a charge necessarily admits the truth of the factual allegations contained in the indictment or information, but does not admit the legal sufficiency of the charging instrument or the validity of the statute under which the charge is brought."

City of New York v. Cross Bay Chelsea, Inc., 28 N.Y.2d 168, 172-173, 268 N.E.2d 795, 797-798 (N.Y. 1971):

"The indictment, by specifying the statute or statutes allegedly violated, necessarily concedes their validity. ... The effect is to narrow the issues to be determined by the jury."

State v. Smith, 123 N.W. 242, 243 (Iowa 1909):

"The information, by alleging the violation of a particular statute, necessarily admits the validity of the statute."

I have not consented nor have I conceded to the validity of these statutes which are unconstitutional on their face! They are not part of the legislative process, and a judicial officer entering a plea on my behalf subjecting me to the waiver of my right to challenge the jurisdiction of the Court and the statute violates both process and I asked for this judicial officers conduct result in removal and recusal, as I will seek to file a complaint against that judicial officers and THE COURT bond which is required to have under ______________ law! As there is no immunity for acting outside the law and toward the bounds of jurisdiction!

How dear the judicial officer presume that he has the authority to strip me of my right as if they have the authority by their actions in committing statutory rape, and then order me to appear in their courtroom, on an additional day without ever proving that they had jurisdiction over my person, over the subject matter or over the venue! In my right to challenge, I did challenge jurisdiction, THE COURT in its authority to act, the charges, and the statute, as unlawful, these right I have retained and reserve as they remain mine!

The aforementioned is wholly accurate based on firsthand knowledge and/or information and/or facts, is witness by and before God on this 13th day of December 2023 under penalty is held otherwise, so help me God. A copy of this presentment has been provided all necessary parties in accordance with the law, filed with the clerk of the Court and the obligations associated with the consent agreement representing waiver of service via the RULE. SERVICE OF PLEADINGS AND DOCUMENTS (a) Service; When Required. Unless the Court otherwise orders, or a statute or supreme Court administrative order specifies a different means of service, every pleading subsequent to the initial pleading and every other document filed in any Court proceeding… service must be made upon the attorney unless service upon the party is ordered by the Court... A filer of an electronic document has complied with this subdivision if the Courts e-filing Portal (“Portal”) or other authorized electronic filing system with a supreme Court approved electronic service system (“e-Service system”) served the document by e-mail or provided a link by e-mail to the document on a website maintained by a clerk (“eService”). The filer of an electronic document must verify that the Portal or other e-Service system uses the names and e-mail addresses provided by the parties.

On behalf of the legal entities, juristic person evidenced by the record:
                                                                                                 x: 
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