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John Doe Smith

Dear Reader:

Greetings !!! I wanted to explain a little more about the hearing of March 26, 2003, and talk about what happened. I didn't want to send it over the Internet because the FBI monitors all of our phone conversations. They had their man sitting in the courtroom at the table with the prosecutor. It is the FBI that is the Plaintiff in the case as an agency of the United States of America.

If you think back on it, the judge never once ordered me to do anything past, present or future. He once made an appeal to me stating "you have to stop using those." He was referring to the UCC filings.  Notice he never ordered me to stop or mentioned that he was going to order me to stop, just a simple appeal. Why an appeal to me and not an order?  I suspect that he was trying to tell me that they (UCC filings) are not accomplishing anything for us concerning the money issue and are not a part of the process we are seeking. They are probably causing a great deal of discomfort for many politicians we have placed upon them as "collateral" for dishonor they have committed.

The judge knows we are after the money issue and nothing else. He knows we are peaceful intellectuals and not involved in crime. Crime and “criminal offenses” are two different animals. No one escapes a criminal act such as murder, rape, assault, etc. I don't care who you are or what your status, if you commit a criminal act you can be tried in any court including one assembled by ordinary citizens in the event the authorities fail to act.  Everything else is a “criminal offense” which is an act or omission against the regime. What this means is that you are presumed to be a subject owing allegiance and obedience to the crown and it's (private) codes (of conduct). These acts and omissions are purely political in nature, whereas crimes are truly evil acts and within the jurisdiction of the people. That was the lawful basis of the jurisdiction of lynch mobs of the past and still exists today.

Here are a few other oddities from the hearing. If you noticed, when I went on the record when the judge asked if I wanted to speak (allocution) I told him that I never knowingly and willfully committed any act or omission with the intent to defraud or harm. Then I told him that I could not consent nor volunteer, meaning I would not consent to his administering any fine or punishment upon me. If you noticed, he didn't fine us nor did he have us arrested which he was required to do as soon as he pronounced judgment. What he did at the end was tell me I was a really good guy and then he stood up and stated, “we are dismissed.” The question is, who are “we” and “who” dismissed them? The answer is, each and every attorney in the room is the “we” and it was I that dismissed them. I dismissed them and their claim with my record statement during the allocution.

Also you heard him say that the $500 special assessment was payable immediately to the clerk of the court. In Rick's hearing it was $300. The words “payable immediately” are code words (term of art) to the officers of the court (attorney) to get out your checkbook. I have heard them before in Omaha and watched my attorney in a civil case tread straight for the clerk’s office and PAY. My attorney at the time told me if I didn’t pay immediately he would be in jail before sundown. Attorneys always come to court with a check book in their breast pocket. The only discretion the judge had regarding the “special assessments” was as to who was going to pay as the assessments are mandatory under 18 U.S.C. §3013. He had already determined that he would not assess any fine (he could have) because he stated it was obvious “we won't get anything out of these guys.”

Now comes the very interesting part. Once the judge pronounced sentence there is no way under current federal law that we could be released pending appeal. Here is the reason: “The Bail Reform Act reversed the former presumption in favor of release pending appeal. Once a defendant is convicted, the court must order detention unless it finds by clear and convincing evidence that the defendant is not likely to flee or pose a danger to the safety of any person or the community. In addition, before a court can allow release, it must find that the defendant's appeal is not for the purpose of delay and raises “substantial questions of law or fact” likely to result in a reversal, a new trial, a sentence with no imprisonment, or a sentence less than the total already served, including expected length of the appeal process.” (See 18 U.S.C. §§3141, 3142, 3143.)

The above is taken from the current issue of Georgetown Law Journal. As you can see, the judge would have had to hold a hearing after sentencing on appeal issues to determine if there was even, a chance that the case could be overturned prior to allowing release and then only if you are not a danger or pose a risk to flight. The judge knew we were planning appeal of both the conviction and sentence because I told him so. Did you ever hear him ask on what basis I would appeal, or hold a hearing on any issue that I might appeal upon? So how could he let us go? I can tell you this, the U.S. Marshall was planning on arresting us on the spot. The Marshall was surprised when he heard the judge say we could go. He was also upset.

So what is really going on here ? ? ? I don't know for sure, but according to current code we should be serving a prison sentence if we were sentenced to prison. I never heard the word prison, jail or correctional facility come out of the judges mouth during the sentencing. He did say I was sentenced to 51 months. Of what I don't know! If he had said “you are hereby sentenced to serve fifty‑one months in a United States prison or detention facility” it would be rather clear. But he never said any such thing; There was talk of “you will hear from the Bureau of Prisons or the U.S. Marshall, they will send you something.” All rather vague! 

Here are some other key statements he (the judge) made. “Self reporting.” “The conditions are now the same as before the hearing.”  What did he mean?  Self reporting as best as we can tell from looking in dictionaries means: automatic, report to yourself, etc. You have to look up both words and put them together. It is obviously another “term of art.” The conditions that existed before the hearing are that Rick and I voluntarily call‑in once per week to a probation officer. We rarely talk with them but leave a message on their machine. They never call back because when they have I interrogate them with all the questions they ask us. “Have you had any contact with the police?” “Have you violated any State or Federal laws?”  I even ask if they owe any unpaid fines or back taxes. They get the picture and don't like to talk to us. When they do talk with us they are very polite and keep it very short before I get started.  They have learned not to ask any questions. I like that from employees.

We know of no discretion available to the judge under current code wherein he could release us on the spot. So something else is going on in the background that pushes us out of the current code into a time period of law and not code. We think it is the bond.  He (the judge) knew about it when he came in the room. No one else knew but him, us, and the clerk. The bond may have taken us back into a time before the offenses under the current code existed. When in time I don't know. Maybe pre‑civil war. Maybe pre‑constitution to the laws of the confederation. We simply don't know but suspect this is what happened. As a paper filed with the clerk, the bond is a permanent part of the record. It isn't a pleading or a motion needing a determination from the court. It isn't an argument, opinion, or point of law. Just a bond!  Who could object.  It is a special bona as described in Rule E of the Supplemental Admiralty Rules at the back of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure.  It is the only place in the rules where bonds are applicable. As far as I can tell, any type of bond only occurs when an admiralty proceeding is underway. This includes bail bonds, general bonds, special bonds, etc. Anything that has bonding involved is admiralty or some degree of admiralty is involved.

Our attorneys were acting funny. Not their usual selves. Rick and I both noticed. it. They somehow got the signal that something wasn't right. We didn't file the bond until one hour before my hearing started so none of them would have time to circle the wagons and figure out a new approach. We think the bond played a big part in what happened. I believe it is necessary in every case. It is interesting that the words arrest, seizure aid forfeiture are all admiralty terms. Bonds apply where money is involved. Did you notice in our case that dollar amounts were the key issue? Kilos of drugs would be the same as money in their thinking and I noticed comparisons being made in our hearing to drug cases.

I suspect there have been some conversations between the attorneys following the hearing as to what happened. Under the current code, the judge had no authorization nor discretion to release us. Something took them out of the code and into law and I think it was the bond. We will know more later as time progresses. We noticed that when Jim Traficant was sentenced he was immediately arrested and taken into detention. He was then transferred to a federal prison in Allentown, Pennsylvania, where he is appealing from. I appreciate your having handed that article to me the week before. Had that not happened we would probably be in jail now awaiting  transfer to a federal prison. I am glad you did it and I am glad we acted on it. We figured it couldn't make it any worse, so what the heck, why not file it.

We don't know if we will hear from the Bureau of Prisons. We have never heard of such a thing. We think they are stuck now in a holding pattern trying to figure out how to get rid of the bond. If they could get rid of it would be back in the code. The problem is it is filed with the clerk and is a permanent part of the record. If they stripped it from the file, the clerk knows we have two copies with the clerks original file stamp on them and they could show up later so it is unlikely they could talk the clerk into any monkey business. Beside, there is a separate docket book that lists all filings in handwritten format. We think the judge will tell the attorneys it is on them to work it out or pay some more.

There are other factors which may be part of what happened. One thing is, we never participated in the trial. We appeared for the trial but would not participate. We provided no witnesses, no exhibits, no defense, nothing. We never questioned a witness ourselves. We just sat there and observed. It was driving them nuts. The attorneys were begging us to have anyone testify on our behalf. We wouldn't do it. We think that in a strange way we became the true plaintiffs after I accepted the case for value from prison in August. As plaintiffs they needed us to file some pleading with the clerk and testify at trial. We did neither which denied the court subject matter jurisdiction. Filing the bond may have capped off our status as plaintiffs as that is who would normally be required to provide bond for a claim. Cornforth knows what a plaintiff must do for the court to be able to have subject matter jurisdiction. The plaintiff (not his attorney) must file a sufficient pleading with the court and give oral argument on said pleading. We wouldn't do it. They may have been able to construe anything we did as meeting that. We waited until after the alleged trial to crank‑up our attack. We only filed affidavits and one motion after I got on the record and declared “no due process” on March 19th.

The bond removed us from the controversy. The controversy can rage on, but we are not a part of it. Notice the word “any” in the last part before the words “loss/costs.” This means any loss/costs real or imagined. No clam for loss/costs needs be presented to us because we have covered any and all. The wording is designed to make the bond “automatic” and self‑executing without review by us of any claim whatsoever. We cover all of it without question. Therefore, there is nothing left for us to do thereby removing us from any further controversy.

The controversy can rage on during appeal. We don't care! We have covered every potential outcome with our good faith effort. Our guess is that this is a disappointing situation. Courts are in business to resolve controversy.  In order for a controversy to exist there has to be adverse parties. The bond removes us from the arena. We agree and cover any loss/cost incurred by the USA and it's respectful citizens no matter what the outcome. What could be better ? ? ?

Only time will tell if we are right, but I suspect we are. The judge had to have some reason that he could look past the code he is tied to in order to let us leave.  Something took him out of the code and into law.  In effect, the judge no longer saw us as adversaries in a controversy. The controversy can continue and no matter what the outcome there should be no losers because of the bond. Everyone wins which ruins the adversarial system of court procedure. It is my guess that they sent our thumbprint and photograph to jail as soon as they took custody of them. Jail is a federal file drawer somewhere in the building. If we can learn the address and drawer (cell) number we will let you know so that everyone at WTP can write to our thumbprint and photograph during their incarceration.

Anyway, these are my jumbled thoughts on the whole affair. If you take (accept) the case for value and return it to them it should pay for it. If you post the bond after their dishonor it should remove you the man from the controversy. We think it is best if you file the bond at the last minute just before going into the hearing (trial). If you file it too soon they have a chance to study it and circle the wagons to get around it. Use surprise to your advantage. It catches them flatfooted and they don't know what to do. I will let you know what we hear and when we hear it as this further develops.

--F.

. . . . . . . . . .                           

K:

Greetings ! I Here are some more thoughts and observations on the March 26th hearing. Vince noticed that about half way through my hearing that the prosecutor became red‑faced and her hands began to tremble. I noticed the red face but was not paying much attention to her hands. Vince says she was very nervous and agitated.

This is usually what happens when “surprise” presents itself.  The last thing attorneys want to a hearing is a surprise. Judges also hate it. In this case the judge knew what was going on so he wasn't at all surprised. Somehow the judge telegraphed to the prosecutor that the deal was sideways. I don't believe they had the time to discuss the implications of the surprise before the hearing.  Further, they probably couldn't grasp the concept until the next day.

We looked in the file on Friday (4/4/03) and noticed that the original signed bond was gone and a xerox copy, with the original clerk stamp was in place of the original.  We presented both, with blue ink signatures on the original so we could identify it in the future. We suspect the judge is holding the original and that is fine with us. He wants to "own" the account and make the adjustments, so if he wants the original we don't care. We just possess and control, not own. "The judge has the power of office to adjust the account and he is probably holding the bond as his justification for what happened in case "they" (the attorneys) come back on him.

It is what they do and not what they say that counts and so far they have done nothing. The judge may be holding the bond over the head of the attorneys. We aren't sure, but suspect from their behavior that someone else is now liable. You see, they went all the way with the case and in their world someone has to pay. As you noticed, no fine was assessed. This comes now to the question of who will have to go to prison.  The judge’s comments during sentencing about not wanting to disturb any ones “schedule” could not be in reference to us.  We have no schedule and they know it. The so-called “criminal” never receives any such consideration. Who could he be referring to?  Well it could be one or more "officers" of the court.

From the way, they acted that day we suspect one or more of them is liable and on the hook for the sentence of time due to the bond.  Of course, maybe there is a way they can "pay" their way out. I don't I now for sure. What I do know is that it will be up to the judge now. He told the prosecutor that he didn't want any notices going out right away because he didn't want to disturb any ones schedule. The attorneys all have cases in progress and as officers of the court would need time (due to surprise) to clear their calendars. Otherwise they could be sued and held liable civilly by clients for abandoning their causes or defenses.

I could be wrong on all of this and only time will tell, but someone will have to serve (or pay for) the time and if it was going to be us we would be there now. There is only one justification for us walking away on March 26th  and it has to be the bond. They “planned” on putting on a big show for all of you in the. audience by "cuffing and stuffing" us right on the spot. “We'll show you people who is boss on this planet, etc.”.

If you think back on both hearings of March 19th and 26th there was a big change of attitude by the judge from the first week to the second. The first week he was irritated with me for the “on the record” remarks I made and he did his very best to sell the prosecutor on dropping her claim for obstruction. If she had taken his suggestion, we would have been sentenced and gone that day. She argued for the enhancement and he had to give us more time to respond which opened the door for what happened. You handed me an article and we acted on it in the interim.

The second hearing (.March 26th) he was irritated with the attorneys and very, very pleasant to us. The question is why? What could have re‑directed his ire. We think it was the bond. We are now the “good guys” and he said as much directly to me. That means someone else has to be “bad guys” and it leaves only the attorneys. The judge ain't going to jail. He will see to that. He has control over the attorneys. Someone is going to jail, (or paying to stay out) but it remains to be seen how the responsibility is divide up.

At the beginning of the case there is a bond executed. It may be a blanket bond on file with the court or clerk.  It isn't case specific. It has the signatures of all attorneys that could be assigned to a case including the prosecutors. It does the job of guaranteeing the court that the attorneys will produce someone to fill in the responsibility for fines and times in jail. The problem is, if a bond later appears of record that is case specific the whole scam goes up in smoke. You can't go back and now place the original bond put up by the attorneys in the clerk file to overcome the bond the Defendant filed. That would blow the appearance of propriety and even Harry and Martha would be able to figure out what was going on.

As I see it, they never get "the defendant" identified in the case until either someone pleads guilty or pays a fine and goes to prison. You are titled up as “Defendant” which is a noun and title and not a descriptive adjective of your role as a party. You are simply a party waiting to be placed into the slot of “the defendant” in specific who must pay with dollars and time for the alleged crime. Any of the people who make an appearance in the case (every attorney) could also fall into the category “the defendant” or “the plaintiff” including any “Defendant” or “Plaintiff” named or identified. It is a dynamic scam that can change at any time during the proceedings.

Here is a tidbit of knowledge I learned while I was at Newton. When you go into prison it is the “all capital” letters name and body that is admitted and placed on the ID tag. When you receive a discharge from the Department of Corrections it comes out in the proper English spelled name. I personally saw such documents that inmates received that had refused parole and stayed in until the discharge late. So why is it that the system can suddenly get your name right on the discharge papers ? ? ?  Well it leads me to believe that at any time right up to and including “discharge” you could be set free for some other reason on appeal, habeas corpus, we found the real criminal, etc.

So what really goes on here? They send your proper English name to the Department of Corrections to be placed on the books and your “all-caps” name and body to a specific prison of jail awaiting the time limit for discharge or some other event that would substitute another “the defendant” in your place. The Department of Corrections holds paper title and the Board of Parole and specific prison or facility get possession of the all‑caps name and body.  The all‑caps name is simple “evidence of title” held somewhere in the system for the body. The proper English name on “their” books is the actual title. It is the Department of Corrections as “owner” that has to pay for your health care, dental care, meals, clothing, etc. They pay the prison on a quarterly basis for all of these costs. Why? Because they are the responsible party (owner) for the property who pays all costs and tax. The prison official(s) (Warden) is the user who has control of the property. He isn't responsible for payment. He and his guards, etc. control (possess) the property during the period of time in the sentence right up to release on parole, release on discharge, or death of the property. It is that simple! The property often is transferred during this period from one user to another (one prison to another), but the title remains with the Department of Corrections no matter where the property is located.

Here is another way to view it. Rick owns a Toyota. He leases it to you. His name is on the title and he gets the bill for plates, taxes, etc. You get possession based on a lease contract. Maybe you pay $200.00/month or maybe your lease contract says you pay good and valuable consideration for the use. It doesn't matter. The two of you agreed and are happy with the deal. You get tired of the Toyota and want a Honda. You tell Rick and he says why don't you sublease the Toyota to Charlie because he wants a Toyota and I have a new Honda I will lease to you in place of the Toyota. You do this and everyone is happy. Rick is still the owner and taxpayer for the Toyota even though you subleased it to Charlie.

In the human version the property (body) has free will attached to it and the ability to take independent action. The TOYOTA and HONDA have no such power. So, you are sitting in a jail cell (body) under the control of the jailer (user) on the basis of a charge by a prosecutor (owner) making a complaint. It matters not what the complaint is as it is all eyewash to divert attention away from what is really going on. They plan on putting your name on an account (or already have) and using your body during the time of their ownership. Suddenly, you ask them for the bond that was posted that allows them to do this. No reply! Hmmm ! ! !  With your free will and intellect you prepare “the Bond” and have the jailer take it to the clerk for filing (posting.) So what happens now? In the background (on the books) your proper English name must be removed from their title. They can no longer use it because you have posted the bond for record and paid for everything with your private exemption. Either they “substitute” another name (and body) in your place or they drop their charges.

If I am right on this it would make sense and match the things they do as follows:

JOHN DOE SMITH = evidence of hidden title, and 

JOHN DOE SMITH = the body (the property)

John Doe Smith = the real title and someone is holding it in the background (on their books)

One party (agency) in the system has control of JOHN DOE SMITH and another (department) has the title of John Doe Smith which is the name “John Doe Smith” They put it (the name) on their books. If you compare this with a car it works like this:

TOYOTA = the car (the property) and evidence of hidden title.

JOHN DOE SMITH is named as “owner” on the “Certificate of Title” and is responsible for all taxes, costs and misuse of the property by whoever possesses said property.

John Doe Smith is the party with possession of the TOYOTA and is often tricked into believing he is JOHN DOE SMITH and paying for the debt of JOHN DOE SMITH regarding the car.

John Doe Smith, the name, is held in the background on the books of the State (secretly) on the res title to TOYOTA, as owner and user. They can't show this though because it would expose the fraud that the State is also a party regarding TOYOTA which keeps John Doe Smith from  enjoying “absolute title” of ownership and possession of the object.

If John Doe Smith had “absolute title” of ownership and possession. then who could tax said property of John Doe Smith. The answer is: only John Doe Smith could tax it if he transferred possession to another party. Obviously, he is not going to pay a tax to himself. Another example of this concept is a “No Parking” sign I saw yesterday down by the parking area of the local Library. It reads as follows:

NO PARKING

VIOLATORS WILL

BE TOWED AT

OWNERS EXPENSE

Now what does this mean?  Are the Violator and Owner two different parties ? ? ? The answer under the “system” is yes! The violator is John Doe Smith (the body) that has possession, control and use of the TOYOTA.  JOHN DOE SMITH is the name on the “Certificate of Title” listed as owner of TOYOTA. Of course, John Doe Smith (the body) will be tricked into thinking (and drug into court) that he is JOHN DOE SMITH responsible for the tow. “John Doe Smith” and “JOHN DOE SMITH” are both synonymous with the body named “John Doe Smith” You are the Father, Son and the Holy Spirit. John Doe Smith (the body) is the father who came before the Son. (“John Doe Smith” the name) who is also identified as JOHN DOE SMITH the fiction (Holy Spirit).

Another view of this is “JOHN DOE SMITH” is the public version of the body and “John Doe Smith” is the private version of the body. The body itself is nameless. It was the body that appeared first in the world so it has to be the father of all that comes after it. The names attached to identify the body are in different capacities. Once a division appears in the record between the names, the whole scheme goes up in smoke. The system needs a fictional version of you (JOHN DOE SMITH) so they copy the biblical scheme of Father, Son and Holy Spirit. A name cannot be applied to a child until it is born or delivered into the world. First comes the delivery of the body and then the parents name it on a piece of paper. They may already know what they will name it but it can't become a part of the record until live‑birth occurs. Stillborns receive no name even on the death certificate or certificate of still birth. Only gender is mentioned for stillborn babies.

So when JOHN DOE SMITH is sued, “John Doe Smith” (the name) is being held on the books in the background at the clerks office regarding the case. In walks the body with a Bond for filing executed by “John Doe Smith” covering the case. Uh‑Oooh ! ! ! JOHN DOE SMITH and John Doe Smith are now divided. You can't take one‑half of the body named “John Doe Smith/JOHN DOE SMITH.”

THEY NEED BOTH SIDES OF THE ACCOUNT TO TAKE THE BODY

If they lose one side, they lose both sides of the account. This is why they apply private law (codes) to the public “JOHN DOE SMITH.” The private “John Doe Smith” is secretly held on the books in the background. The private man “John Doe Smith” gets public law for his use. Thus, he executes a “bond” using his private exemption as payment and places the bond into the public record by filing with the clerk. The public law has just been executed by the private “John Doe Smith.” How nice! ! ! I like that! ! !

It is then up to the court (judge) to decide what is going to happen with the case. Either talk the prosecutor into dropping the charges, dismissing the charges, or the court could place another name that is already in the record onto the books as a “substitution of parties.”  They have a rule for this in the Rules of Procedure. If the case is so far down the road (jury verdict in the record) like ours is, the judge may have no choice but to substitute parties if the division appears because of the bond appearing of record. I believe that is why everyone was go nervous on March 26th. The only other names in the record are each attorney and the judge. The judge ain't going to jail or paying any assessment. Who does that leave ? ? ?

We have beer trying to do the same thing of creating a division between the public and private self with the financing statement. Every time we would attach them to some document placed in the record they would strip them out. The bond, made up with a caption to look like a court paper and filed with the clerk, does the same thing. They can't strip it out of the record after you walk away with a copy bearing the original stamp of the clerk. There is too much risk in getting caught at that. Who knows where or when that copy bearing the original file stamp of the clerk could show up.

In our case there are four attorney names that are in the public record of the case. One is the US Attorney, the other is the Assistant U.S. Attorney and the two so‑called defense attorney names. The judge has the power to substitute them. In this case he may be forced to. A jury verdict has been rendered and is of record. Our ALL‑CAPS names are on the jury verdicts marked guilty in the record. Our proper English names are on the Bond as guaranteeing any loss/cost sustained and in the same record. Division has occurred. Our proper English names can no longer be held in the background on the books because the books would conflict with the record. The books are secret and private. The record is open and public. The public record (law) gets executed by private men and woman. The private books get manipulated by public men and woman. They have a real dilemma. Unless the attorney group can get the case reversed on appeal, they may be stuck.

The only reason we walked out of there is because division occurred. Right now there are probably no names on the books in the background. The books are kept in the office of the trial judge. That is where all the magic takes place.  No one goes to jail or pays a fine in any case unless and until the private accounting books are in conformance with the public record. The public record rules because any private man or woman can execute it without permission from anyone. I believe the players were all nervous because they knew what the implications might be. You see, these people aren't as confident as they put on in public. When faced with real danger, their act turns to mush.

They get dry‑mouthed, red‑faced, shaky‑hands, and all of the other symptoms of little kids who just got caught with their hands in the cookie jar. Rick's attorney was so shook the judge was trying to help him with his case. You could hardly hear him.  Contrast that with other hearings you have seen him in. I believe the judge was getting a real "kick" out of the whole thing. Smart‑ass attorney types at risk in their own “Three‑Card Monte” scam, being done in by their victims. What could be better entertainment than that ? ? ? Right there in front of God and everybody ! ! !

Here is another thing to remember. Any time a judge stands up in a courtroom and says “We are dismissed,” he just abandoned the Court to whomever is left sitting excluding attorney types. He left the field of battle first. Whenever they arrest someone in a courtroom after a sentencing, the judge never leaves until the prisoner is “cuffed and stuffed” and taken away. I have watched it numerous times. Their actions speak louder than words.  It is what they do that counts, and not what they say. After Rick's hearing, they all scattered. I made sure that me and you and Sue and Lori and Vic stayed in there until every clerk, marshal and attorney left. I was the last one out the door and it was caught on their cameras.

Here is another thing I have discovered. When they get the private books in conformance with the public record they do the blended name. It is code for everything is “Jake!” It looks like this:

SMITH, John Doe

I have seen it on my own paperwork from Newton. It goes to show they can and do know how to use lower case letters when needed. Everything they do is encoded. It is all a signal to those in the know of what the conditions are. Anyway, these are my current thoughts on the situation. I wanted to share them with you. I believe Elvick is right about there being two sides to every account. The system goal is to blend them together. If what we have done caused division, then we are well on the way to breaking the back of the system.

--F. 

. . . . . . . . . .                           

From:

F.   Sent:
Sunday, April 6, 2003       Subject:
Attorney and Counselors . . . 

Gentlemen:

I have been reading the e-mail forwarded by Don Carlson about Rice McLeod and I see he is on to the same concept about attorney types that we stumbled onto a few years ago. According to Mr. McLeod an attorney told him that in 1980 a law was passed that required every attorney in a case to represent all parties in the matter. We have seen plenty of this where, say, the prosecutor in mid‑stream starts doing things in our favor and our so-called attorney starts doing things in favor of the State.

McLeod claims you should fire all of them although I am not so sure about that. Here are some facts about the Des Moines case that I can document because I have the paperwork with signatures on them.

1.
I have never went a paper filed by AUSA Mary Luxa that states she is an attorney. She comes into court as “counsel” for the United States of America.

2.
All of the paperwork signed by Whalen and Bertogti comes into court as attorney for our all‑caps names.

If McLeod is right, and I believe he is, here is how I see it working in practice. The prosecutor Mary Luxa is counsel for the UNITED STATES OF AMERICA and as MARY LUXA she is attorney for John Doe Smith and Whalen are attorneys for JOHN DOE SMITH and WHALEN are counsel for United States of America.

In other words: MARY LUXA is a public persona and Mary Luxa is a private persona. They switch back and forth to work over the prey which is your body and ability to provide energy to pay fines, etc.  I realize this is complex and hard to grasp but I have been researching this in Black’s Third and there is ample definitions to support this concept about private and public attorneys.

For instance, Black's Third states that a “publike” attorney is called “attorney at law.” They mean public when they state publike. It also states that a “public attorney” is a substitute for the party represented. This is where the danger comes in for the attorney and why we all make them so nervous. We have all been trying to separate ourselves from the all‑caps name and sometimes we have success and some tines we don't.

The “bond” may be exactly what does it for us. If MARY LUXA (public capacity name) is “attorney at law” for John Doe Smith while prosecuting JOHN DOE SMITH as Mary Luxa counsel for the Plaintiff UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, she could be in trouble as substitute if for any reason a division occurs between the all‑caps JOHN DOE SMITH and the lower‑case John Doe Smith. What the system needs in order to operate the scam is to have both versions of your name to be synonymous with your body. If for some reason the lower‑case version gets separated then they lose that side of the account (private) and the whole account goes up in smoke.

If the lower case version which is private posts a bond using his private exemption into the public record with the clerk then a separation has occurred between the version criminally charged (ALL CAPS) and the version they want to put on the books in the back office which is lower‑case.  If the lower case version is not available then they can't take the body because the account is no longer whole. You can’t jail half a body. They need your ALL‑CAPS name in the public record and your lower‑case name on their private books held by the judge in order to make the amount whole and take the body. The bond made with your lower‑case name and placed into the public record with the clerk splits the account in two disjoined halves.

Since the lower‑case name of Mary Luxa already appears in the public record of the clerk, they could substitute MARY LUXA on the private books in place of the lower‑case John Doe Smith and again have a whole account and a body to put in jail.  I like that idea!  If this is correct, it may be the reason that we witnessed Ms. Luxa suffering from shaky hands and red-face syndrome on March 26th when we should have been taken into custody and instead walked away from the deal. The judge knew what had happened but none of the attorneys probably knew until the next day for sure.

There it some very good information about all of this in Black's Third under the definition of ATTORNEY. If you can read it I believe you will find it enlightening.

. . . . . . . . . .             

From:

F.                 Sent:
Sunday, April 12, 2003, 1:27AM     Subject:
MORE ON BONDS 

Gentlemen:

As you each are aware some strange things have happened recently with the use of the “Bond.”  Although we call the document “Bond” in the caption, it doesn’t necessarily make it such.  That is the beauty of the legal fiction world.  The captions on all court papers are just titles like names for each Chapter in a story-tale book.

In watching the reaction to such filings into the record it appears to me that the document may in fact be a “trust” that binds, which is in a way a bond-ing.  A trust has to have three parties.  A trustor that makes the trust for the benefit of a beneficiary named in the trust to be managed by a trustee in the event the trustor is gone.  The beneficiary is always held harmless in the trust.  The trustor is out of the picture the moment the trust is executed by him which leaves the trustee on the hook to administer the trust for the benefit of the intended beneficiary.  If any problems occur during the administration, it will fall upon the trustee.

Lets look at this in light of any courthouse scam.  The first party listed is probably the beneficiary plaintiff.  The second party listed is probably a defendant-trustee.  The problem is, we never see who the maker/trustor is in the caption, therefore we never think about the existence of one.  The key words and phrases in this scam are “a defendant” which is usually spelled in the caption as “Defendant” and later court paperwork which starts to talk about “the defendant.”  The ultimate goal in each and every one of these cases is to get you identified as “the defendant” that is liable for assessments, fines and jail time.

Your name will start in the caption in all caps in the beginning.  When it comes out from discharge for jail time it will be in proper English.  At that point it is your body attached to that proper English name that is “the defendant.”  So what happens when you go in and file the “Bond” (trust) into the case.  Suddenly it is your proper English name and body that becomes the maker and trustor of the trust for the benefit of the poor complaining Beneficiary-Plaintiff.  Since no party in a trust can serve in more than one capacity, it leaves the system without a trustee to hang.  You have went from being “a defendant” (potentially the defendant) to become the “good-guy” maker/trustor of the trust.  You have no fiduciary duty to anyone at that point.

So who does that leave as the guilty trustee (the defendant) whose body will be imprisoned under any name?  Probably the attorney types and most likely the prosecutor.  They may have insider deals between them to share and spread the liability in the event that one of these deals flips.  If you get the document in early in the proceedings you will probably get the results the guy in Nevada got where the judge holds a hearing and tells the prosecutor “we aren’t trying this case.”

If it goes in late in the game after a jury verdict, it could spell disaster for the attorney characters.  Rick and I see some new movement in our case now to create another “the defendant” that looks and smells like us but with slight variations.  It is designed to overcome what happened so that we can be re-inserted into the deal as trustees instead of trustors.  We have the remedy for it and will tell you about it later.  Anyway, this is another view of how it could work and why we saw shaky-hands, dry-mouth and tomato faces on March 26th.  The judge seemed to be enjoying it.  He must not be liable and I really doubt he is.  It is the prosecutors that are at risk.  They are trying to play the role of trustor by signing the information, indictment or complaint.  They are looking for a trustee.  The problem they have is that the trust they rely upon is constructive and does not appear in the record.  Another fiction of the legal world.  When you put yours into the record by filing, their fiction goes up in smoke yet the complaint remains.  This is where the “cheese gets binding” a they say in Wisconsin.

The beauty of “the bond” is that clerks are used to seeing such documents and have no resistance to filing them.  They wouldn’t know the difference anyway.  The caption says “Bond” so it must be a bond.  What counts is what is stated in the body of the document and not the caption.  After a while, this legal fiction crap starts to become fun!

. . . . . . . . . .                           

From:

F.        Sent:
Sunday, April 12, 2003, 6:48 PM    Subject:
MORE THREE-CARD MONTE 

Gentlemen:

Here are come some additional observations about trusts, “a defendant,” “the defendant,” etc.  In prisons they often call the workers “Trustees.”  Hmmmm! ! We have all seen old prison movies were “Jake” is pushing a mop and is referred to as “Trustee.”  What trust is “Jake” a trustee within and how did he become appointed.  In most cases he volunteered by agreeing, that is, “the defendant” in the case.  They can’t make you be “the defendant.”  Old “Jake” probably made a comment to his attorney or in open court something like, “I just want to do my time” or a similar comment that let the court or his attorney know that he agrees.  Of course, if it is to the officer of the court (his attorney) that guy or gal will run right to the judge and tell him so everyone can clear their conscience.

It all becomes final when the discharge paper is issued and the case closed.  By then, “Jake” ain’t going to come back on them.  In rare cases “Jake” does come back on them because the real “the defendant” somehow shows up and everyone gets egg on their face and has to back-paddle.  There are plenty of such cases we have all heard about.  The recent ex-governor of Illinois took everyone off of Death Row before he left office for this very reason.  He knew from recent experience in that state that a lot of the “Death Row Jakes” were just “a defendant” in the matter and not the real “the defendant.”  Of course his act was not politically correct, but he didn’t care.  His conscience won out!

The job of the attorney is con-vince you that you are “the defendant.”  It’s a con-job!  If he doesn’t, it could be him that becomes “the defendant.”  When the Court starts dealing with “a defendant” that has this knowledge they know they are into risky business.  Rick has heard a judge in a specific case say that to the attorneys.  Is it risky for the judge?  Not at all.  The judge ain’t going to become “the defendant/trustee.”  Not unless he actually did the act complained of.  Then his oath will require him to become the defendant/trustee.  If he refuses they will grab him anyway because they have his signed oath.  We don’t have an oath.  We aren’t required to support and defend the Trust of the United States known as the Constitution.

A plea bargain contract clearly states that you become “the defendant/trustee.”  The pomp and circumstance of a “Jury Trial” is a show to help con-vince you that you are “the defendant/trustee.”  When the jury is sworn jeopardy attaches.  But at that point there may still not be anyone who has identified with being “the defendant.”  Rick and I didn’t.  We just sat there.  We didn’t testify or present evidence or question any witness.  Why ? ? ? We didn’t want to indicate on the oral record that we identified with being “the defendant.”  We didn’t have anything to defend so why do it.  One of the first questions asked on a federal Habeas Corpus application (their form) is:  Did you testify at any trial regarding your incarceration?  Hmmm ! ! !  Does this give them an early indication in a Habeas Corpus proceeding that you may or may not have a valid cause for release.  I suspect so.

It is the job of your attorney to get you to testify and submit all sorts of evidence.  Get some character witnesses to testify on your behalf.  Anything!  We wouldn’t do it and here we sit. It drove them nuts.  Of course, they have all sorts of “spook’em” stories as to why you need to do this.  Whatever one of their attorney types tells you is for his and the Systems benefit. They need you to participate. Otherwise their Jury Verdict is worthless.  It can’t be justified.  Participation is evidence that you are “the defendant/trustee” in the deal.  The entire process is designed to intimidate you into losing your calm and agreeing with them.  It is designed to sell you on the fact that you are actually guilty.  They have even more programs in prisons to help you accept your guilt.  All along the way they need your agreement. If they don’t get it at any step of the way they can never close the case for good.  Of course once you agree they won’t thereafter let you disagree.

Taking/accepting the case for value is not agreeing with their concept that you are guilty.  That is why they don’t like it.  Yet is has an effect upon their position.  You are killing the controversy as to if you are “the defendant/trustee.”  These days they won’t let it go at that.  You will have to do more.  The Trust captioned as “Bond” filed into the record definitely shows that you in your private capacity, proper English name are now the Trustor/Maker on that account and the alleged Plaintiff is the Beneficiary.  All that is left is for a “the defendant/trustee” to be appointed. As we go along we will find out more about who is at risk in the case if you do this.  It almost certainly has to be one or more of the attorneys.  My guess is, whoever started the case is at the greatest risk because they signed.  All prosecutors are required to sign the Complaint, Information or Indictment.  It is that party that I suspect is at the most risk if it flips at or near the sentencing stage.

In the old days out in the Wild, Wild West, criminal law was rather simple.  If the town-folk caught you in the act they took action on the spot.  If it was murder, they hung you if they could.  If you were  an exceptional shot, you might pick off all fifteen to twenty of them and walk away.  With a six-shooter that would mean some fast reloading.  There was no trial.  The problem with that was that no attorney types made any money in the deal.  There was no judge salary, no courtroom security, no clerk, no courtroom attendant, etc.  It was as “they” say:  uncivilized.  The town-folk were not restricted by any constitution.  Due process was complete when they cut you down and buried you.

That is why the west had to be tamed.  The civil law had to be brought out there and the people made to accept it.  Procedures had to be put in place.  Authority figures had to be appointed or elected.  Of course, taxes had to be instituted to fuel it all.  The town-folk no longer had to do anything messy other than sit on a jury.  The chaos of the common law had to be made orderly by way of Orders in the “equity courts.”  The people allowed it to happen.  In a town with only one attorney, the attorney went broke.  In a town with tow attorneys, everyone else went broke.  That is the case today.

Things may be changing.  In a town with less “the defendant” types, the attorneys will not only go broke, but will probably go to prison.  If this happens in more than one case, word will spread fast.  There are more very fine details to be worked out in all of this, but I suspect we are now on the final approach.  Keep faith that we will all be successful. 

John Doe Smith

1234 North South Street

Anytown, Anystate 00000

United States District Court

[or wherever]

United States of America

)






)


Bond

                v.



)






)


Case No. 00000000

John Doe Smith


)



There appearing no bond of record to initiate the matter regarding Case # 0000000 and Warrant # 000000[if applicable] and associated account(s), I, John Doe Smith, undertake as follows:  In consideration thereof that no lawful money of account exists in circulation, and in consideration thereof that I have suffered dishonor regarding the matter of Case # 000000 and Warrant # 000000 and associated account(s), I underwrite with my private exemption any and all obligations of performance/loss/costs sustained by the United States of America/State of [name of state] and the respectful citizens thereof regarding said matter.


Done at [name of county] county, [state], this _____ day of ____________, 2003.








_____________________________








John Doe Smith

