To give some insight to an unusual defense, at my Sept 19th court date

Entering a plea of guilty means I am surrendering to the Sheriffs from the moment I walked into the building.  -   I have signed away any right to appeal anything that this Justice says [period].  I entered a plea of guilty to possession with intent to traffic in marijuana [second offence] and I demanded my marijuana back


Absolutely everyone I say this too, laughs and says good luck.  But then, the very reason I’m still not in jail and not sentenced is because this Justice recognized that I had a legitimate defense and she asked for time to seek if there are precedents to base her ruling on.  As far as I know there are none, which means:
-    Unless you go back to 1946 with R v Duplesse, and ultimately address the violation of 1559 Act of Supremacy [of God in law] 

This Justice must rule on probate:
this is the ultimate reason for any Judge to have a panic attack

Imagine, this Justice has to make a precedent ruling and no matter what she does she’s on the spot. 


I truly respect what pressure this lady is facing, from those Authorities above her.
The matter before her is simple: does she give me the marijuana back or not, anything else is immaterial 

If the Marijuana Party can’t claim a right to protect a Gift from God, then Democracy is dead & tyranny rules  
I entered a plea of guilty to my Sept 13th charges @ this arraignment hearing, for very good reasons 

1. [First] - Romans 13 tells me to do it; and it just happens to triggers another opportunity for one of those ‘on the last day’ moments, and it’s such a strategically good legal move for these reasons
2. Every lawyer knows, and will advise his client that you’ll get better treatment by ‘the system’ by pleading guilty if he can’t see how to get you off the charges.  This is true for very good reasons
a. If you plead not guilty, you face a Judge from the Minister’s Office, who can in this new legal insanity, trespass what’s called ‘quasi-legal jurisdiction authority’ in making his decision

-  Like ruling that “we think you have a great legal argument but the economy will not allow it”

i. This is taking ‘in account’ factors in his ruling that are ‘outside’ his jurisdiction in law.
ii. The very nature of ‘quasi-legal powers’ is the cornerstone of ‘tyranny’ in court rulings

3. When you plead guilty [at least in theory] the court is wearing the hat of a ‘Justice of the Ministry’ and this Authority has no such right to wander across these quasi jurisdictional lines, and is held to a much tighter guidelines in law - [blue meanness is greatly curtailed - in theory it cannot be a factor]
a. In law, her hands are tied, on just my 1st point of law in my defense, and rule if she holds any jurisdiction to rule on this case. -  My defense is that I don’t hold a legal entity called ‘person’ that is in the jurisdiction of the Criminal Code of Canada, and recognize that she cannot proceed to hold any criminal /punitive liability against me, under the Elections Act. [and]
b. In order to comply with my demand to stand under Sec 336 CCC and Sec 337 CCC

i. She holds no authority to trespass her fiduciary trust to take away marijuana from the Marijuana Party, for reasons that are clearly outlined in the Reasons for Sentencing from file # 157479-C, and therefore defend to uphold the Supremacy of God 
- The economy is this biblical thing called Baal – every society fails when we serve it 
ii. She must rule that in order to not put the system of Justice in disrepute: she must order the police to return all my property, and In the best of all scenarios, forward the matter of a Sec 11 D Challenge to a tribunal to rule, on the solid ground THAT:
iii. The very nature for holding no jurisdiction is an insult to the entire Institute of Justice
4. Frankly anything less than getting all my property back is a flat out admission that Authority has unconstitutionally robbed us of all rights to be protected by the fundamental principles of Justice
5. FURTHERMORE: 
I delivered a dozen other great defenses, and as I kept saying in my defense: 
“All I need is for one defense to stick to have the charges dropped and property returned”
a. I can’t imagine this Justice not complying with returning all my property and then:
b. She can advise the Crown that if they want to appeal her decision they can follow due process, provided in law, in order to understand the principles of fundamental Justice, and 
c. Under s 8(3)- It’s crime unknown to man to defend the Supremacy Of God and the rule of law
The worst that can happen is they keep my property, and I get a few months; and as Romans 7 thru 13 keeps repeating over and over again: Nobody but nobody will hold it against her for following the law.
