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STATEMENT OF ISSUES PRESENTED FOR REVIEW

The issues presented for review include:


A. Did the district judge's sua sponte dismissal violated federal case law, statutes, and constitutional protections?


B. Did the district judge's dismissal violated rights and protections under the laws and Constitution of the United States?


C. Did the district judge's dismissal of all causes of actions on the purported wrong-venue decision violated the district judge's duties to receive reports of federal crimes, to prevent the escalating infliction of civil right violations, and the duty to provide a court forum and relief where no other forum and relief has been available to Appellant?


D.  Does a federal judge block the reporting of federal crimes that are a part of Appellant's Complaint by dismissing the federal filing, without becoming herself guilty of felony cover-up and obstruction of justice?


E. For argument, if the judge had no responsibility to receive reports of federal crimes, had no responsibility to halt the record-setting civil right violations and harms upon Appellant, did she abuse her discretion by refusing to transfer the case to the proper court?


d. Does this court's de novo responsibilities requires that it vacate the district judge's dismissal on the basis that the single federal cause of action is greatly exceeded, requiring this Appellate court to perform its duties.

STATEMENT OF THE CASE

Jurisdiction and Timeliness.


The basis for the jurisdiction of the district court is as follows:


F. Title 28 U.S.C.  1331, which provides that district courts shall have original jurisdiction of all civil actions arising under the Constitution, laws, or treaties of the United States, and provides Appellant the right to obtain relief from record-setting violations of federally protected rights, and to report federal crimes. 


G. Title 28 U.S.C.  1332(a)(1), which provides for origi​nal jurisdiction of civil actions between citizens of different states where the matter in controversy exceeds the value of $10,000. Appellant is domiciled in the State of Nevada, and is a resident of the State of California.


H. Title 28 U.S.C.  1343(c), which provides for original jurisdiction to secure relief for deprivation of federal rights under color of state law. Any person, including federal judges in any district, have the responsibility and the duty to prevent, or aid in the prevention, of the civil, constitutional and criminal acts and related harms affecting Appellant.


I. Title 28 U.S.C.  2201, which provides for declara​tory relief, to declare rights and obligations in five judgments, and to declare rights and protections guaranteed by the laws and Constitution of the United States, and which have been voided for Appellant by corrupt federal judges in the Ninth Circuit.


J. Title 28 U.S.C.  2202, which provides for injunctive relief.


K. Title 42 U.S.C.  1983-1986, which provide relief to any person whose rights, privileges and immunities have been violated by two or more persons acting in conspiracy.


L. Title 18 U.S.C.  1961-1965. Relief, and damages, from those engaged in a conspiracy against, inter alia, Appellant, to block his reporting of federal crimes, and block his defenses against the civil, constitutional and criminal violations involved in the scheme.


M. Bivens doctrine, which provides relief and damage provisions of the Civil Right Act when the violations are inflicted by those acting under color of federal law.


N. First Amendment to the U.S. Constitution, guaranteeing to Appellant access to federal court, and to the protections of the laws and Constitution of the United States.


O. Fifth Amendment right to due process, equal protection of the law, quality of life, quality of life, liberties, all of which are being judicially violated in an outrageous pattern of perverted judicial conduct in Ninth Circuit courts.


P. Federal crime-reporting statutes, including Title 18 U.S.C.  4, invoking the duty of any federal court to receive testimony and evidence of federal crimes being reported by a person. Appellant is an informant, a whistleblower, a victim, possessing information of a pattern of hard-core criminal acts implicating large numbers of federal personnel, including federal judges, trustees, prosecutors and covert CIA and Justice Department law firms in the Ninth Circuit, and the felony obstruction of justice by similar personnel in other federal judicial districts.


Q. Duty and responsibilities of any court, including this court, to uphold the laws and Constitution of the United States, which are being violated in the criminal conspiracies that Appellant seeks to report under the statutes
 and constitutional rights
 and responsibilities.


Basis for Jurisdiction in Court of Appeals.


Jurisdiction of this court is pursuant to 28 U.S.C.  1291, which provides that the Court of Appeal for the relevant circuit shall have jurisdiction of appeals from final decisions of the district court.


The order below is properly appealable.


The district court's sua sponte order dismissing the complaint is appealable under title 28 U.S.C.  1291. 


The appeal is timely.


Pursuant to Rule 4, Federal Rules of Appellate Procedure, the appeal of the order was timely filed, since it was filed "within 30 days after the date of entry of the judgment or order appealed from...." The order dismissing the complaint was entered on March 28, 1992. Appellant then filed a Rule 59 motion which was denied on April 21, 1992. Appellant then filed a notice of appeal on May 10, 1992.  


Standard of Review.


The standard of review includes the "clearly erroneous" test and abuse of discretion, violating federal statutes, case law, and constitutional rights and protections. Further, the district judge blocked Appellant from reporting to a federal court a pattern of extremely serious federal crimes against the United States. This Appellate court has a duty to make a de novo examination of the Complaint, and if a single federal cause of action is stated, to vacate the order dismissing the Complaint.

 
Nature of the Case and the Proceedings and Disposi​tion in the Court Below.


Appellant filed a complaint in the Southern District of New York, seeking to report federal crimes under federal crime-reporting responsibilities; reporting a pattern of hard-core civil, constitutional and criminal violations being inflicted upon Appellant as part of a scheme to block his reporting of the federal crimes; exercising declaratory and injunctive relief remedies. Without any hearing, the district judge dismissed the case, claiming it was filed in the wrong jurisdiction. 

STATEMENT OF FACTS

Appellant sought to report a pattern of federal crimes inflicting great harms upon the United States, and he exercised federal declaratory and injunctive relief remedies. 

Included in the Complaint are the following federal causes of actions:


R. Reporting federal crimes
 to a federal court, under the statutory responsibilities of federal crime reporting statutes, including Title 18 U.S.C.  4. There is no venue restriction as to what judge, in what court, in what federal district, is duty-bound to receive evidence of the federal crimes.


1. Exercising declaratory relief remedies, to establish rights and legal obligations under five divorce judgments rendered in courts throughout the United States. Arguably there is no venue restriction as to what court has a duty to declare the rights, responsibilities, and validity of these five judgments. Constitutional and statutory breakdown
 in Ninth Circuit courts prevents Appellant from (a) reporting federal crimes; (b) obtaining a declaration of the rights and obligations under those five judgments.

Named as defendants in the complaint were two Chapter 11 judges
 who are deeply implicated in corrupt Central Intelligence Agency drug and arms trafficking;
 a U.S. Trustee
 who is deeply implicated in corrupt CIA activities; former U.S. Attorney General who himself was the head of the U.S. Department of Justice and who approved various corrupt activities; and nine justices of the U.S. Supreme Court
 who aided and abetted the pattern/conspiracy of federal offenses, who violated their duties to provide relief from the perverted acts of those judicial officers over whom they have supervisory responsibilities.


During the past ten years Appellant has been the target of an escalating pattern of judicially inflicted violations of federally protected rights. The evidence indicates that these acts were part of a conspiracy to silence Appellant's reporting of the escalating pattern of criminal activities that he discovered (originally as a federal investigator holding federal authority to make such determinations). The attacks were commenced through a sham California law suit filed by a covert Justice Department and Central Intelligence Agency law firm. The intent of the scheme was to strip Appellant of the assets used to fund his exposure activities. The catalyst was to attack the validity of five judgments which established Appellant's personal and property rights on January 31, 1966. This attack was barred by blocks of California and federal statutes, related case law, rules of court, constitutional protections.  Every protection in California and federal law was denied to Appellant and openly and repeatedly violated. 

JUDICIAL TACTICS TO SUPPORT THE SCHEME

To insure the success of this conspiracy, aiding and abetting this scheme, were a pattern of renegade federal judges, that repeatedly voided for Appellant (a) access to federal court; (b) unlawfully and unconstitutionally dismissed every federal filing, including those reporting the federal crimes; (c) rendered unlawful and unconstitutional injunctive orders voiding for Appellant the constitutionally guaranteed court access and declaratory and injunctive relief protections; (d) feloniously persecuted Appellant when Appellant exercised the federal protections and when Appellant sought to report the great federal crimes in which they themselves were implicated.


Many of the federal crimes discovered by Appellant implicated federal judges, trustees, Justice Department personnel, in the Ninth Circuit. These same officials blocked every effort by Appellant to report the federal crimes. After a scheme was commenced by a covert Justice Department and CIA law firm,
 requiring Appellant to exercise federal remedies, these same federal officials then voided blocks of substantive and procedural rights and protections under the Constitution and laws of the United States. When these rights were exercised, Ninth Circit judges and prosecutors feloniously misused their offices to prosecute Appellant for reporting the federal crimes and for exercising federal remedies to defend against the retaliation.


Unable to report the federal crimes in the Ninth Circuit, and unable to obtain relief from the same judges as were committing the record-setting violations, Appellant was forced to report the federal crimes, and to exercise federal relief remedies, in the district courts of the Southern District of New York.


Included in the federal causes of actions raised by Appellant's complaint were the following:


1. Reporting extremely serious federal crimes
 and criminal enterprises to a federal court, as required by Title 18 U.S.C.  4. These crimes impli​cated federal officials, including federal judges, trustees and Justice Department prosecutors. It is a federal crime (18 U.S.C.  4) for a person not to report federal crimes to a federal court (or other federal tribunal); and a greater crime for a federal judge to block the reporting of these criminal offenses.


2. Exercising federal declaratory judgment remedies, to have declared Appel​lant's rights and legal obligations in five judgments, violated by California judges acting without jurisdiction under California law, while simultaneously violating blocks of state and federal statutes, related case law, rules of court, and constitutional protections.
 The original scheme to silence Appellant's reporting of the federal crimes consisted of stripping Appellant of the assets he acquired in and after the rendering of a January 1966 judgment that had been entered as local judgments in five states throughout the United States. Until the rights and obligations and validity of those five judgments are declared, Appellant continues to suffer major financial and related personal losses.


3. Exercising declaratory relief remedies to reinstate the rights and protections under the laws and Constitution of the United States that have been judicial​ly voided by renegade and corrupt federal judges. In an attempt to silence Appellant, and to block Appellant from defending against the judicially orientated acts to silence him, Ninth Circuit judges/justices have violated blocks of rights and protections* guaranteed by the Constitution of the United States and further defined in numerous statutes.


4. Exercising injunctive relief protections against the record-setting judicially inflicted civil, constitutional, and criminal violations, that are inflicting great harms upon Appellant. To protect against the massive violations of federally protected rights injunctive relief remedies are available.
 


5. Damages against those who directly inflicted the civil, constitutional and criminal violations, and against those federal officials/judges who had a duty to act and instead aided and abetted the federal crimes. These damages were authorized by, inter alia, Title 28 U.S.C.  1331, 1343; Bivens; Federal Tort Claims Act; Civil Rights Act; RICO.

The authority, and the duty for federal judges to provide this relief, arises under the following constitutional and statutory protec​tions (among other responsibilities):


a. First and Fifth Amendment rights of due process, equal protec​tion, quality of life, protection of property rights, right to federal court access and relief from violations of federally protected rights; and the right to be free from judicial retaliation for having done so;


b. Title 28 U.S.C.  1331;
 1343;
 2201;
 2202;
 Title 42 U.S.C.  1983-1986;
 Bivens;
 Title 18 U.S.C.  1961-1965; Federal Tort Claims Act; and the right to exercise these rights and protections without a citizen suffering felony retaliation
 perpetrated by federal judges and Justice Department prosecutors.


c. The right
 to report federal crimes against the United States without suffering felony retaliation
 from federal judges and Justice Department prosecutors; 


d. Exercising the responsibility
 to report federal crimes, and the right to protec​tion against judicial retali​ation for having exercised this responsibility;


e. The right of citizens, including Appellant, to be free from felony misuse of the federal courts, and felony misuse of the Justice De​partment. This right was violated by the felony obstruction of justice; felony persecution of the whistleblower, informant, protesting victim; the corrupt seizure of Appellant's life's assets after being forced to seek refuge in Chapter 11;


f. The right to be protected against the unlawful, unconstitutional, and corrupt seizure of Appellant's life's assets. These assets were corruptly seized by federal judges, federal trustees, covert Justice Department and Central Intelligence Agency law firms, without any hearing, without the case on the court calendar, without due process, without cause, after Appellant was forced to seek refuge in Chapter 11 from the blatant pattern of hard-core judicial viola​tions. Appellant has subsequently acquired evidence from CIA whistleblowers that the judges and officers of the court committing these acts were deeply implicated in corrupt CIA arms and drugs trafficking in Central America and within the United States.

VIOLATING JUDICIAL DUTIES

Rather than meet his duty, the district judge made an unlawful sua sponte dismissal; dis​missed the multiple federal causes of actions in clear violation of federal statutory and constitu​tional protections, and blocked the reporting of the escalating federal crimes that are undermining our form of government. In doing this, the district judge obstructed justice, protected those committing the treasonous and subversive criminal acts, and insured that the many victims of the criminal activities would continue to suffer.


Many judicial tricks were used to block Appellant's reports of these federal crimes, and to block Appellant from obtaining the relief intended by the laws and Constitution of the United States. In this instance the district judge used the tactic of claiming New York was the incorrect venue (for reporting the federal crimes or for obtaining relief from the onslaught of civil right and criminal violations).

DISCUSSION
I.seq level1 \h \r0 

seq level2 \h \r0 
THE DISTRICT COURT'S SUA SPONTE DISMISSAL VIOLATED FEDERAL CASE LAW BARRING SUCH DISMISSALS

The sua sponte dismissal of Appellant's Complaint (exercising declaratory and injunctive relief remedies, and exercising statutory responsibilities to report federal crimes to a federal court) violated federal case law barring such dismissals. The Supreme Court held: 


"It is error to dismiss a claim on the merits without notice, a hearing, and an opportunity to respond, unless the complaint could not be corrected by amendment. Anderson National Bank v. Luckett (1944) 321 U.S. 233, 246. 

The district court's sua sponte dismissal obviously violated the law, in addition to the numerous other violations committed by the district court.

II.
THE DISTRICT COURT'S DISMISSAL VIOLATED CASE LAW BARRING DISMISSAL, ON THE BASIS OF ANY ONE OF THE MULTIPLE FED​ERAL CAUSES OF ACTIONS

If a federal cause of action is raised in the allegations of the complaint, the court has a duty to provide a federal court forum, and relief. The action cannot be dismissed. Appella​nt's complaint stated multiple federal causes of actions.
 The Court stated in Dennis v. Sparks, 449 U.S. 24 (1980):


With regard to a motion to dismiss for failure to state a claim, a section 1983 complaint should not be dismissed unless it appears that the plaintiff can prove no set of facts which would entitle him to relief ... For purposes of testing suffic​iency of the complaint, the allegations of the complaint must be taken as true. Id.  at 1499.

If the complaint states allegations that constitute a federal cause of action, the allegations must be accepted as true for the purpose of continuing the action. Gardener v. Toilet Goods Assn., 387 U.S. 167, 172 (1967). An action ... should not be dis​missed at the pleadings stage unless it appears to a certainty that plaintiffs are entitled to no relief under any state of the facts, which could be proved in support of their claims." Escalera v. N.Y. Housing Auth., 425 F.2d 853, 857 (2nd Cir. 1970). In Dennis v. Sparks, 449 U.S. 24 (1980) and later cited in Dykes v. Hoseman, 743 F.2d 1488 (11th Cir. 1984), the Court held:


[A] section 1983 complaint should not be dismissed unless it appears that the plaintiff can prove no set of facts which would entitle him to relief ... For purposes of testing suffic​iency of the complaint, the allegations of the com​plaint must be taken as true. Id.  at 1499.


In Miofsky v. Superior Court of the State of California, 703 F.2d 332 (9th Cir. 1983), the Ninth Circuit held:


"...the fundamental principle that federal courts have an "unflag​ging obligation" to exercise their jurisdiction. Tovar v. Billmeyer, 609 F.2d 1291, 1293 (9th Cir. 1980)( quoting Colorado River Water Conservation District v. United States, 424 U.S. 800, 817-18, ... "This obligation is particularly weighty when those seeking a hearing in federal court are asserting ... their right to relief under 42 U.S.C.  1983." 609 F.2d at 1293.

III.
THE COMPLAINT MADE MULTIPLE ALLEGATIONS CONSTITUTING FEDERAL CAUSES OF ACTIONS, ANY ONE OF WHICH BARRED DISMISSAL

Appellant's Complaint alleged multiple federal causes of actions, including:


a. Reporting federal crimes to a federal court, which federal judges must receive under federal crime-reporting statutes.


b. Reporting the corrupt seizure of Appellant's assets by Chapter 11 judges, trustees and law firms, who are also implicated in the corrupt CIA drug and arms trafficking.


c. Declaring Appellant's rights and legal responsibilities under five judgments from five different states, that are being voided and violated by California judges acting without jurisdiction and violation federally protected rights. Until these rights are declared, Appell​ant's life's assets are undetermined, and resulted in multi-million dollar losses.


d. Declaring Appellant's rights and protections under the laws and Constitution of the United States, which are being destroyed by renegade federal judges in the Ninth Circuit, as part of the racketeering schemes Appellant seeks to report to a federal court.


e. Injunctive relief from the felony persecution inflicted upon Appellant in the Ninth Circuit, as part of the scheme to block Appellant's reporting of the federal crimes and to block the constitutional and statutory defenses upon which Appellant seeks to halt the grotesque human right and other violations.


f. Damages, including those arising under the Federal Tort Claims Act, Bivens, Title 28 U.S.C.  1343. Dismissal makes the denial of the Administrative claim valueless and voids the FTCA remedies.

IV.seq level1 \h \r0 

seq level2 \h \r0 
THE COURT ERRED BY ABDICATING ITS DUTY, USING THE EXCUSE THAT VENUE WAS NOT PROPER

Similar to a crooked cop refusing to take a report of a rape, or refusing to provide relief to the rape victim on a sham excuse of wrong venue, the district judge blocked the reporting of the federal crimes, voided for Appellant relief guaranteed by the laws and Constitution of the United States, aided and abetted the serious treasonous and subversive criminal activities, and obstructed justice. 


Several of the causes of actions have no venue considerations, such as the statutory requirement to report federal crimes to a federal court (Title 18 U.S.C.  4); seeking relief from civil right violations from a person who has the power to prevent or aid in the prevention of the violations. (including Title 28 U.S.C.  1343.) Arguable, knowledge of the crimes by Ninth Circuit judges, trustees, and prosecutors, invokes anyone’s responsibility to prevent the federal offenses.


Venue is correct to report federal crimes to judges in this district. Federal crime-reporting statutes, making it a crime if a person knowing of a crime does not promptly report it to a federal court (or other federal tribunal), do not permit a federal judge to block these reports by engaging in sham sua sponte dismissals or claiming the reports were made in the wrong venue. The judicial record of obstruction of justice by federal judges, using a well-worn pattern of sham tactics,
 far exceeds federal case law criteria for prima facie evidence of a conspiracy. Through these corrupt practices federal judges have inflicted a terrible toll upon the United States and its citizens.
 Several of the defendants that are Ninth Circuit judges and Justice Department officials are key members of the rampant Chapter 11 corruption, key members of corrupt CIA drug and arms trafficking. With felony coverup by every Ninth Circuit judge and justice that had a duty to act on Appellant's exercise of federal remedies, it is obvious that under our form of government there must be relief in other judicial districts.


Venue is correct to obtain a declaration of Appellant's rights and legal obligations established in five judgments rendered in states throughout the United States.


Venue is correct to obtain a declaration of Appellant's rights under the laws and Constitution of the United States that are repeatedly violated by renegade Ninth Circuit judges and justices.
  


Venue is proper for obtaining relief from the violations of Appellant's civil rights. Title 28 U.S.C.  1343.
 The responsibility of any person to prevent or aid in the prevention of the judicial civil right outrages against Appellant doesn't exempt the very same federal judges expected to enforce these rights from the clear wording of the statute. Ninth Circuit judges are unanimous in protecting each other from the consequences of the Ninth Circuit civil, constitutional and criminal violations. 


Disregarding for the moment the district judge's responsibility to receive evidence of the federal crimes and to provide relief from the civil right violations, if, for argument, venue was incorrect, in the interest of justice the district judge had a responsibility to transfer the case to what that judge felt was the proper venue. Title 28 U.S.C.  1404(a) and Rule 12(b)(3) provides, in the interest of justice, for the transfer of the case, if filed in the wrong venue. But to have done so would defeat the escalating judicial scheme to block the reporting of the crimes, and block Appellant from the federally guaranteed protections. 


Title 28 U.S.C.  1391(b) provides for alternative venues. The fact that Ninth Circuit courts have been closed to Appellant, are deeply implicated in the pattern of civil right and criminal violations, have threatened Appellant with prison if he exercises constitutionally guaranteed rights, or if Appellant reports the federal crimes in which they are themselves implicated, shows the "Catch-22" position that Appellant has been corruptly placed. This, and any other federal judge/court, have duties to correct this gross injunctive.

V.
DISMISSAL CONSTITUTED OBSTRUCTION OF JUSTICE

The dismissal, in addition to violating the constitutional and statutory protections, blocked the reporting of a pattern of criminal activities that are secretly destroying our form of government. The dismissal blocked the reporting of the serious federal crimes to a federal court. The dismissal constituted aiding and abetting, misprision of felonies, cover-up. The dismissal followed the prior pattern of judicial tactics, judicial obstruction of justice in Ninth Circuit courts.
 The prior judicial tactics obstructing justice and destroying the constitutional and statutory protections relied upon by Appellant include, inter alia, the following judicial scheme:


1. Unlawful sua sponte dismissal of the federal filings, violating Supreme Court and circuit decisions barring such dismissals.


2. Unlawful dismissals of the federal filings, violating Supreme Court and lower court decisions barring such dismissals on the basis of any one of the multiple federal causes of actions. In this way renegade federal judges blocked Appellant from reporting the federal crimes, and blocked Appellant from exercising constitutional and statutory protections to obtain relief from the resulting great harms.


3. Voiding constitutional
 and statutory rights
 and protections as part of the scheme to block the reporting of the crimes, and to block Appellant's defenses against the felony persecution. These judicial tactics voided fundamental constitutional and statutory protections upon which Appellant relief. In this way the federal judges obstructed the reporting of the major federal crimes; protected those committing the crimes; and became accomplices. 


4. Placing sham frivolous labels on he complaints reporting the crimes and seeking relief, so as to "support" the unlawful and unconstitutional pattern of dismissals. The frivolous label openly violated the Supreme Court and common-sense definition of frivo​lous. In this way the rene​gade judges destroyed the protections under our form of government.


5. Rendering a pattern of unlawful and unconstitutional injunctive orders which blocked Appellant from reporting the escalating crimes, voided the constitutional and statutory protections upon which Appellant relief, and compounded the other obstruction of justice tactics. Federal judges lack the authority to render such orders, and lack the author​ity to commit federal of​fenses.


6. Feloniously persecuted Appellant in retaliation for exercising federal crime-reporting responsibilities and exercising constitutionally guaranteed protections specifical​ly provided by federal statutes. 


7. Obstructing justice, covering up for past and ongoing criminal activities, blocking the reporting of these crimes, and feloniously persecuting the person reporting the crimes.


8. Repeatedly lying as to the facts and the law, in carrying out these tactics. 

In the instant case, the district judge limited her violations to the first three stated here.

VI.seq level1 \h \r0 
APPELLATE COURTS MUST MAKE A DE NOVO REVIEW OF THE COMPLAINT, AND ACCEPT AS TRUE THE ALLEGATIONS STATED THEREIN

On this appeal the justices have several responsibilities:


a. Provide relief from the civil right violations, from the criminal violations, which is a duty owed to Appellant or any other citizen subjected to the perverted misuse of the judicial process.


b. Receive evidence of the federal crimes, and provide assistance to prepare the evidence in the most satisfactory form, including arranging for the testimony of other informants, including CIA whistleblowers.


c. Address the violations of law by the district judge.  

On appeal from the orders dismissing the action, this court must accept, as a matter of law, the allegations in the complaint and supporting affidavits as true. Gardener v. Toilet Goods Assn., 387 U.S. 167, 172 (1967). The law requires appellate judges to make a de novo review of the complaint; that they accept as true the allegations stated therein; and if a single federal cause of action is stated, vacate the lower court's dismissal. Gardener v. Toilet Goods Assn., 387 U.S. 167, 172 (1967). The abdication of an appellate court's duty to examine the complaint de novo, and vacate the dismissal if any federal causes of actions are stated, was articulated in a Ninth Circuit decision:


"In our view, a decision to give less than full independent de novo review to the state law determi​nations of the district courts would be an abdication of our appellate responsibility. Every party is entitled to a full, considered, and impartial review of the decision of the trial court. Matter of McLinn, 739 F.2d 1395 (9th Cir. 1984).

Obviously, an examination of the complaint shows multiple federal causes of action. These actions indicate a pattern of criminal activities, rampant civil and constitutional violations, defrauding of the United States, and the infliction upon Appellant of grotesque human right violations.


This court has to decide, for instance:


1.seq level2 \h \r0  Whether it is going to comply with federal crime reporting statutes, and allow Appellant to present testimony and evidence of the federal crimes. This includes bringing as witnesses CIA whistleblowers, who have also been feloniously persecuted for daring to report the pattern of criminal activities implicating high officials in the three branches of the federal government.


2. Whether it is going to break the judicial gridlock, and declare Appellant's rights and obligations in five judgments.


3. Whether it is going to reinstate the constitutional and statutory rights to Appellant that have been voided by Ninth Circuit judges/justices.


4. Whether it is going to aid and abet the escalating civil, constitutional and criminal offenses that Appellant has discovered and reported.

VII.seq level1 \h \r0 
FIND​INGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW ARE REQUIRED.


The immense gravity of the issues raised in the Complaint, and in this appeal, obviously requires more than a perfunctory dismissal. It requires a meaningful addressing of all the issues raised. Failure to perform this duty owed to Appellant continues to invoke additional causes of actions.


SUMMARY

As a citizen, Appellant has the right to expect this appellate court to exercise a duty. Its failure to do so constitutes an additional offense against the United States, and against Appellant, for which he has a right to make a claim, in addition to seeking impeachment of those joining the principals.


This court has a duty to reinstate the action; to provide relief from the record-setting judicial violations of federally protected rights; and to receive evidence of the criminal activi​ties that Appellant seeks to report. Failure to meet its duty subjects this court, and the federal govern​ment, to a continuing series of claims, impeachment petitions, and other remedies. 


Dated: July 24, 1992





Rodney F. Stich





Appellant in pro se

DECLARATION

I, Rodney Stich, state under penalty of perjury, that these facts are true and correct to the best of my knowledge and belief. Executed this 24th day of July 1992, in the City of Walnut Creek, State of California.




Rodney F. Stich


APPENDIX
Appendix A:
Notice of Appeal

Appendix B:
Order denying Rule 59 motion




     � Title 18 U.S.C.  4; 28 U.S.C.  1361.


     � First Amendment rights to petition government for redress of grievances, including criminal activities by federal officials.


     � Included in the federal crimes are air safety and criminal violations which Appellant discovered as a federal investigator, in which direct consequences in the form of fatal airline crashes occurred in multiple locations throughout the United States, including New York City; criminal activities in Chapter 11 courts (including New York City), in which corrupt federal judges, trustees, covert Justice Department and Central Intelligence Agency law firms are implicated, along with the Central Intelligence Agency; CIA drug smuggling within the United States; looting of financial institutions, including savings and loans, by covert CIA proprietaries; conspiracy known as "October Surprise," in which the CIA, along with federal employees and private citizens conspired to defraud the United States for personal gains; felony persecution of informants, whistleblowers, protesting victims, including Appellant, by crooked federal judges and federal prosecutors; felony refusal of federal judges to perform their duties, including refusal to receive evidence of the crimes; felony persecution of Appellant for seeking to report the crimes to a federal court; felony persecution of Appellant for exercising protections guaranteed by the laws and Constitution of the United States, voiding the protections under our form of government. Many of these crimes occurred in the Southern District of New York.  


     � Ninth Circuit judges are heavily implicated in the pattern of federal crimes. They have feloniously persecuted Appellant for attempting to report the crimes; for exercising constitutional and statutory protections against the onslaught of felony persecution-related crimes; and have blocked every attempt by Appellant to protect himself through the exercise of federal declaratory and injunctive relief remedies.


     � Robert Jones, Edward Jellen.


     � Declarations given to Appellant by CIA whistleblowers identify these judges, trustee Charley Duck, U.S. Trustee Anthony Sousa; and various named law firms, as being present at CIA arms and drugs transshipment points and at other corrupt CIA activities.


     � Anthony Sousa.


     � Who knew of the pattern of hard-core criminal activities; who had supervisory responsibilities over those engaging in treasonous and subversive criminal acts, and who had duties to halt these acts and provide relief and protection to Appellant, to the American public, and to the United States, all of whom were suffering great and irreparable harms.


     � San Francisco firm of Friedman, Sloan and Ross.


     � The criminal activities discovered by Petitioner, which he seeks to report to a federal court under the mandatory crime-reporting responsibilities of federal criminal statutes include: (a) pattern of air safety and criminal acts related to a series of fatal airline crashes; (b) CIA scheme known as "October Surprise," in which U.S. military equipment was stolen and given to Iran in exchange for continuing the imprisonment of 52 American hostages held by Iran in 1980; (c) CIA embezzlement and looting of America's financial institutions; (d) criminal misuse of Chapter 11 courts by the CIA/federal judges/federal trustees/law firms, to sequester evidence of the looted CIA proprietar�ies; (e) criminal misuse of Chapter 11 courts by the same group, to fund covert and corrupt CIA activities (including corrupt seizure and looting of Petition�er's assets in the Oakland Chapter 11 courts, cases Nrs. 487-05974J/05975J); (e) CIA drug smug�gling into the United States, enlarging upon its history of drug trafficking in foreign countries; (f) felony coverup and conspira�cy to coverup by persons in the U.S. Department of Justice and by federal judges/justices; (g) felony obstruction of justice by federal judges, who simultaneously are persecuting the infor�mant/whistleblower/protesting victim.


     � Until Appel�lant receives his constitutional and statutory right to have these rights declared, Appellant's entire lifetime of property rights are unde�termined. But to declare these rights re�quires exposing the scheme to block Petitioner's reporting of the crimes, and the judicial scheme blocking Appel�lant from defending against the civil, constitutional and criminal violations. This implicates a broad spectrum of the federal courts.


     � Title 28 U.S.C.  2202; 


     � Title 28 U.S.C.  1331. Federal question. "The federal courts shall have original jurisdiction of all civil actions arising under the Constitution, laws, or treaties of the United States."


     � Title 28 United States Code  1343:


   The district courts shall have original jurisdiction of any civil action autho�rized by law to be commenced by any person:


   (1) To recover damages for injury to his person or property, or because of the deprivation of any right or privilege of a citizen of the United States, by any act done in furtherance of any conspira�cy mentioned in section 1985 of Title 42:


   (2) To recover damages from any person [including federal judges, or the federal government] who fails to prevent or to aid in prevent�ing any wrongs mentioned in section 1985 of Title 42 which he had knowledge were about to occur and power to prevent;


   (3) To redress the deprivation, under color of any State law, statute, ordinance, regulation, custom, or usage, of any right, privilege or immunity secured by the Constitution of the United States or by any Act of Congress providing for equal rights of citizens or of all persons within the jurisdiction of the United States.


   (4) To recover damages or to secure equitable or other relief under any Act of Congress provid�ing for the protection of civil rights, ...


     � Title 28 U.S.C.  2201. Creation of remedy. "In a case of actual controversy within its juris�diction, any court of the United States, upon the filing of an appropriate pleading, may declare the rights and other legal relations of any interested party seeking such declaration, whether or not further relief is or could be sought. Any such declaration shall have the force and effect of a final judgment or decree and shall be reviewable as such.


     � Title 28 U.S.C.  2202. Further relief. "Further necessary or proper relief based on a declara�to�ry judgment or decree may be granted, after reasonable notice and hearing, against any adverse party whose rights have been determined by such judgment."


     � Title 42 U.S.C.  1983 provides:


	Every person who, under color or any statute, ordinance, regulation, custom or usage, of any State of Territory, subjects ... any citizen of the United States ... to the deprivation of any rights, privileges or immunities secured by the Constitution and laws, shall be liable to the party injured in an action at law, suit in equity, or other proper proceeding for redress.


	[Applies to anyone acting under color of state law who violates these rights.]





     � Bivens v. Six Unknown Named Agents of Federal Bureau of Narcotics, 403 U.S. 388 (1971). [Applies Civil Right protections against those acting under color of federal law.]


     � Title 18 U.S.C.  241.


     � First and Fifth Amendments, and Title 28 U.S.C.  1361.


     � Title 18 U.S.C.  1512, 1513.


     � Title 18 U.S.C.  4.


     � Reporting federal crimes; exercising declaratory and injunctive relief remedies from a pattern of hard-core civil, constitutional and criminal violations; damages.


     � Unlawful sua sponte dismissals; unlawful dismissals; instructing court clerks not to file any papers by the party reporting the crimes or seeking relief from the retaliatory persecution; unlawful and unconstitutional injunctive orders barring Appellant access to federal court; felony persecution (criminal contempt) for having exercised the rights and protections under the Constitution and laws of the United States (18 U.S.C.  241); felony persecution for reporting the federal crimes (18 U.S.C.  1512, 1513); outright lying relating to facts and law.


     � Many Americans have been killed in airline crashes in related air safety and criminal violations; have suffered a taking of their life's assets through crooked judges, trustees and law firms in Chapter 11; have been feloniously prosecuted to silence them or in retaliation for speaking out. All Americans, and the United States government, have and are suffering from the inter-related criminal activities including the October Surprise and related criminal activities; CIA looting of America's financial institutions; CIA drug smuggling into the United States; converting Chapter 11 into a criminal enterprise, looting the assets of those exercising Chapter 11 statutory protections, and misusing Chapter 11 to cover up for the looted CIA proprietaries; criminalization of the federal courts, of which the judicial record of judicial abuse and persecution of Appellant becomes a classic example.  


     � Ninth Circuit judges have inflicted ten years of hard-core civil and constitutional (and criminal) violations upon Appellant through destroying rights and protections guaranteed by the laws and Constitution of the United States. The major constitutional and statutory rights upon which Appellant relied to defend against the horrendous human right and other violations include the following: 


	�seq level1 \*arabic�Error! Main Document Only.�. Barring Appellant access to federal courts.


	�seq level1 \*arabic�Error! Main Document Only.�. Voiding the First Amendment right to federal court access, preventing Appellant from exercising the protections under the Constitution and laws of the United States, while Appellant is reeling under an onslaught of judicially-inflicted human right violations, stripped of life's assets, exposing a literal racketeering enterprise in the federal judiciary.


	�seq level1 \*arabic�Error! Main Document Only.�. Voiding the Fifth Amendment rights to due process, equal protection of the law, quality of life, liberties.


	�seq level1 \*arabic�Error! Main Document Only.�. Voiding federal Declaratory Judgment Act protections (Title 28 U.S.C.  2201, 2202 and related case law), by blocking Appellant from having his rights and legal obligations in five judgments declared. There is no other forum under the United States form of government for having these rights declared. Until they are, Appellant has suffered the loss and near-destruction of his multi-million dollar life estate, and these rights remain undetermined. Ninth Circuit judges and justices were part of the criminal scheme to silence Appellant through attack on these rights, and now refuse to declare these rights so as to avoid exposing the scheme and the parties implicated.


	�seq level1 \*arabic�Error! Main Document Only.�. Voiding federal statutes that protect Appellant and other citizens from the judicial outrages that are being inflicted upon Appellant. These include: Title 28 U.S.C.  1331 (right to federal court access for any one of the many federal causes of actions raised by Appellant); 28 U.S.C.  1343 (right to federal court access for damages against anyone who knew of the civil right violations inflicted upon Appellant, who could have prevented or aided in their prevention, and who refused to do so); 28 U.S.C.  2201 (declaratory judgment relief); 28 U.S.C.  2202 (injunctive relief); 42 U.S.C.  1983-1986 (relief and damages related to the pattern of civil right violations inflicted by persons acting under color of state law); Bivens doctrine, applying the Civil Right Act relief and damage remedies against those acting under color of federal law, including crooked federal judges, trustees, covert CIA and Justice Department law firms, federal prosecutors); FTCA (to obtain damages against the United States as a result of torts inflicted upon Appellant by federal employees, either through their direct acts or by their refusal to perform a duty that would have halted the harms inflicted upon Appellant, including federal judges, trustees, prosecutors, covert Justice Department and CIA law firms); RICO/18 U.S.C.  1961-1965 (relief and damages from the criminal enterprises/conspiracies, clearly shown by the allegations made in the complaint, and including federal judges, trustees, law firms).


     � Federal statute title 28 United States Code Section 1343 states:


	   (a) The district courts shall have original jurisdiction of any civil action authorized by law to be commenced by any person:


	   (1) To recover damages for injury to his person or property, or because of the deprivation of any right or privilege of a citizen of the United States, by any act done in furtherance of any conspiracy mentioned in section 1985 of Title 42:


	   (2) To recover damages from any person who fails to prevent or to aid in preventing any wrongs mentioned in section 1985 of Title 42 which he had knowledge were about to occur and power to prevent;


	   (3) To redress the deprivation, under color of any State law, statute, ordinance, regulation, custom, or usage, of any right, privilege or immunity secured by the Constitution of the United States or by any Act of Congress providing for equal rights of citizens or of all persons within the jurisdiction of the United States.


	   (4) To recover damages or to secure equitable or other relief under any Act of Congress providing for the protection of civil rights, ...


     �The judicial record for the past ten years proves a pattern of:


judicial attacks against Appel�lant, commencing with a sham law suit intended to strip Appellant of the assets that funded his exposure activities; 


judicial obstruction of justice whenever Appellant sought to report the escalating pattern of treasonous and subversive activities against the United States; 


felony persecu�tion of Appellant in retaliation for reporting federal crimes impli�cat�ing federal judges and Justice Department prosecutors; 


felony persecu�tion for exercising constitutional and statutory defenses; 


judicial violations of state and federal stat�utes, related case law, rules of court, and funda�mental constitu�tional safeguards. Federal judges have compounded the obstruction of justice, aided and abetted the treasonous criminal activi�ties, and then judi�cially perse�cuted appellant for exercising federal rights, protections and responsibili�ties.


     �	Fifth Amendment due process, equal protection, property, liberty, freedom rights; Privileges and Immunity Clause rights under Article IV,  1, and under the 14th Amendment (depriving right to obtain divorce on universally recognized residence basis, and right to change residence); right to unabridged interstate travel, without losing rights and privileges acquired in prior jurisdictions of residence; Article IV,  1 (Full Faith and Credit Clause, and Title 28 U.S.C.  1738, requiring recognition of the personal and property rights in the California divorce judgment, its entry for recognition as local judgments in the courts of Nevada, Oklahoma, and Texas.


     � Bivens doctrine, under the Fifth Amendment, under the FTCA, under 28 U.S.C.  1343 and 42 U.S.C.  1983, 1985, 1986, can be rendered meaningless by a federal judge paid and entrusted to uphold these rights. Appellant thinks not!








