This is RobbRyder, when I started looking at things differently I began writing the following. This happened prior to the “Accept their Oath” document. What I was doing when writing this was just trying to get a in one place enough quotes, definitions and so forth to convince myself. Maybe you will find it useful.  Comments are welcome at courtofrecord@aol.com 

The Bible is the story of two societies. One society is Civil the other Lawful. One is a society of peace, the other of war. Both societies have every right to exist; it’s the Law, and run in parallel paths. Which one you find yourself under is if you are Conscience or Unconscious. If you want a choice than wakeup.  You cannot avail yourself of the Lawful/Peaceful society if you are at war with another society. By definition you are breaking the Law of Nations. 

Peace or War are your choices which to you choose?  The Jesuits are the Referee, they do not take sides, they only monitor your intent. As your intent makes the law.. Do you go the Public in peace, or conflict? This is what is being judged by the Court of Conscience. 

The Law of Nations follows Natural Law, as long as you are following Natural Law you are a Nation Sovereign State under the Law of Nations. 

The intent is to lie down as uncomplicated as I can, a roadmap for your use in navigating the valley of the shadow of death, the Public System (i.e. Commerce). Many who read this would already comprehend most of what I present, as it is merely Court quotes, definitions of words, and known history.  My concern is you will think it to simplistic (it can’t be this easy). I’ve simply taken the same puzzle pieces we all have to work with and put together my own picture, based on what “they” have put in the Public Record.  

You are of the earth, not of this world, and the Creator told us we have dominion over the earth. But the masters of the Public get your consent (unwittingly) to be “Governed” by their system, a Civil Society.  Every Public Entity is a dead corporate fiction, including your ALL CAPS NAME. Government, corporations, Judges, Police, Religions, ect.. all are corporate fictional entities, and have no jurisdiction over the Living, unless you consent. 

They get away with this, by the system of assumption and presumption, throwing up barriers, getting you frustrated, getting you to argue, not to answer, fighting them in their system (going to war) , hiring an attorney etc.  Once you fall for it, they have you. If you believe you live in OZ than you do.

They write millions and millions of “laws” and “enforce” them using the slaves to control the slaves. As a “private US Citizen” (or other country), you are the lowest form of slave on the plantation. They poke at you with a stick, and heard you at their will. Their system depends on keeping your head down so you won’t see the truth. Because once you do, they have lost.  

One truth is that “Modern English” is a Slave Language made up since the 14th century, and used to get you to bear witness against yourself. Look up most any word in a modern dictionary and you will soon see the words we grew up with are derived from other words.. The word never existed until “they” made it up.. why do they do this? To Name something is to steal its power and control it.  

The Controllers established the Order of the Jesuits a Military order, and gave them the charter over Banking, Commerce, and Education, and told them to build a system. The system they developed and referee, has 2 paths , Civil Society, or Lawful Society. It’s your choice which one you exist in. You can be a subject under a Civil Society or a Self Governing Nation State under a Lawful Society.  These 2 paths are what the Bible explains. Give unto Cesar what is Cesar (Civil Law/War), give onto God what is Gods (Law of Nations/Preace) The Civil System is always at war.. (Lieber Code) 

Under a lawful society your rulebook is the Law of Nations. Under a Civil Society your rule book is Canon Law.  In a lawful society of self governing nations, all Societies have the absolute right to exist, and create their own “by-laws”.  If you consent to their jurisdiction you are bound by their laws… If you don’t like it leave.. you are only there “by your will” . 

Their Society can have every right to exist that your self-governing one does. The United States of America , and the USA are both Civil Societies, and their bylaws are the Constitution (both of them) They are BOTH CIVIL SOCIETIES. One used American Common Law (corrupted Law) and the other Statues and Codes.. 

Neither apply to you as a sovereign nation state, your rule book is the Law of Nations which only follows Natural Law. And it says that any society has the right to exist.. even theirs.. so quit Bitchen about it and get out..  

Their society is funded by the Sovereign Nation states with leases. Your birth certificate is a lease made by your will. You are their Landlord, not their servant. 

If you do not choose to be someone else’s property follow along. Believe it or not, they do follow a set of rules, and will not break them. They took an oath, and for that they have dammed themselves, and only you can forgive them, and allow them back onto the earth with the living.  They have taken an oath to be a person, you are a people.. the Trinity of Mind body spirit. 

Any time they write the word “Law” without a modifier (i.e. Statutory, Municipal etc) they mean the Common Law They cannot and will not waiver on this… the only exception is if they define “law” a certain way in a particular statute, code etc, but it is only for that Statute… but in a Dictionary the word “Law” is always the Common Law, the unwritten Law, the law of Man. As you look up words in a legal dictionary, if it says Law, Common Law it is the Law of Nations. If it says American Common Law or English Common law or Statute… etc.. it is inferior to Common Law (LAW) and does not pertain to you unless you consent. 

Law (Common Law) is the Law of how moral man should treat moral man. It has only three major conditions. Do not harm another Man. Do not harm another mans property. Do not make fraudulent contracts with other men. 

Common law is not written down, it is the unwritten law of reason, and guarantee that there is a remedy for every wrong. The “wrong “ is brought to the sovereign and his judgment “Is the Law”.  Over thousands of years certain remedies became so well accepted, they were written down, we now call them the Maxims of Law. They do not represent all of Common law, just the basic principles of Contracts between Men. 

“They” cannot own the maxiums of law because they existed before the system was set up, so the codified a number of them into Cannon Law: the Book of Positive Law. This book of Positive law (see it’s modified, and inferior to Common Law), was further broken down into what became known as the UCC (Uniform Commercial Code), then United States Codes, Statutes, Rules, Regulations..  All are inferior to Common Law, and they know it!!!!  In their system is a word is not High Latin, than the thing is not known (does not exist).  The Maximum’s of law were originally known in “old English”, so they had to translate them to Latin, and then into Positive Law in “new English”.  They could only do so using the customary (from time immortal) definitions, the truth. 

And they fear the day you figure it out, and how to use it. As you will soon see they know you have all the power, and have told you it in so many ways, they had to, it’s the Law. But compared to the tons of sand they have poured on top of the grains of truth, you have to look for them..  and you can begin here.  Let us begin to peal back the layers of the onion. 

Law, Courts, Definitions

Grains of Truth

Why will you never win, (unless they want you to) in their system:  "All codes, rules and regulations are applicable to the government authorities only, not human/Creators in accordance with God's laws. " Rodriques v Ray Donavan [U.S. Department of Labor,] 769 F. 2d 1344, 1348 [1985]

A court not of record is an inferior tribunal, such as a justice court presided over by a Justice of the Peace, that does not keep systematic records and is often not regarded as having an identity distinct from that of its presiding magistrate. This is also the case of many administrative tribunals that make or review governmental administrative decisions such as government benefit determinations

From these 2 definitions if they or you are using codes, statutes etc, you have agreed to be in an inferior court not having a identity distict(different) than that of the presiding magistrate. (ever heard the phrase “I make the law in my court”..  also notice that Courts of Jusitice are by definition inferior. If you are submitting “paperwork” into their system, you have agreed to being less than a man. 

Compare this to: 

In common law jurisdictions, a court of record is a judicial tribunal having attributes and exercising functions independently of the person of the magistrate designated generally to hold it, and proceeding according to the course of common law, its acts and proceedings being enrolled for a perpetual memorial. 

In Law the Tribunal is a judicial tribuan, not an inferior one, and is indeendent of the person of the magistrate. 

Ok, so what, what good does it do me… let’s see what the Supreme Court has said: 

However, no statutory or constitutional court (whether it be an appellate or supreme court) can second guess the judgment of a court of record. “The judgment of a court of record whose jurisdiction is final, is as conclusive on all the world as the judgment of this court would be. It is as conclusive on this court as it is on other courts. It puts an end to inquiry concerning the fact, by deciding it." Ex parte Watkins, 3 Pet., at 202-203. [cited by SCHNECKLOTH v. BUSTAMONTE, 412 U.S. 218, 255 (1973)]

That has to be my favorite quote ever, read it again and again.. No statutory or constiutional court can second guess the judgment of a court of record.  (so I ask you, what other kinds of courts do they have? Answer, none. They are all either statutory (codified law, or constitutional). Neither of which can 2nd guess the the Judical tribunal (court of Record) Judgment. By definition they are inferior courts.  They said it, I didn’t. They also said… a court of record does not argue the facts it decides them. 

A court not of record is an "inferior court."

“Inferior courts” are those whose jurisdiction is limited and special and whose proceedings are not according to the course of the common law.” Ex Parte Kearny, 55 Cal. 212; Smith v. Andrews, 6 Cal. 652
Inferior court = lower court. The phrase inferior court is used in the Constitution to mean "all federal courts apart from the Supreme Court." It is not a term of condescension when used by a court on high. See higher court… Garner, Brian A. A Dictionary of Modern Legal Usage. First Edition. New York, NY: Oxford University Press, Inc., 1990.

And: 

Criminal courts proceed according to statutory law. Jurisdiction and procedure is defined by statute. Likewise, civil courts and admiralty courts proceed according to statutory law. Any court proceeding according to statutory law is not a court of record (which only proceeds according to common law); it is an inferior court.

“The only inherent difference ordinarily recognized between superior and inferior courts is that there is a presumption in favor of the validity of the judgments of the former, none in favor of those of the latter, and that a superior court may be shown not to have had power to render a particular judgment by reference to its record. Ex parte Kearny, 55 Cal. 212. Note, however, that in California ‘superior court’ is the name of a particular court. But when a court acts by virtue of a special statute conferring jurisdiction in a certain class of cases, it is a court of inferior or limited jurisdiction for the time being, no matter what its ordinary status may be. Heydenfeldt v. Superior Court, 117 Cal. 348, 49 Pac. 210; Cohen v. Barrett, 5 Cal. 195” 7 Cal. Jur. 579

Criminal Courts are inferior, they follow statues. There is no presumption of validity in favor of the judgment of an inferior court. 

How do you know if your in an inferior court… if the choices are Guilty or Not Guilty, these are equity terms… it is a form of  equity court (statute)… inferior in all ways to The Court of Record.. 

So, who is this “Magistrate” they refer to: 

MAGISTRATE, mun. law. A public civil officer, invested with some part of the legislative, executive, or judicial power given by the constitution. In a narrower sense this term includes only inferior judicial officers, as justices of the peace. 
     2. The president of the United States is the chief magistrate of this nation; the governors are the chief magistrates of their respective states. 
     3. It is the duty of all magistrates to exercise the power, vested in them for the good of the people, according to law, and with zeal and fidelity. A neglect on the part of a magistrate to exercise the functions of his office, when required by law, is a misdemeanor. Vide 15 Vin. Ab. 144; Ayl. Pand. tit. 22; Dig. 30, 16, 57; Merl. Rep. h.t.; 13 Pick. R. 523.

All judges are Magistrates.. “The following persons are magistrates: ...The judges of the superior courts....” [California Penal Code, Sec. 808.]

When an officer acts in both a judicial and ministerial capacity, he may be compelled to perform ministerial acts in a particular way; but when he acts in a judicial capacity, he can only be required to proceed; the manner of doing so is left entirely to his judgment. See 2 Fairf. 377; Bac. Ab. Justices of the Peace, E; 1 Conn. 295; 3 Conn. 107; 9 Conn. 275; 12 Conn. 464; also Judicial; Mandamus; Sheriff
A magistrate has judicial capacity in an inferior court, in that capacity his decisoin is left entirly to his judgment!!!! This is why you will not win in an inferiour court (all of their courts) unless they want you to. You may seem to keep them at bay, but we all know folks that go back to court time and time again for the same thing.. this is why, as long as you play in their sandbox they make the rules. 

If the court is using codified law, be it statute, US codes, UCC, you name it… it is an inferior court, and you cannot win unless they let you. I don’t care what the statute says,how “good” your paperwork is, how many pounds of it you submit,be it an avidavit, former ruling, motion, etc…   Judgment is left up to the magistrate in a court not of the record (Inferior Court) ….   So get over it… and here is how.. 

Lets look at one of the quotes from before: 

 When an officer acts in both a judicial and ministerial capacity, he may be compelled to perform ministerial acts in a particular way; but when he acts in a judicial capacity, he can only be required to proceed; the manner of doing so is left entirely to his judgment. See 2 Fairf. 377; Bac. Ab. Justices of the Peace, E; 1 Conn. 295; 3 Conn. 107; 9 Conn. 275; 12 Conn. 464; also Judicial; Mandamus; Sheriff

The officer (magistrate) has 2 functions, I’ve already described the Judicial Capacity in an inferior court, but what is this ministerial capacity, and ministerial acts… 
MINISTERIAL. That which is done under the authority of a superior; opposed to judidial; as, the sheriff is a ministerial officer bound to obey the judicial commands of the court.  

A ministerial act is a government action "performed according to legal authority, established procedures or instructions from a superior, without exercising any individual judgment."[1] It can be any act a functionary or bureaucrat performs in a prescribed manner, without exercising any individual judgment or discretion.[2] Under law, this would be classified under the rubric of public policy. (This is what they are in your Court of Record).

In common law jurisdictions, a court of record is a judicial tribunal having attributes and exercising functions independently of the person of the magistrate designated generally to hold it, and proceeding according to the course of common law, its acts and proceedings being enrolled for a perpetual memorial
In The Court of Record, the magistrate has no judicial power, and is under the authority of the judicial tribunal, to carry out in a prescribed manner the judgment of the Judicial Tribunal. 

tribunal - Originally referred to a seat or raised platform for judges, from Latin tribunus, "head of a tribe."
proceeding according to the course of common law: Common law, also known as case law or precedent, is law developed by judges through decisions of courts and similar tribunals rather than through legislative statutes or executive branch action. The common law is more malleable than statutory law. First, common law courts are not absolutely bound by precedent, but can (when extraordinarily good reason is shown) reinterpret and revise the law, without legislative intervention, to adapt to new trends in political, legal and social philosophy
the basic law of contracts, torts and property do not exist in statute, but only in common law.

In common law jurisdictions, legislatures operate under the assumption that statutes will be interpreted against the backdrop of the pre-existing common law and custom. For example, in most U.S. states, the criminal statutes are primarily codification of pre-existing common law. (Codification is the process of enacting a statute that collects and restates pre-existing law in a single document—when that pre-existing law is common law, the common law remains relevant to the interpretation of these statutes.)
United States v Cooper Corp., 312 US 600.  “Since, in common usage, the term 'person' does not include the sovereign, statutes employing the phrase are ordinarily construed to exclude it.”

Tribunal in the general sense is any person or institution with the authority to judge, adjudicate on, or determine claims or disputes—whether or not it is called a tribunal in its title…

In days of old the King, was the Tribunal of a Court of Record.. and we have all the power of the former king.. it is our right… “So let it be written, so let it be done”.. 

 “The people of this State, as the successors of its former sovereign, are entitled to all the rights which formerly belonged to the King by his prerogative.” [Lansing v. Smith, 4 Wend. 9 (N.Y.) (1829), 21 Am.Dec. 89 10C Const. Law Sec. 298; 18 C Em.Dom. Sec. 3, 228; 37 C Nav.Wat. Sec. 219; Nuls Sec. 167; 48 C Wharves Sec. 3, 7.]

“...at the Revolution, the sovereignty devolved on the people; and they are truly the sovereigns of the country, but they are sovereigns without subjects...with none to govern but themselves....” [Chisholm v. Georgia (US) 2 Dall 419, 454, 1 L Ed 440, 455 DALL (1793) pp471_472.]

"'Sovereignty' means that the decree of sovereign makes law, and foreign courts cannot condemn influences persuading sovereign to make the decree." Moscow Fire Ins. Co. of Moscow, Russia v. Bank of New York & Trust Co., 294 N.Y.S. 648, 662, 161 Misc. 903. 

Law A written order issued by a court, commanding the party to whom it is addressed to perform or cease performing a specified act.

Butz v. Economou, 98 S. Ct. 2894 (1978); United States v. Lee, 106 U.S. at 220, 1 S. Ct. at 261 (1882) 

"No man [or woman] in this country is so high that he is above the law. No officer of the law may set that law at defiance with impunity. All the officers of the government from the highest to the lowest, are creatures of the law, and are bound to obey it."

The King had jurisdiction over any case he wished.. no matter what the lower (inferior court) had ruled.. 

Instead of walking into their court and saying you are the paramount security interest holder, and, or  arguing statue law… tell them.. 

On and for the Record, I am a immortal living soul, the image of God, here as Tribunal of The  Court of Record. Magistrate I accept your oath to the office you occupy.   Then give him your orders.. 
Now the “Judge” is indemnified for his actions, because he is not using, and cannot use any individual judgment, just functioning as a bureucrat in a prescribed manner…  and you as the sovereign have no liability for your judgement. 

In my thinking you must tell them who you are, and accept their oath… (don’t ask to see it, just accept it).. and then give them the order you want done… “So let it be written, so let it be done”… your “court order” is  a Writ in a Court of Record… and a Writ is written like a letter…  Look up a Writ is Mandamus, and see how powerful it is… your not petitioning their court for one, you are giving them one, and they are bound to administer it… 

As important… in The Court of Record… “Is is, what I say it is”… no more hiding behind what words mean, the mean what you want them to mean….  Very important when you realize that modern English is a Slave Language that has come about since the 13th century… for the exact reason they use it… to control us… however, now you have the prepogative to decided what the definition of a word is… 

 “The very meaning of ‘sovereignty’ is that the decree of the sovereign makes law.” [American Banana Co. v. United Fruit Co., 29 S.Ct. 511, 513, 213 U.S. 347, 53 L.Ed. 826, 19 Ann.Cas. 1047.]

For a time after the Norman Conquest of England in 1066, the king himself sat to hear cases involving royal interests and the court was called coram rege (Latin for "before the king").

"'Sovereignty' means that the decree of sovereign makes law, and foreign courts cannot condemn influences persuading sovereign to make the decree." Moscow Fire Ins. Co. of Moscow, Russia v. Bank of New York & Trust Co., 294 N.Y.S. 648, 662, 161 Misc. 903. 

Law A written order issued by a court, commanding the party to whom it is addressed to perform or cease performing a specified act.

Cooper v. Aaron, 358 U.S. 1, 78 S. Ct. 1401 (1958) 

The U.S. Supreme Court has stated that "no state legislator or executive or judicial officer can war against the Constitution without violating his undertaking to support it". See also In Re Sawyer, 124 U.S. 200 (188); U.S. v. Will, 449 U.S. 200, 216, 101 S. Ct. 471, 66 L. Ed. 2d 392, 406 (1980); Cohens v. Virginia, 19 U.S. (6 Wheat) 264, 404, 5 L. Ed 257 (1821).

By definition (as defined by the United States Supreme Court), all courts are inferior to “The Court of Record with final jurisdiction” …. And they are including their court as inferior..

However, no statutory or constitutional court (whether it be an appellate or supreme court) can second guess the judgment of a court of record. “The judgment of a court of record whose jurisdiction is final, is as conclusive on all the world as the judgment of this court would be. It is as conclusive on this court as it is on other courts. It puts an end to inquiry concerning the fact, by deciding it." Ex parte Watkins, 3 Pet., at 202-203. [cited by SCHNECKLOTH v. BUSTAMONTE, 412 U.S. 218, 255 (1973)]

I’ll try including enough context that by the end of this document you agree or at least consider the following ….

I, an immortal living soul, the image of God, here as one of the people, lawmaker of The Court of Record with final jurisdiction, accept your oath of office, and bind you to it. The Court of Record is now in session. 

To be a court of record, it has to follow common law, the law that the Maximums of law are codified by, the unwritten law, the law of reason..  and as a “people” you are the Tribunal, the law maker, of the highest court in the world, “The Court of Record of final jurisdiction”… here’s why.. 

Carter v Carter Coal, 298 US 238.  “And the Constitution itself is, in every real sense a law- the lawmakers being the people themselves, in whom, under our system, all political power and sovereignty primarily resides and through whom such power and sovereignty primarily speaks.”

Schlesinger v Reservists Committee to Stop the War, 418 US 208, 232-3.  “We tend to overlook the basic political and legal reality that the people, not the bureaucracy, are sovereign. … Executives, lawmakers, and members of the Judiciary are inferior in the sense that they are in office only to carry out and execute the constitutional regime.”  (as the people we gave them Sovereign powers, but in limited jurisdiction only, never over us. We have absolute sovereignty, they have limited sovereignty). 

Strictly speaking, in our republican forms of government, the absolute sovereignty of the nation is in the people of the nation; (q. v.) and the residuary sovereignty of each state, not granted to any of its public functionaries, is in the people of the state. (q. v.) 2 Dall. 471; and vide, generally, 2 Dall. 433, 455; 3 Dall. 93; 1 Story, Const. §208; 1 Toull. n. 20 Merl. Reper. h. t.
Presidential Executive Order 12612 : …"All other sovereign powers, save those expressly prohibited the States by the Constitution, are reserved to the States or to the people." 
Presidential Executive Order 13132 of August 4, 1999 :…."(b) The people of the States created the national government and delegated to it enumerated governmental powers. All other sovereign powers, save those expressly prohibited the States by the Constitution, are reserved to the States or to the people."

Could go on and on..but you get the idea…. The people are the sovereign..  

SOVEREIGN. A chief ruler with supreme power; one possessing sovereignty.

“The very meaning of ‘sovereignty’ is that the decree of the sovereign makes law.” [American Banana Co. v. United Fruit Co., 29 S.Ct. 511, 513, 213 U.S. 347, 53 L.Ed. 826, 19 Ann.Cas. 1047.]

You are the Law Maker of The Court of Record, with final jurisdiction. 

Yick Wo v Hopkins, 118 US 356.  “Sovereignty itself is, of course, not subject to law, for it is the author and source of law; but in our system, while sovereign powers are delegated to the agencies for government, sovereignty itself remains with the people, by whom and for whom all government exists and acts.”    You are not subject to the law, you make it…. 
“...at the Revolution, the sovereignty devolved on the people; and they are truly the sovereigns of the country”…… [Chisholm v. Georgia (US) 2 Dall 419, 454, 1 L Ed 440, 455 DALL (1793) pp471_472.]

“To presume that a sovereign forever waives the right to exercise one of its powers unless it expressly reserves the right to exercise that power in a commercial agreement turns the concept of sovereignty on its head.” [Merrion et al., DBA Merrion & Bayless, et al. v. Jicarilla Apache Tribe et al. (1982) 455 U.S. 130, 102 S. Ct. 894, 71 L. Ed. 2d 21, 50 U.S.L.W. 4169 pp. 144_148] 

“The people of this State, as the successors of its former sovereign, are entitled to all the rights which formerly belonged to the King by his prerogative.” [Lansing v. Smith, 4 Wend. 9 (N.Y.) (1829), 21 Am.Dec. 89 10C Const. Law Sec. 298; 18 C Em.Dom. Sec. 3, 228; 37 C Nav.Wat. Sec. 219; Nuls Sec. 167; 48 C Wharves Sec. 3, 7.]

You are entitled to all the rights of the former King.. but which King… how about this one? 

When William the Conqueror came to England and overthrew the old kings, with him and his posterity, it became established that the kingship was the source of the law and of justice itself. The name of the king’s court was called, Curia Regis. Perry (28) explains it below:

The king was the source of the law and of justice, and had ministers which assisted him in carrying out that law and justice. The king’s ministers “pronounced his judgments.” His court was the highest court and carried an unlimited jurisdiction. All other courts were inferior. (as you will soon see a magistrate (minister) in a court of record, administers the justice handed down by the tribunal: you, the people)

Elsewhere, Perry (p.21) speaks of the king being the fountain of all justice: 

The king’s will was supreme. If the king wished it, it was in his jurisdiction. Literally, his jurisdiction was unlimited (and at common law, so is yours). Moreover, the king could hear or review any case from a lower court, and could issue royal writs to command lower courts to do things according to his will. These writs will be discussed later in one of the next sections. (p.141):

If the king was pleased to hear a case, it was done, the only thing limiting his jurisdiction was his will alone. This passage above also touches on the need to petition for a royal writ to be issued by the king. In common law courts in the United States, where there is no sovereign but the people themselves, they themselves can issue their own writs by their own prerogative. Returning to the texts again, nearly all documents issuing from the king and his court also bore a seal (141):

Go back and read that again… you have all the rights of the former king, that king was the fountain of Law, his will was supreme, if he wished it, it was done, with unlimited jurisdiction, and use of the prerogative writs..  more on that later…

Now lets follow the path a little further… The Court of Record…

 Court of Record 

In common law jurisdictions, a court of record is a judicial tribunal having attributes and exercising functions independently of the person of the magistrate designated generally to hold it, and proceeding according to the course of common law, its acts and proceedings being enrolled for a perpetual memorial

Tribunal in the general sense is any person or institution with the authority to judge, adjudicate on, or determine claims or disputes—whether or not it is called a tribunal in its title.

MAGISTRATE, mun. law. A public civil officer, invested with some part of the legislative, executive, or judicial power given by the constitution. In a narrower sense this term includes only inferior judicial officers, as justices of the peace.  “It is the duty of all magistrates to exercise the power, vested in them for the good of the people, according to law, and with zeal and fidelity. A neglect on the part of a magistrate to exercise the functions of his office, when required by law, is a misdemeanor.” Vide 15 Vin. Ab. 144; Ayl. Pand. tit. 22; Dig. 30, 16, 57; Merl. Rep. h. t.; 13 Pick. R. 523  

“The following persons are magistrates: ...The judges of the superior courts....” [California Penal Code, Sec. 808.]

MINISTERIAL. That which is done under the authority of a superior; opposed to judidial; as, the sheriff is a ministerial officer bound to obey the judicial commands of the court.  (Same goes for the magistrate acting as the Judge).. 

When an officer acts in both a judicial and ministerial capacity, he may be compelled to perform ministerial acts in a particular way; but when he acts in a judicial capacity, he can only be required to proceed; the manner of doing so is left entirely to his judgment. See 2 Fairf. 377; Bac. Ab. Justices of the Peace, E; 1 Conn. 295; 3 Conn. 107; 9 Conn. 275; 12 Conn. 464; also Judicial; Mandamus; Sheriff. (This is what they are doing in an inferior statutory court).

A ministerial act is a government action "performed according to legal authority, established procedures or instructions from a superior, without exercising any individual judgment."[1] It can be any act a functionary or bureaucrat performs in a prescribed manner, without exercising any individual judgment or discretion.[2] Under law, this would be classified under the rubric of public policy. (This is what they are in your Court of Record).

That which is done under the authority of a superior; opposed to judidial; as the sheriff is a ministerial officer bound to obey the judicial commands of the court. When an officer acts in both a judicial and ministerial capacity, he may be compelled to perform ministerial acts in a particular way; but when he acts in a judicial capacity, he can only be required to proceed; the manner of doing so is left entirely to his judgment. (Read this again… in their judicial capacity they act in a manner left to their judgment… this is statutory law.. so tell them they are in The Court of Record, and make them your minister).. 

All “Judges” are magistrates, in fact all officers of the public are magistrates.. not just Judges.. they are Judicial magistrates, but there are many other forms of magistrate, and they all work for you as your ministers when you are the Tribunal of The Court of Record with final jurisdiction. They are there to administer your law.. 

They are there to perform ministerial duties, to take your orders and see that they are carried out… 

A court of record is a "superior court."

A court not of record is an "inferior court."

“Inferior courts” are those whose jurisdiction is limited and special and whose proceedings are not according to the course of the common law.” Ex Parte Kearny, 55 Cal. 212; Smith v. Andrews, 6 Cal. 652 (Even though “they” have courts of record, theirs are inferior to yours, how do you know if you are in their version of a Court of Record… only a Court of Record can fine or imprison for Contempt of Court) 

“They” usually start the case in a equity court (Statutory) if you do not object… but if you piss them off by arguing they can change the form of the court into a court of record (with limited jurisdiction ..ie..only over US Citizens).. this is what happens when the magistrate takes a recess, and comes back.. the form of the court has been changed.. How do you know if your in a statutory court… if your choice is “Guilty or not Guilty” …these are commerce terms, not Law terms.. 

Criminal courts proceed according to statutory law. Jurisdiction and procedure is defined by statute. Likewise, civil courts and admiralty courts proceed according to statutory law. Any court proceeding according to statutory law is not a court of record (which only proceeds according to common law); it is an inferior court.  So all of their courts, statutory or court of record are inferior to your court of record, the court of record with final jurisdiction, the same as the kings, and you can issue (not petition for issue) prerogative writs… Lets look at one of them, the Writ of Mandamus… 

A writ of mandamus or mandamus (which means "we command" in Latin), or sometimes mandate, is the name of one of the prerogative writs in the common law, and is "issued by a superior court to compel a lower court or a government officer to perform mandatory or purely ministerial duties correctly".[1]
Mandamus is a judicial remedy which is in the form of an order from a superior court to any government subordinate court, corporation or public authority to do or forbear from doing some specific act which that body is obliged under law to do or refrain from doing, as the case may be, and which is in the nature of public duty and in certain cases of a statutory duty.[2] It cannot be issued to compel an authority to do something against statutory provision.

Mandamus may be a command to do an administrative action or not to take a particular action, and it is supplemented by legal rights. In the American legal system it must be a judicially enforceable and legally protected right before one suffering a grievance can ask for a mandamus. A person can be said to be aggrieved only when he is denied a legal right by someone who has a legal duty to do something and abstains from doing it.

From here down is another look at law, and how it was corrupted to make common law, allowing the conveyance of your property by lease to the Civil Society to fund their existence. No matter that it happened, the important thing to realize is that they are the servant, you are the Landlord. 

Here is the inheritance the Creator gave  you: 

Fee Simple: 

An estate in fee simple is the "largest" estate known in law. It denotes the maximum of legal ownership, the greatest possible aggregate of rights, powers, privileges and immunities which a person may have in land, short of allodial title. It is an estate of potentially infinite duration in the holder and the holder's successors. The three hallmarks of the fee simple estate are that it is alienable, devisable and descendable
Other fee simple estates in real property include fee simple defeasible (or fee simple determinable) estates. A defeasible estate is created when a grantor places a condition on a fee simple estate (in the deed). (By “your will, as-King you granted a defeasible estate ..lease) 

Generally speaking, fee simple determinable was preferred by courts in the common law of the early United States. Recently, that trend has reversed, and most of today's US courts will find a fee simple subject to condition subsequent (instead of a fee simple determinable) in situations where the conveying document's language is unclear.

You start with a Fee Simple absolute, and by deed (by your will)… Fee Simple Defeasible. The deed converys a life estate or “by your will”  to a “Person”, who may become a “Remainderman”… This “Life Estate” that is created conveying property is also known as an Expressed Trust. 

A remainderman is a person who inherits or is entitled to inherit property upon the termination of the estate of the former owner. Usually this occurs due to the death or termination of the former owner's life estate, but this can also occur due to a specific notation in a trust passing ownership from one person to another… (you are the Remainder man of your Ancestors Fee-Simple Estate, those parts of which have not revereted to the LANDLORD.. Ashes to ashes, dust to dust)

In law a settlor is a person who settles property on express trust for the benefit of beneficiaries. In some legal systems, a settlor is also referred to as a trustor, or occasionally, a grantor or donor.[1] Where the trust is a testamentary trust, the settlor is usually referred to as the testator. The settlor may also be the trustee of the trust (where he declares that he holds his own property on trusts) or a third party may be the trustee (where he transfers the property to the trustee on trusts). 

Many common law jurisdictions retain the possibility of creating a life estate, although this is uncommon. In the United States, life estates are most commonly used in the context of either giving a right to someone in a will to use property for the remainder of that person's (or another person's) life, or reserving to a grantor who is selling property the right to continue using the property for the remainder of his/her life. The right to ownership after the death of the subject person would be called the remainder estate.

In the common law it has been held, controversially, that where a trustee declares an intention to transfer trust property to a trust of which he is one of several trustees, that is a valid settlement notwithstanding the property is not vested in the other trustees. (Sound like all those checks you wrote).    

2. Occupancy, original title to property.—The only question remaining is, how this property became actually vested: or what it is that gave a man an exclusive right to retain in a permanent manner that specific land, which before belonged generally to everybody, but particularly to nobody. And, as we before observed that occupancy gave the right to the temporary use of the soil, so it is agreed upon all hands that occupancy gave also the original right to the permanent property in the suhstance of the earth itself; which excludes everyone else but the owner from the use of it.(Is the King..you , occupying the Lands.. your body, or are you in abeyance ) 
8. a. Dereliction.—Property, both in lands and movables, being thus originally acquired by the first taker, which taking amounts to a declaration that he intends to appropriate the thing to his own use, it remains in him, by the principles of universal law, till such time as he does some other act which shows an intention to abandon it; for then it becomes, naturally speaking, puhlici juris (of public right) once more,(There you go, by some act we have “by our will” let it be known we are abandoning our lands, however it is our estate from the creator, and by our will we can reclaim it).. 

Transfer: In these

it was found, that what became inconvenient or useless to one man, was highly convenient and useful to another; who was ready to give in exchange for it some equivalent, that was equally desirable to the former proprietor. Thus mutual convenience introduced commercial traffic, and the reciprocal transfer of property by sale, grant, or conveyance: which [^**1 may be considered either as a continuance of the original possession which the first occupant had or as an abandoning of the thing by the present owner, and an immediate successive occupancy of the same by the new proprietor.  (in civil law, everything has to have an owner, in Law most everything is for public use. If you abandon your lands someone else can claim them in Civil law…but under “Law” you cannot give up your estate, it’s not yours to “own”, it is only yours to use) 

Succession to property on death.—The most universal and effectual way of abandoning property is by the death of the occupant :

Wills and Testaments This introduced pretty generally the right of disposing of one's property, or a part of it, by testament; that is, by written or oral instructions properly witnessed and authenticated, according to the pleasure of the deceased: which we therefore emphatically style his will.
Wills, therefore, and testaments, rights of inheritance and successions, are all of them creatures of the civil or municipal laws, and accordingly are in all respects regulated by them; every distinct country having different ceremonies and requisites to make a testament completely valid: neither does anything vary more than the right of inheritance under different national establishments.

If a man disinherits his son, by a will duly executed, and leaves his estate to a stranger, there are many

who consider this proceeding as contrary to natural justice : while others so scrupulously adhere to the supposed intention of the dead, that if a will of lands be attested by only two witnesses instead of

three, which the law requires, they are apt to imagine that the heir is bound in conscience to relinquish his title to the devisee.  (Since the “will” your BC only has 2 witnesses it is not a legal will, and by their rules you must have ment to give your estate property to the PUBLIC)… 

The positive law of society, which is with us the municipal law of England, directs it to vest in such person as the last proprietor shall by will, attended with certain requisites, appoint; and, in defect of such appointment, to go to some particular person, who from the result t^^^ of certain local constitutions, appears to be the heir at law. (This is not law, it is English Common Law, an inferior to Law)

LAND/Real Property: It is the control of a certain portion of the earth's surface (or of the nation's territory) without reference to the physical substance occupying the space. 

Moreover real property must necessarily be held subject to the rights of the state. Every nation(you)  must for its own existence  as such have a territory and be lord paramount of that territory. Each individual (you) proprietor must hold all his rights subject to the rights of the state: for it is in the power of the state to maintain its own territorial existence that his title depends. 

We cannot fully discuss the rules of law relating to a piece of land to-day without taking account of those which regulate the action of government in taxing it, forfeiting it, confiscating it to its own use,

etc. We cannot even define accurately the rights of the individual owner without studying the same rules, which give and limit to the body politic rights as substantial and valuable as those held by a feudal lord—rights in some respects more arbitrary than any feudal lord ever claimed.

Heridiments : The true distinction is, that a corporeal hereditament is an interest in land which confers possession (or, as it was formerly called, "seisin") of the land upon the person in whom it is vested; while the incorporeal hereditament, however valuable it may be, does not entitle its owner to possession of the land. (your drop of blood on the BC was handed over by the ceremony of Livery of Seisin, only your incorporeal hereditamets are made available by this ceremony, monetized and given value) 
A hereditament at common law was not necessarily land or even real property.

Anything (in possession) that would descend to a man's heirs, instead of passing to his executor or administrator, was a hereditament; and if not land it was an incorporeal hereditament. Thus annuities to a man and his heirs, tithes, advowsons, offices, corodies, franchises, dignities, were incorporeal

hereditaments. 

Most of these have dropped out of the class with us in America, because they no longer pass to heirs in the strict sense of the word, if they have not become obsolete entirely. Tithes, advowsons, corodies,

are unknown with us. Offices and franchises have lost entirely their hereditary character. (Because we are under Civil Law) 

Rents are almost the only such hereditaments enumerated by Blackstone that may still be regarded as such when held as distinct objects of ownership (in gross), and these are rare.
The remainder or reversion is as truly a form of estate as a freehold in possession, and may have either a corporeal or incorporeal hereditament for its object. But a title to enter for condition broken is properly called an incorporeal hereditament. The party entitled has no estate in the land whatever, and there is no confusion.

An annuity, for instance, is an incorporeal hereditament: for though the money, which is the fruit

or product of this annuity, is doubtless of a corporeal nature, yet  the annuity itself, which produces that money, is a thing invisible, has only a mental existence, and cannot be delivered over from hand to hand.

American writers have gone still further and added uses and trusts to the list of incorporeal hereditaments, although Professor Wooddesson had said distinctly: "With us a trust or beneficial estate in lands is never ranked among incorporeal hereditaments" 

Advowment: An advowson donative is when the king, or any subject by his license, doth found a church or chapel, and ordains that it shall be merely in the gift or disposal of the patron; subject to his visitation only, and not to that of the ordinary ; and vested absolutely in the clerk by the patron's deed of donation, without presentation, institution, or induction.'  (Sounds like the Church wants a piece of the action) 
RENT:

§ 60. (4) Other varieties of rents—(a) Quit-rents; (b) Rackrent; (c) Fee-farm rents.—There are also other species of rents, which are reducible to these three. 

Rents of assize are the certain established rents of the freeholders and ancient copyholders of a

manor,^ which cannot be departed from or varied. Those of the freeholders are frequently called chief rents, reditus capitales; and both sorts are indifferently denominated quit-ronts, qiiieti reditus;

because thereby the tenant goes quit and free of all other services.

When these payments were reserved in silver or white money, they were anciently called wJiite-vervts, or ilanch-farms, reditus alM;'in contradistinction to rents reserved in work, grain, or baser money, which Were called f*^l reditus nigri or Blackmail.^ 

Rack rent is only a rent of the full value of the tenement or near it.^*

A fee-farm rent is a rent-charge issuing out of an estate in fee ; of at least one-fourth of the value of the lands, at the time of its reservation : * for a grant of lands, reserving so considerable a rent, is

indeed only letting lands to farm in fee simple instead of the usual  methods for life or years.*

24 Rack-rent.—Rack-rent, I need hardly explain, is the highest annual rent that can be obtained by the competition of those who desire to become tenants. It is not a strictly legal term, though sometimes used in acts of parliament; in legal documents it is represented by "the best rent that can be obtained without a fine."

—

Pollock, Land Laws, 155 n.
61. b. General rules as to rents.—These are the general divisions of rent; but the difference between them (in respect to the remedy for recovering them) is now totally abolished; and all persons may have the like remedy by distress for rents-seek, rents of assize, and chief-rents, as in case of rents reserved upon lease.* Rent is regularly due and payable upon the land from whence it issues, if no particular place is mentioned in the reservation : but, in ease of the king, the payment must be either to his officers

at the exchequer or to his receiver in the country.'' And, strictly, the rent is demandable and payable before the time of sunset of the day whereon it is reserved ;  though perhaps not absolutely due till

midnight.''
In English law, Seignory or seigniory (French seigneur, lord; Latin senior, elder), the lordship (authority) remaining to a grantor after the grant of an estate in fee simple. (are they talking about your signature?) 

Nulle terre sans seigneur ("There is no land without its lord") was a feudal legal maxim; where no other lord can be discovered the Crown is lord as lord paramount. The principal incidents of a seignory were an oath of fealty; a "quit" or "chief" rent; a "relief" of one year's quit rent, and the right of escheat. In return for these privileges the lord was liable to forfeit his rights if he neglected to protect and defend the tenant or did anything injurious to the feudal relation. (This is why you cannot charge them they took an oath, all you need to do is accept it and put them to work).. 

Every seignory now existing must have been created before the Statute of Quia Emptores (1290), which forbade the future creation of estates in fee-simple by subinfeudation. The only seignories of any importance at present are the lordships of manors. (King of the Castle) . They are regarded as incorporeal hereditaments, and are either appendant or in gross. A seignory appendant passes with the grant of the manor; a seignory in gross—that is, a seignory which has been severed from the demesne lands of the manor to which it was originally appendant—must be specially conveyed by deed of grant.

Freehold land may be enfranchised by a conveyance of the seignory to the freehold tenant, but it does not extinguish the tenant's right of common (Baring v. Abingdon, 1892, 2 Ch. 374). By s. 3 (ii.) of the Settled Land Act 1882, the tenant for life of a manor is empowered to sell the seignory of any freehold land within the manor, and by s. 21 (v.) the purchase of the seignory of any part of settled land being freehold land, is an authorized application of capital money arising under the act. 

 This article incorporates text from a publication now in the public domain: Chisholm, Hugh, ed (1911). Encyclopædia Britannica (Eleventh ed.). Cambridge University Press. (Creation of Capital)  
Retrieved from "http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Seignory"

Fidei commissa:
Fideicommissary Substitutions - Fideicommissary substitutions were, before the French revolution, a devise whereby a grantor could transfer property to his grantee with the condition that the grantee would transfer the property to a third party upon the happening of a certain condition. This restriction on property transfers is known in the common law as the problem of mortmain or “dead hand” control, which the common law regulated via the Rule Against Perpetuities. The Civil Code similarly bans fideicommissary substitutions. Substitutions that are prohibited are generally termed “substitutions.” They are different from vulgar substitutions, and are prohibited, except as permitted under laws relating to trusts.

Vulgar Substitutions/ Instituted heir or legatee - A vulgar substitution, which is allowed, is a direct substitution in which a testator provides for a substitute legatee, in the event that the first legatee, called the instituted heir or legatee, does not accept the legacy (or if the instituted heir predeceases the testator). They say it “can’t be done, except…. With a vulgar Substitution 

Vulgar: 

Definition - Noun
[French substitution vulgaire, from Latin substitutio vulgaris, literally, ordinary substitution, as distinguished from substitutio pupillaris substitution of an heir in place of a minor who actually receives the testamentary gift but dies before reaching the age of majority]
in the civil law of Louisiana : a testamentary disposition in which the person making the will names another person to take the gift in the event that the instituted heir does not accept it or is already deceased 


Ordinary:  1. Of or relating to a church, especially as an organized institution
PLEAS OF THE CROWN, Eng. law. This phrase is now employed to signify criminal causes in which the king is a party. Formerly it signified royal causes for offences of a greater magnitude than mere misdemeanors. These were left to be tried in the courts of the barons, whereas the greater offences, or royal causes, were to be tried in the king's courts, under the appellation of pleas of the crown. Robertson's Hist. of Charles V., vol. 1, p. 48. (The Coroner is “your” magistrate in your Court, and you are the Tribunal, give him your pleas of the Crown, and let him get busy).. 

(This is your Ancestors inheritance to you, now held as treasure trove)

It has been said that the concept of treasure trove in English law dates back to the time of Edward the Confessor (c. 1003/1004–1066).[14] Under the common law, treasure trove was defined as gold or silver in any form, whether coin, plate (gold or silver vessels or utensils)[15] or bullion (a lump of gold or silver),[16]

 HYPERLINK "http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/" \l "cite_note-16" [17] which had been hidden and rediscovered, and which no person could prove he or she owned. If the person who had hidden the treasure was known or discovered later, it belonged to him or her[18]

 HYPERLINK "http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/" \l "cite_note-Halsbury.27s_v7-18" [19] or persons claiming through him or her such as descendants. To be treasure trove, an object had to be substantially – that is, more than 50% – gold or silver.[20]
