
Petition to Congress of the United States of America to Apply
Fundamental Law to the Violations of the Law of Nations by The
Department of Interior Against Sovereign Tribal Nations
In Title 25 USCS, ss 450 Congress finds; The Congress, after careful review of

the Federal Government's historical and special legal relationship with and resulting
responsibilities to, American Indian people, finds that

(1) the prolonged Federal domination ofIndian service programs has served to
retard rather than enhance the progress ofIndian people and their communities by
depriving Indians of the full opportunity to develop leadership skills crucial to the
realization ofself government and has denied to the Indian people an effective voice in
the planning and implementation of programs for the benefit ofIndians which are
responsive to the true needs ofIndian communities and

(2)the Indian people will never surrender their desire to control their
relationships both among themselves and with non-Indian governments, organizations,
and persons.

The task remains for our citizens to decide who must hear the issues, arising from
this prolonged Federal administration, and how the grievances of the Tribal Nations can
be lawfully addressed by the Nations themselves.

The Sovereign Traditional governments stood long before the Reservations were
established. The way the people of these governments practice their way of life has
worked very well without the guardianship of the Federal Government. It is my intent to
prove in this document that venue is a matter between Nations under our fundamental law
, the Constitution for the United States of America, The Supreme Court, and the
Principles of The Law of Nations.

Since 1831, United States jurisdiction over Indian matters has been addressed by
many famous cases. Cherokee v Georgia, Supreme Court 30. U.S. ( 5 Pet.) 1 (1831) and
the resulting opines have long been recognized as important documents in law concerning
Sovereign Indian Nations. The Cherokee Nation wanted to impose an injunction on the
State of Georgia, forbidding certain laws from being implemented by the State on
Cherokee Land. Since the Supreme Court is permitted only to hear matters of its
jurisdiction and assumes its power from the Constitution, the court ruled that Indian
Nations are not "foreign" in the sense of the Constitution and that they are a domestic
dependent nation whose Sovereignty depends on the Federal Government. The Supreme
Court decided that it was not a matter over which The Supreme Court had jurisdiction.

This left the matter unsettled between the State and the Cherokee Nation. No

injunction was given, however, it did not settle the matter of venue and jurisdiction for
grievances of Sovereign Indian Nations. A Supreme Court Opinion of a matter over
which the court had no jurisdiction could not become a rule in decisional law.

If the Cherokee Nation had presented a Rogatory letter to Congress, its proper
venue by our Constitution, then Congress would have been bound by the Fundamental
Law of Nations to call a Conference offering solutions to the matter. If Congress had
enforced the law of Nations, the subsequent "Trail of Tears" would not be in our history.

In California v Cabazon, the Supreme Court upheld the inherent, perfect rights of
the Cabazon Nation to regulate hunting and fishing on its own land without State control.
This case upholds the right of the Cabazon Nation by preventing the State's control over




























