History of  how the de jure California Republic lost it’s sovereignty and became a federal instrumentality functioning under federal territorial municipal law 

under Martial Law Rule Under Necessity
HOW THE ONCE GREAT REPUBLIC OF CALIFORNIA LOST IT’ S SOVEREIGNTY AND BECAME A FEDERAL INSTRUMENTALITY FUNCTIOING UNDER MARTIAL LAW RULE UNDER NECESSITY

FEDERAL RESERVE SYSTEM -Its Purpose and Functions," S. W. Adams, uses the Federal Reserve's own published figures to give us an example of how lucrative this no risk scheme is to the Federal Reserve: The pauper (The Federal Reserve System) with assets of only $52 billion with no productive know-how, with no productions of goods, and fewer than 100,000 stockholders, loaned (?) the rich man (The United States of America) with a trillion in productive capacity and know-how with well over $600 billion in assets and 170 million stockholders, including the aforesaid 100,000 bank stockholders, $250 billion to fight World War II. 

Can you imagine the greatest corporation on earth, the Government of the U. S. with 170 million alert full-of-know-how stockholders, and assets running over $600 billion, turning to a small segment of its population, with fewer than 100,000 stockholders and assets of only $52 billion to borrow money? 

Can you conceive of Rockefeller saying to his chauffeur, "Tom, I am transferring my personal bank account which is well over $1 billion, to your account. You may spend it as you please; provided as often as I ask for money, you will let me have it. Of course, I will give you my note for cash I receive, and try to rustle from my children enough money to pay you interest on the borrowed money." Well, that is exactly what Congress did in 1913 when it passed the Federal Reserve Act. 

To fight World War II, we gave the bankers of the United States $250 billion in U. S. Bonds that we might use our own, the Nation's credit. By using the reserve multiplier, this gave them $1 trillion 250 billion bank credit. What an unearned bonanza for the banksters! Credits are to the ankers what your deposits are to you. They can lend them, or use them to buy investments - it is cash to the bankers! 

So, by adding the $250 billion in U.S. Bonds we absolutely gave to them their $1 trillion 250 billion bank credit, and we find that the bankers (the then paupers) came out of World War II $1,500 billion richer, and the (then rich man) the United States Government came out $250 billion in debt to the bankers (the paupers) thanks to the stupidity and/or venality of our Congressmen, newspapers, journals, and educated people of the nation. Clearly, by their own testimony, the Federal Reserve, as a maritime lender or insurer, not only has nothing at risk (i.e., nothing to lose in the maritime venture for profit) --but can only gain on a scale that is almost inconceivable, just like the tontine insurance schemes, and just like the George Rapp Harmony Society. 

The significance of this will become very apparent when we apply the law to the fact. These same people who were given control of our public money system, for the ostensible purpose of evening out the economy, using Professor List's formula for a "National Economy", caused a recession in 1921 -- and precipitated the crash of `29 by increasing the member bank reserve requirements from 15% to 20% -- thereby forcing a huge liquidity squeeze. This set the stage for what was to follow in 1933 by way of bankrupting the treasuries of the States and Federal governments -- they could no longer pay their debts at law to the Federal Reserve -- drastic measures were obviously necessary -- we had a "National Emergency" on our hands! 

In March of 1933, President Roosevelt had Congress pass an Emergency Measures Act. The text used in this act was the "Trading With The Enemies Act" of 1917 which revoked the constitutional rights of Germans and allies of Germany living in the USA. These people were forbidden to carry on trade with Germany and were subject to fines and/or imprisonment for showing any anti-USA sentiment. The Emergency Powers Act of 1933 eliminated section five of the Trading With The Enemies Act. This section exempted US citizens from the act. THUS THE CITIZENS OF THE UNITED STATES WERE PUT ON STATUS AS ENEMIES OF THE UNITED STATES. 
This allowed the President to rule by decree (executive order) as under marshall  law rule. On April 5, 1933, President Roosevelt issued an executive order calling for the return of all gold in private hiding to the Federal Reserve by May 1 under the pain of ten years imprisonment and $10,000 fine. Hoarders were hunted and prosecuted, Attorney General Cummings declared: "I have no patience with people who follow a course that in war time would class them as slackers. If I have to make an example of some people, I'll do it cheerfully." 

On May 12, 1933, the California Assembly and Senate adopted Assembly Joint Resolution No. 26. This resolution stated in part: "Whereas, it would appear that, with proper use and control of modern means of production and distribution, it would be possible for practically all persons to have and enjoy a fair share of material goods in return for services; and whereas, such use, control and appropriate economic planning are not feasible except through the direction and supervision of a single, centralized agency and the removal of certain constitutional limitations; now, therefore be it resolved by the Assembly and Senate, jointly, that the Legislature of the State of California hereby memorializes the Congress to propose an amendment to the constitution of the United States reading substantially as follows: 

"The Congress and the several states, by its authority and under its control, may regulate or provide for the regulation of hours of work, compensation for work, the production of commodities and the rendition of services, in such manner as shall be necessary and proper to foster orderly production and equitable distribution, to provide ruminative work for the maximum number of persons, to promote adequate compensation for work performed, and to safeguard the economic stability and welfare of the nation;' "resolved, that the Legislature of California respectfully urges that, pending the submission and adoption of such amendment, the Congress provide for such economic planning and regulation as may be necessary and proper under present economic conditions and legally possible under the existing provisions of the Constitution; 

And be if further Resolved, that the chief clerk of the Assembly is hereby instructed forthwith to transmit copies of this resolution to the President of the United States, and to the President of the Senate, the Speaker of t he House of Representatives and each of the senators and representatives from California in the Congress of the United States." May 12, 1933." 

THIS WAS NOT ACCEPTED BY THE FEDS. THE FEDS KNEW IT WAS GOING TO HAPPEN UNDER THE BANKRUPTCY OF JUNE 5, 1933 ]HJR 192]  AND ALL THE STATES WOULD FALL UNDER FEDERAL MARTIAL LAW RULE UNDER NECESSITY. RULE OF THE PRESIDENT
[This was  finalized in California when it adopted the UCC in 1963 by creating a  defacto Commercial Federal State in a once de jure Constitutional State.
If you signed a contract in a de jure state all the material facts had to be presented.

Under the UCC contracts did not have  to protect the consumer. The consumer was presumed to know the law and by not stating his rights to contract, the contract was based on the consumers silence as to the terms and conditions of the contract. If the consumer didn’t claim his common law rights under the UCC for Common Law rights, then the contract was presumed to be made under territorial law [municipal law of Washington D.C.]  bringing federal law into the states. UCC 3-603, If you remained silent the contract was presumed to be made under territorial law, and the Judge would rule in EQUITY rather than Common Law, which is what all Constitutions were written under, which protected you from third party taxing. This was your way of volunteering to use FRN’s [STATORY LAW] without understanding what you were agreeing to.

IGNORANCE OF THE LAW IS NO EXCUSE

CAVEOT EMPTOR

THE USE OF THE MONEY DTERMINED THE LAW 
Administrative Notice of California law applicable to government waiver of sovereignty.

Official Notice Requested (West's Ann.Cal.Gov. Code (2004), § 11515)
JUDICIAL NOTICE REQUIRED (West's Ann.Cal.Evid. Code (2004), §§ 451, 453, 459). 
Declarant is a competent witness over the age of 18 years, has personal knowledge of the stated facts, and does Solemnly state that:

1.a. I am a natural born, adult white Woman, one of the People of the constitutional Republic, the United States of America, and one of the People of  the  California Republic created under the Constitution of 1849.

1.b. I am not a trained or licensed Attorney. I do not "represent" myself; of necessity, I am acting at all times within my fundamental right to defend my life, liberty, and property as set out in CALIFORNIA CONSTITUTION (2004), Art. 1, Sec. 1 (from http://www.leginfo.ca.gov./.const/.article_1 [as of April 23, 2004]):

All people are by nature free and independent and have inalienable rights. Among these are enjoying and defending life and liberty, acquiring, possessing, and protecting property, and pursuing and obtaining safety, happiness, and privacy.

2. I rely upon the same materials as are available to attorneys and the court at or through the local law library. I present the results of my research concerning the status of California government here.

3. The "GENERAL INTRODUCTION", by Charles J. Williams, in West's Ann.Cal.Comm. Code (2003), Vol. 1. pp. XLIII-XLV, reads (in part):

A bill to enact the Uniform Commercial Code in California was introduced in the California Legislature first in 1951 and subsequently at each regular session of the Legislature in the years 1953, 1955 and 1957.
In 1960 the California Commission on Uniform State Law started a drive for the adoption of the Code at the 1961 Session. ...
...
In 1962, New York adopted its version of the Code....
In August, 1962, Senate Preprint No. 7 was prepared for introduction at the 1963 legislative session....

At the 1963 Legislative Session, Senate Bill No. 118 was introduced. This bill as introduced was adopted with one minor amendment as Chapter 819, Statutes of 1963.

4. Stats. 1963, ch. 819, p. 1849 reads (in part):

An act to establish a Commercial Code, thereby consolidating and revising the law relating to certain commercial transactions in or regarding personal property and contracts and other documents concerning them, including sales, commercial paper, bank deposits and collections, letters of credit, bulk transfers, warehouse receipts, bills of lading, other documents of title, investment securities, and secured transactions, including certain sales of accounts, chattel paper, and contract rights; providing for public notice to third parties in certain circumstances; regulating procedure, evidence and damages in certain court actions involving such transactions, contracts or documents; to make uniform the law with respect thereto; amending certain sections of the Civil Code, Code of Civil Procedure, Corporations Code, Financial Code and Vehicle Code, to make them consistent therewith; adding Chapter 12.5 (commencing with Section 560) to Title 13 of Part 1 of the Penal Code, relating to crimes involving bailments; and repealing legislation inconsistent therewith.

[Approved by Governor June 8, 1963. Filed with Secretary of State June 8, 1963.]
The people of the State of California do enact as follows:

SECTION 1. The Commercial Code is enacted, to read: . . .

5. Santa Clara Lawyer, V. 5, No. 1, p. 81-82 (Fall 1964), "Governmental Liability for Torts of Employees - The End of Sovereign Immunity in California", James V. Arnold, reads (in part, footnotes are partially reproduced interlineally in square brackets, emphasis added):

In 1963 the California Legislature enacted the first general law dealing with the liability of governmental entities for the torts of their employees. [1 CAL GOV'T CODE §§ 810-895.8] ... It is the purpose of this article to examine those provisions of the 1963 enactment which bring to an end the doctrine of sovereign immunity in California. [4 Other bills passed in Stats. 1963 include: Chapter{s} 1715 ... 1682 ... 1683 ... 1684].
The California Supreme Court decided two cases early in 1961 which evoked an immediate reaction from the California Legislature. In Muskopf v. Corning Hospital District [5 55 Cal.2d 211...] the court held that the doctrine of sovereign immunity would no longer protect public entities from civil liability for their torts. ...Lipman v. Brisbane Elementary School District [6 55 Cal.2d 224...] stated that the doctrine of discretionary immunity, which protects public employees from liability for their discretionary acts, might not protect public entities from liability in all situations where the employees are immune. The Legislature reacted at once, passing Chapter 1404 of the Statutes of 1961, which suspended the effect of these decisions until the ninety-first day after the final adjournment of the 1963 Legislature. For the next two years the California Law Revision Commission studied the problem of sovereign immunity. It submitted proposals to the 1963 session of the Legislature, most of which were enacted into law with minor changes. [7 4 Cal. Law Revision Comm'n Rep., Rec. & Studies Report, at 219-222 (1963).] ... 

6.a. Within six weeks after the adoption of the Uniform Commercial Code, the California Legislature adopted Stats. 1963, Chapters 1682, 1683, 1684, and 1715, which, when read together, seem to grant sovereign immunity to the public entities the statutes create.
6.b. Stats. 1963, Ch. 1681, p., entitled (in part, emphasis added), "An act to add Division 3.6 (commencing with Section 810 to Title 1 of the Government Code, ... relating to liability of public entities and public officers, servants, and employees." [Approved by Governor July 15, 1963. Filed with Secretary of State July 17, 1963.] reads (in part, emphasis added):

SECTION 1. Division 3.6 (commencing with Section 810) is added to Title 1 of the Government Code, to read:

810. Unless the provision or context otherwise requires, the definitions contained in this part govern the construction of this division.
810.2. "Employee" includes an officer, employee, or servant, whether or not compensated, but does not include an independent contractor.
...
811.2. "Public entity" includes the State, the Regents of the University of California, a county, city, district, public authority, public agency, and any other political subdivision or public corporation in the State.

811.4. "Public employee" means an employee of a public entity.
...
811.8. "STATUTE" MEANS AN ACT ADOPTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THIS STATE OR BY THE CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES OR A STATEWIDE INITIATIVE ACT.
...
814. Nothing in this part affects liability based on contract or the right to obtain relief other than money or damages against a public entity or public employee.
...
815. Except as otherwise provided by statute:
(a) A public entity is not liable for an injury, whether such injury arises out of an act or omission of the public entity or a public employee or any other person.
(b) The liability of a public entity established by this part (commencing with Section 814) is subject to any immunity of the public entity provided by statute, including this part, and is subject to any defenses that would be available to the public entity if it were a private person.
...
815.6. Where a public entity is under a mandatory duty imposed by an enactment that is designed to protect against the risk of a particular kind of injury, the public entity is liable for an injury of that kind proximately caused by its failure to discharge the duty unless the public entity establishes that it exercised reasonable diligence to discharge the duty.

6.c. Stats. 1963, Ch. 1715, p. 3369, is entitled (in part), "An act to add Part 3 (commencing with Section 900), Part 4 (commencing with Section 940) and Part 5 (commencing with Section 965), to Division 3.6 of Title 1 of the Government Code as enacted by Senate Bill No. 42 of the 1963 Regular Session, ... relating to claims, actions and judgments against public entities and public officers, employees, and servants." and reads (in part):

SECTION 1. Part 3 (commencing with Section 900) is added to Division 3.6 of Title 1 of the Government Code as enacted by Senate Bill No. 42 of the 1963 Regular Session, to read (in part):
. . .
CHAPTER 2. ACTIONS AGAINST PUBLIC ENTITIES

945. A public entity may sue and be sued.

7.a.1. The Supreme Court of California has held:

12 Code of Civil Procedure section 1085 states that the writ may be issued to any "inferior tribunal, corporation, board or person." While it has been said that counties are not municipal corporations but are political subdivisions of the state for purposes of government (County of Marin v. Superior Court (1960) 53 Cal.2d 633, 638-639, [2 Cal.Rptr. 758, 349 P.2d 526]; County of Los Angeles v. Riley (1936) 6 Cal.2d 625, 627-628 [59 P.2d 139, 106 A.L.R. 903]; County of San Mateo v. Coburn (1900) 130 Cal. 631, 636-637 [63 P. 78, 621]; Pritchess v. Superior Court (1969) 2 Cal.App.3d 653, 656-657 [83 Cal.Rptr. 41], counties have also been declared public corporations or quasi-corporations. (Pritchess v. Superior Court, supra; Whelan v. Bailey (1934) 1 Cal.App.2d 334, 339 [36 P.2d 709], overruled on other grounds in Estate of Miller (1936) 5 Cal.2d 588, 591 [55 P.2d 491]; Smith v. Myers (1860) 15 Cal. 33, 34; 1 McQuillin, Municipal Corporations (3d ed.) § 2.46, pp. 496-497.) In view of Government Code section 23003, which provides that a county is "a body corporate and public," and section 23004, subdivision (a) of the same code, which states that counties may sue and be sued, we think that a county is sufficiently corporate in character to justify the issuance of a writ of mandate to it.
People ex rel Younger v. County of El Dorado (1971), 5 Cal.3d 480, 491, fnt 12, 96 Cal.Rptr. 553, 487 P.2d 1193.

7.a.2. The Supreme Court of the United States held:

We do not lightly reject the Court of Appeals' previous conclusion that California counties are merely part of the State itself and as such are not citizens of the State for diversity purposes.[fnt 54] But in light of both the highest state court's recent determination of the corporate character of counties and our own examination of relevant California law, we must conclude that this County has a sufficiently corporate character to dictate that it be treated as a citizen of California under our decision in Cowles v Mercer County, supra.
Thus, we hold that petitioner Moor's state law claim against the County is within diversity jurisdiction.
Moor v. County of Alameda (1973) 411 U.S. 693, 36 L.Ed.2d 596, 616, 93 S.Ct. 1785.

8.a.1. The Supreme Court of the United States has further held (emphasis added):

It is, we think, a sound principle, that when a government becomes a partner in any trading company, it devests itself, so far as concerns the transaction of that company of its sovereign character, and takes that of a private citizen. Instead of communicating to the company its privileges and its prerogatives, it descends to a level with those with whom it associates itself, and takes the character which belongs to its associates, and to the business which is to be transacted. Thus, many states of this Union who have an interest in banks, are not suable even in their own courts; yet they never exempt the corporation from being sued. The state of Georgia, by giving to the bank the capacity to sue and be sued, voluntarily strips itself of its sovereign character, so far as respects the transactions of the bank, and waives all the privileges of that character. As a member of a corporation, a government never exercises its sovereignty. It acts merely as a corporator, and exercises no other power in the management of the affairs of the corporation, than are expressly given by the incorporating act.
The government of the Union held shares in the old Bank of the United States; but the privileges of the government were not imported by that circumstance to the bank. The United States was not a party to suits brought by or against the bank in the sense of the constitution. So with respect to the present bank. Suits brought by or against it are not understood to be brought by or against the United States. The government, by becoming a corporator, lays down its sovereignty, so far as respects the transactions of the corporation, and exercises no power or privilege which is not derived from the charter.
The Bank of the United States v. The Planters' Bank of Georgia (1824), 22 U.S. (9 Wheat.) 904, 907-908, 6 L.Ed. 244.

8.a.2.

The governmental-proprietary distinction [26. In actuality, the distinction between a municipality's governmental and proprietary functions is better characterized not as a line, but as a succession of points. In efforts to avoid the often-harsh results occasioned by a literal application of the test, courts frequently created highly artificial and elusive distinctions of their own. The result was that the very same activity might be considered "governmental" in one jurisdiction, and "proprietary" in another. See 18 McQuillin § 53.02, at 105. See also W. Prosser, Law of Torts § 131, p 979 (4th ed 1971)(hereinafter Prosser). As this Court stated, in reference to the "'nongovernmental'-'governmental' quagmire that has long plagued the law of municipal corporations":

"A COMPARATIVE STUDY OF THE CASES IN THE FORTY-EIGHT STATES WILL DISCLOSE AN IRRECONCILABLE CONFLICT. MORE THAN THAT, THE DECISIONS IN EACH OF THE STATES ARE DISHARMONIOUS AND DISCLOSE THE INEVITABLE CHAOS WHEN COURTS TRY TO APPLY A RULE OF LAW THAT IS INHERENTLY UNSOUND." Indian Towing Co. v United States, 350 US 61, 65, 100 L Ed 48, 76 S Ct 122 (1955)(on rehearing).] owed its existence to the dual nature of the municipal corporation. On the one hand, the municipality was a corporate body, capable of performing the same "proprietary" functions as any private corporation, and liable for its torts in the same manner and to the same extent, as well. On the other hand, the municipality was an arm of the State, and when acting in that "governmental" or "public" capacity, it shared the immunity traditionally accorded the sovereign. [27. "While acting in their governmental capacity, municipal corporations proper are given the benefit of the same rule which is applied to the sovereign power itself, and are afforded complete immunity from civil responsibility for acts done or omitted, unless such responsibility is expressly created by statute. When, however, they are not acting in the exercise of their purely governmental functions, but are performing duties that pertain to the exercise of those private franchises, powers, and privileges which belong to them for their own corporate gain or emolument, then a different rule of liability is applied and they are generally held responsible for injuries arising from their negligent acts or their omissions to the same extent as a private corporation under like circumstances." Williams § 4, p 9. See generally 18 McQuillin §§ 53.02, 53.04, 53.24; Prosser § 131, pp 977-983; James, Tort Liability of Governmental Units and Their Officers, 22 U Chi L Rev 610, 611-612, 622-629 (1955).]

But the principle of sovereign immunity--itself a somewhat arid fountainhead for municipal immunity [28. Although it has never been understood how the doctrine of sovereign immunity came to be adopted in the American democracy, it apparently stems from the personal immunity of the English Monarch as expressed in the maxim, "The King can do no wrong." It has been suggested, however, that the meaning traditionally ascribed to this phrase is an ironic perversion of its original intent: "The maxim merely meant the the King was not privileged to do wrong. If his acts were against the law, they were injurae (wrongs). Bracton, while ambiguous in his several statements as to the relation between the King and the law, did not intend to convey the idea that he was incapable of committing a legal wrong." Borchard, Governmental Liability in Tort, 34 Yale LJ 1, 2, n 2 (1924). See also Kates & Kouba, Liability of Public Entities Under Section 1983 of the Civil Rights Act, 45 S Cal L Rev 131, 142 (1972).
In this country, "[it]the sovereign or governmental immunity doctrine, holding that the state, its subdivisions and municipal entities, may not be held liable for tortious acts, was never completely accepted by the courts, its underlying principle being deemed contrary to the basic concept of the law of torts that liability follows negligence, as well as foreign to the spirit of the constitutional guarantee that every person is entitled to a legal remedy for injuries he may receive in his person or property. As a result, the trend of judicial decisions was always to restrict, rather than to expand, the doctrine of municipal immunity." 18 McQuillin § 53.02, p 104 (footnotes omitted). See also Prosser § 131, p 984 ("For well over a century the immunity of both the state and local governments for their torts has been subjected to vigorous criticism, which at length has begun to have its effect."). The seminal opinion of the Florida Supreme Court in Hargrove v. Town of Cocoa Beach, 96 So 2d 130 (1957), has spawned "a minor avalanche of decisions repudiating municipal immunity," Prosser § 131 p 985, which, in conjunction with legislative abrogation of sovereign immunity, has resulted in the consequence that only a handful of States still cling to the old common-law rule of immunity for governmental functions); Harley & Wasinger, Government Immunity: Despotic Mantle or Creature of Necessity, 16 Washburn LJ 12, 34-53 (1976).]--is necessarily nullified when the State expressly or impliedly allows itself, or its creation, to be sued. Municipalities were therefore liable not only for their "proprietary" acts, but also for those "governmental" functions as to which the State had withdrawn their immunity.
Owen v. City of Independence, (1980), 445 U.S. 622, 63 L.Ed.2d 673, 689-690, 100 S.Ct. 1398.

8.b. I SHEPARDIZED The Bank of the United States in Shepard's United States Citations, Case Edition, 1994 and its Supplements and it is still a valid case through the Cumulative Supplement, May 1, 2004.

9. The 9th Circuit Court of Appeals has held:

[fnt] 8. The distinction between government acting in its proprietary and its sovereign capacities is well settled in the law, although it has not escaped criticism. E.g., Owen v. City of Independence, 445 U.S. 622, 644 & n.26, 100 S.Ct. 1398, 1412 & n.26, 63 L.Ed.2d 673 (1980). As far back as 1824, Chief Justice Marshall stated:

IT IS, WE THINK, A SOUND PRINCIPLE, THAT WHEN A GOVERNMENT BECOMES A PARTNER IN ANY TRADING COMPANY, IT DIVESTS ITSELF, SO FAR AS CONCERNS THE TRANSACTIONS OF THAT COMPANY, OF ITS SOVEREIGN CHARACTER, AND TAKES THAT OF A PRIVATE CITIZEN. INSTEAD OF COMMUNICATING TO THE COMPANY ITS PRIVILEGES AND ITS PREROGATIVES, IT DESCENDS TO A LEVEL WITH THOSE WITH WHOM IT ASSOCIATES ITSELF....

Bank of the United States v. Planters' Bank of Georgia, 9 Wheat. (22 U.S.) 904, 907, 6. L.Ed. 244 (1824) See Alfred Dunhill of London, Inc. v. Cuba, 425 U.S. 682, 695-696, 96 S.Ct. 1854, 1861-1862, 48 L.Ed.2d 301 (1976) (Opinion of White, J.)(collecting citations).
This court has relied on the distinction while recognizing its limitations. See United States v. Georgia-Pacific Co., 421 F.2d 92, 100 & n.17 (9th Cir. 1970)
United States v. Regner (9th Cir. 1982), 677 F.2d 754, 763 fnt 8., cert den. 459 U.S. 911, 74 L.Ed.2d 175, 103 S.Ct. 220.

10. A California appellate court held (emphasis added):

Another case, that of Marin Water Dist. v. Marin Water Co., 178 Cal. 308 [173 Pac. 469, 471], demonstrates that California at least, has departed from the rule laid down by the celebrated Marshall in the case of Bank of the United States v. Planters' Bank of Georgia, 9 Wheat. (U.S.) 904, [6 L. Ed. 244, see, also, Rose's U. S. Notes], to the effect that when a government enters into business instead of communicating to the business any of its privileges and prerogatives, it descends to a level of the business in which it engages. In the California case, under the authority of a constitutional provision, it is held that a water district formed for the purpose of supplying its inhabitants with water has the right to condemn the property of a privately owned public utility theretofore engaged in the business of supplying water to the same people and that the enactment did not violate the provision of "the federal constitution prohibiting a state from depriving a person of his property without due process of law, or denying him the equal protection of the laws." The provision of the state Constitution to which we have referred is section 23a of article XII and reads as follows:
"The Railroad Commission shall have and exercise such power and jurisdiction as shall be conferred upon it by the legislature to fix the just compensation to be paid for the taking of any property of a public utility in eminent domain proceeding by the state or any county, city and county, incorporated city or town, municipal water district, irrigation district or other public corporation or district, and the right of the legistature to confer such powers upon the Railroad Commission is hereby declared to be plenary and to be unlimited by any provision of this Constitution. All acts of the legislature heretofore adopted which are in accordance herewith are hereby confirmed and declared valid."
Los Angeles v. South Gate (1930), 108 Cal.App. 398, 410.

11. I REASONABLY INFER THAT IN 1963 THE CALIFORNIA LEGISLATURE KNOWINGLY CREATED AN ENTIRE SECOND "STATE", WITH ALL ITS INCLUDED "PUBLIC ENTITIES", INTENTIONALLY LAUNCHED THAT COLLECTION OF "PUBLIC ENTITIES" INTO COMMERCE, AND THEREBY KNOWINGLY WAIVED THE SOVEREIGNTY AND THE SOVEREIGN IMMUNITY OF EACH AND EVERY SUCH "PUBLIC ENTITY".

I certify within the laws of the state of California, that the foregoing is true, correct and complete. 

The corresponding sections of West's Ann.Cal. Gov. Code (2002) read (in part): 

a. § 810. Unless the provision or context otherwise requires, the definitions contained in this part govern the construction of this division.

b.1. § 810.2. "Employee" includes an officer, judicial officer as defined in Section 327 of the Elections Code, employee, or servant, whether or not compensated, but does not include an independent contractor.

b.2. West's Ann.Cal. Elec. Code (2002), § 327 reads:

§ 327. Judicial officer means any Justice of the Supreme Court, justice of a court of appeal, judge of the superior court, or judge of a municipal court.

c.1. § 811.2. "Public entity" includes the State, the Regents of the University of California, a county, city, district, public authority, public agency, and any other political subdivision or public corporation in the State.

c.2. West's Ann.Cal. Gov. Code (2002), § 18 reads:

§ 18. "State" means the State of California, unless applied to the different parts of the United States. In the latter case, it includes the District of Columbia and the territories.

d. § 811.4. "Public employee" means an employee of a public entity.
e. § 811.8. "STATUTE" MEANS AN ACT ADOPTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THIS STATE OR BY THE CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES OR A STATEWIDE INITIATIVE ACT.
f. § 811.9 [nt: Added Stats. 2000, ch. 447, § 4.5]. Judges, subordinant judicial officers, and court executive officers; superior and municipal courts; state officer status
(a) Notwithstanding any other provision of law, judges, subordinant judicial officers, and court executive officers of the superior and municipal courts are state officers for purposes of Part 1 (commencing with Section 810) to Part 7 (commencing with Section 995), inclusive, and trial court employees are employees of the trial court for purposes of Part 1 (commencing with Section 810) to Part 7 (commencing with Section 995), inclusive. The Judicial Council shall provide for representation, defense, and indemnification of such individuals and the court pursuant to Part 1 (commencing with Section 810) to Part 7 (commencing with Section 995), inclusive. The Judicial Council shall provide for such representation or defense through the county counsel, the Attorney General,, or other counsel. The county counsel and the Attorney General may, but are not required to, provide such representation or defense for the Judicial Council. The fact that a judge, subordinant judicial officer, court executive officer, trial court employee, or the court was represented or defended by the county counsel, the Attorney General, or other counsel shall not be the sole basis for a judicial determination of disqualification of a judge, subordinant judicial officer, the county counsel, the Attorney General, or other counsel in unrelated actions.

g. § 815. Except as otherwise provided by statute:
(a) A public entity is not liable for an injury, whether such injury arises out of an act or omission of the public entity or a public employee or any other person.
(b) The liability of a public entity established by this part (commencing with Section 814) is subject to any immunity of the public entity provided by statute, including this part, and is subject to any defenses that would be available to the public entity if it were a private person.
h. § 945. A public entity may sue and be sued. 

THIS IS WHAT WE ARE NOW  LIVING UNDER
To make this easy for you, This “State Of California” is a federal instrumentality of the corporate  federal government [U.S. inc. ] and is functioning under federal municipal territorial law within it’s borders, under authority of Martial Law Rule under Necessity. 
The UCC, law of contract, Law Merchant, imposed under Martial Law Rule in 1933 by virtue of the Bankruptcy. It is used to rape, pillage and plunder the people of California and the people of all the once sovereign several states of the Union, formed  under organic American Common Law by the people. The people were sovereign when they had land and money of substance. 
The federal government was subservient to the states. The federal government transferred the sovereignty from the people to themselves when they went bankrupt. The federal government took everything from the people and they began to live in financial peonage. [financial slaves to the IMF] 
The California Republic still exists. It’s lying, unused, underneath the Federal “ Commercial State within a State” and waiting  for courageous Californians to bring it back to life. 
THERE’S AN EMERGENCY IN THE REPUBLIC
