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QUESTIONS PRESENTED FOR REVIEW

1. May federal district and appellate judges render orders barring to acitizen the protection of federal
court access, and void protections and defenses guaranteed by the statutes and Constitution of the United
States, and especially when that citizen seeksto report serious government corruption and is suffering great
human rights violations judicially-inflicted?

2. May federal district and appellate judges block the reporting of major subversive and criminal acts
against the United States, involving federal officials?

3. Do federal judges have the authority to threaten with criminal contempt of court, and even bring
about his imprisonment, in retaliation for that citizen's exercise of federal crime-reporting statutes and
defenses against the judicially perpetrated acts to block the reports and to block federal defenses?

4. Arethese judicial actsdirect violation of federal criminal statutes, including, inter alia, Title 18
USC Sections 241, 1512, 1513, and indirectly, violation of Title 18 USC 88 2, 3, and 4, including
obstruction of justice, misprision of felonies and other offenses?

5. Do Justicesof the U.S. Supreme Court, who have supervisory responsibilities over thejudgesand
officers of the court perpetrating these acts, have a mandatory duty under federal civil rights and criminal
statutes, to:

A. Provide prompt relief to the victimized citizen?
B. Take actions to halt the civil, constitutional, and criminal acts and great harm being

inflicted upon the United States and the Petitioner?

Petition for Writ of Mandamus and/or Prohibition i
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LIST OF PARTIES
Petitioner
Rodney F. Stich
Petitioners
Judges of the U.S. District Courts, Northern and Eastern Districts of California, that have rendered
orders and judgmentsthat are felonies under thelaw, and failure to perform their duty to provide Petitioner
injunctive and declaratory relief.

All judges of the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals.
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REFERENCE TO NINTH CIRCUIT ORDERS

Onitsowninitiative, aNinth Circuit court of appeal s panel issued an order-to show-cause (appendix

1a) on June 23, 1994, proposing to issue an order barring Petitioner from filing any oppositions, appeals, or

other filing, with the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals. The proposed order would require Petitioner to submit

any proposed filing to the court to determine if a Ninth Circuit judge would allow Petitioner access to

federal court and allow the protections of the statutes and Constitution of the United Statesto be availableto
him.*

Petitioner submitted an objection? that was file-stamped as received July 15, 1994, to that proposed

order. Without addressing any of the issues raised® by Petitioner's opposition brief, a Ninth Circuit panel

rendered an order on August 9, 1994 (appendix 2a) barring Petitioner the same due process and equal

protection guaranteed to other citizens.*

! Based upon the history of Ninth Circuit judicial conduct, and theinvolvement of Ninth Circuit judgesin serious misconduct being exposed
by Petitioner, it would be a virtual impossibility for Petitioner to have the constitutional and statutory access to federa court and to the
protections and defenses guaranteed by the U.S. form of government.

2 Objection was based upon multiple bases, including the pattern of Ninth Circuit refusal to provide relief from hard-core civil rights
violations; the aiding and abetting of these violations; blocking Petitioner from reporting serious federal crimesimplicating federal personnel,
including federal judges; due process and equal protection rights.

3 Refusing to addresstheissuesraised by Petitioner, refusing to issue findings of fact and conclusions of law, has been standard practice of
Ninth Circuit judges since 1983. Never once has any of Petitioner's major federal causes of action and defenses been addressed.

Thereason for denying Petitioner accessto federal court and to federal protectionswas dueto aconvoluted series of corrupt judicial acts
associated with aschemeto silence Petitioner's reporting of seriousfederal crimesimplicating federa officials, and to block hisfederal defenses

Reiinst thevwetobickoaydantes aditbelbyotalsaoagainst him. 1
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That pre-filing order was precipitated by Petitioner filing on June 9, 1994 a Petition for Writ of
Mandamus/Prohibition with the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals. That Petition sought relief fromthejudicial
seizure® and looting of Petitioner'slife's assets after hewas forced® to exercise Chapter 11 remediesto obtain
relief from an ongoing pattern of judicially-inflicted civil and constitutional violations.”

BASISFOR SUPREME COURT JURISDICTION

The date of entry of the order voiding Petitioner's constitutional and statutory remedieswasAugust
9,1994. ThisPetitionistimely filed. Federal law conferring jurisdiction, both discretionary and mandatory,
upon the Supreme Court in this Petition for Writ of Mandamus and Prohibition includes:

* Title 28 USC § 1651(a) and Supreme Court Rule 20.1, on the basis of (a) exceptional
circumstances warranting the exercise of this Court's discretionary powers; (b) relief cannot be
obtained in any other judicial forum.®

* Supreme Court Rule 13, providing for review of ajudgment of the United States court of
appeals.

* Federal civil rights statutes,® requiring any person who knows of civil rights violations
and who can prevent or aid in their prevention, to do so. Since the violations are being perpetrated
by judges over whom this Court has supervisory responsibilities, the requirement to intervene is
greater than for any other person in the United States.

* Supreme Court Rule 10.1(a). This rule provides the responsibility of Supreme Court

° Petitioner had sought to force afederal judgeto perform hisor her duty under the declaratory judgment and injunctiverelief statutesfrom
acontinuing pattern of hard-corecivil and constitutional violationsjudicially-perpetrated in asham Californiaaction that was given a"divorce"
label. Petitioner had been divorced for the prior two decades as shown by five divorce judgments, each of which had to be recognized under
federal law and the laws of the five states in which the divorce judgments were rendered/entered.

6 Petitioner was forced to exercise the unusual remedy of Chapter 11 to obtain declaratory and injunctiverelief from an ongoing pattern of
civil rightsviolationsfor which Ninth Circuit district and appellate judgesrefused to provide relief, combined with threats of imprisonment if he
did exercise these constitutional and statutory protections.

! Thebasisfor thefiling wasthe void order doctrine, seeking to have vacated all orders rendered after the Chapter 11 judge rendered verbal
and written orders refusing to accept jurisdiction, which had never been vacated, and seizure orders subsequently rendered without the
constitutional and statutory requirement of anoticed hearing, ahearing, legally recognized cause, and other violations. Evidence strongly shows
that the intent of the seizure was to strip Petitioner of the assets that funded his exposure of massive government corruption.

8 Petitioner's statutory and constitutional right to federal court access has been denied by injunctive orders of Ninth Circuit district and
appellate courts. He has been threatened with imprisonment if he exercises these federal protections. He has been judicially converted into a
man without acountry whilefederal judges corruptly misuse federal courtsto inflict enormous harm upon him, and obstruct justice by blocking
his reports of the federal crimesthat he and other former federal investigators had uncovered.

Petition for Writ of Mandamus and/or Prohibition 2
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Justicesto exerciseits"power of supervision.”" Petitioner has been repeatedly charged with criminal
contempt of court for seeking declaratory and injunctive relief relating to the pattern of hard-core

civil rightsviolations, and for seeking to comply with mandatory federal crime-reporting statutes.

Petitigoﬂ' tefBtdOG B dadiand di teoAlbid &6 88 1983-1986. 3
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* "Departed from the accepted and usual course of judicial proceedings."*°

* "Sanctioned such a departure by alower court, as to call for an exercise of this

Court's power [and responsibility] of supervision.”

* "When a ... United States court of appeals has decided an important question of
federal law which has not been, but should be, settled by this court.”

* "When a... United States court of appeals ... has decided a federal question in a
way that conflicts with applicable decisions of this Court."

* Criminal statutes, on the basis that the order voiding for Petitioner due process and equal
protection is associated with an attempt to block Petitioner's reporting of subversive and criminal
actsinvolving federal officials, and judicial retaliation for having sought to make such reports.

Mandatory requirement to intervene arises under the following:

Vicarious liability of Supreme Court justices. This court has a duty, and liability, under the
vicarious liability doctrine, to take prompt action when made aware of a pattern of corrupt activities
perpetrated by judges and officers of the court over whom it has supervisory responsibilities.**

Duty to makeknown the criminal chargesmadeby Petitioner. Title 18 USC Section 4 makesany
person guilty of a criminal act if they know of afederal crime and do not promptly make it known to a
federal entity that is capable and willing to proceed with the knowledge, and which is not itself implicated.
And surely this responsibility includes a federal judge holding greater responsibilities than an average
citizen, especially when thereisasupervisory responsibility over those who are committing the civil rights
and criminal violations.

CONSTITUTIONAL PROVISIONSAND STATUTES

10A pattern of aiding and abetting along pattern of hard-corecivil and constitutional violations perpetrated in aconspiracy; violated blocks
of major substantive and procedural statutes and constitutional protections; threatened and inflicted great harm upon Petitioner for having
exercised federal remedies and for seeking to report major federal crimesimplicating federal personnel.

1 Without the prior acquiescence of the Supreme Court, the harmsinflicted upon Petitioner could not have succeeded. Petitioner cameto
the Supreme Court twice from 1975 to 1982, seeking to report the criminal activitiesin government, including the Justice Department. Petitioner
cameto this Court in 1983, seeking relief from the first stage of the judicial attempts to silence Petitioner through a sham California action.
Petitioner cameto this Court when Ninth Circuit judgeswereincarcerating Petitioner for having sought to report the government corruption and
for exercising constitutional defenses against the hard-core civil rightsviolationsjudicially perpetrated. The Supreme Court Justices are fully
aware of the extent of subversiveand criminal activitiesin thefederal judiciary. Without this Court'sai ding and abetting, many of the hard-core
criminal acts against the United States and the American people could not have expanded to the levelsthat now exist. The Justices of the U.S.
Supreme Court are at thetop level of judicial management and vicarious liability. Under this Court'sreign, great harm had been inflicted upon
e {Lni tecl Bk et es aveenmeatdberkohtsican people, and upon Petitioper.
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The constitutional and statutory provisionsdirectly and indirectly involved in this Petition, each of
which isbeing judicially violated, includes:

* Due Process protections as guaranteed by the statutes and Constitution of the United Sates.* Fifth
Amendment to the Constitution.

* Equal protection of the law as available to other citizens.*®

* First Amendment right to petition for redressof grievances.** Ninth Circuit judges have repeatedly
blocked Petitioner's attemptsto exercise thisright, and when he has exercised it, Ninth Circuit judges have
retaliated and inflicted great and irreparable personal and financial harm upon him.

* Fifth Amendment right to be protected against taking of liberties and properties without due
process of law.™ These protections were and are being repeatedly violated by federal judges, destroying -
Petitioner's Fifth Amendment rights to be secure in life, liberty and properties, to be free from fear of
government persecution, and quality of life,'® with the additional violation of inflicting great fear upon

Petitioner from the corrupt acts.

12 No person shall be ... deprived of life, liberty, or property, without due process of law;

13 Fourteenth amendment, Section 1. "No State [nor federal judge shall] deprive any person of life, liberty or property, without due process
of law; not deny to any person within its jurisdiction the equal protection of the laws.

14 First Amendment: "Congress [nor afederal judge] shall makenolaw ... abridging the ... right of the people.... to petition the Government
for aredress of grievances."

15 Fifth Amendment: "No person shall ... be deprived of life, liberty, or property, without due process of law;

16 The pattern of judicial taking of Petitioner's assets, the criminal contempt and imprisonment in retaliation for exercising federal defenses
Botkfor feporitng thargaves wneior eoohiition, are obviously ataking, giminal in nature, of Petitioner's liberties and properties.
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* Title 28 USC Sections 1331, 1343,*® guaranteeing to a citizen the right to federal court access
and protections. Federal judges have repeatedly violated these statutory rights, unlawfully and
unconstitutionally dismissing each and every action, fraudulently placing afrivolous label on thefiling to
"support” their dismissal actions. Since 1983, federa judges have unlawfully and unconstitutionally
dismissed every action which sought declaratory and injunctiverelief, and which sought to report the federal
crimes.

* Title 28 USC Sections 2201,*° 2202.%° Federal judges have repeatedly dismissed every action in
which Petitioner sought a declaration of Petitioner's personal and property rights, to defend against the

taking of his assetsin a sham California "divorce" action.*

7 tite2gu.sc. § 1343 provides:

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

(2) 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 failsto 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) Toredressthe 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 Congressproviding 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, including the right to vote.

Title28 U.S.C. § 1343 provides:

(a) The district court 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 failsto 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) Toredressthe 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 Congressproviding 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, including the right to vote.

19 Title28U.S.C. § 2201. Creation of remedy. "In acase of actual controversy withinitsjurisdiction, any court of the United States, upon
the filing of an appropriate pleading, may declaretherights and other legal relations of any interested party seeking such declaration,
whether or not further relief isor could be sought. Any such declaration shall have theforce and effect of afinal judgment or decree and shall be
reviewable as such.

20 Title28 U.S.C. § 2202. Further relief. "Further necessary or proper relief based on adeclaratory judgment or decree may be granted,
after reasonable notice and hearing, against any adverse party whose rights have been determined by such judgment.”

21 In aschemeto seize the assets which funded Petitioner's exposure of the government corruption, asham divorce action wasfiled against
Petitioner in the Californiacourts, and his properties were seized on the fraudul ent claim they were community properties. Petitioner had been
legally divorced for twenty years, as shown by five divorce judgments entered in California, Nevada, Oklahoma, Texas, and Colorado.
Rendering a declaratory judgment would have upheld the validity of the five judgmentsthat had for over two decades established Petitioner's
divorced status and property rights. But to have done so would have exposed theinitial judicial scheme seeking to silence Petitioner'sexposure
pétgayeromuent cortaptionubyretpprog bitharof the assets that funded r@ exposure activities.

18
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* Title 42 USC Sections 1983-1986.% A pattern of judicially-inflicted civil rights violations,
perpetrated initially in the California courts, and then expanded by Ninth Circuit federal judges in a
convoluted attempt to obstruct justice by blocking Petitioner's reporting of the subversive and criminal acts
which he and others have uncovered, and blocking Petitioner's defenses against these judicial acts.

* Bivensdoctrine. The protection of the Bivensdoctrine were denied to Petitioner, as he sought relief
from people acting under color of federal law who were violating his civil and constitutional rights,

committing these violations in an obvious criminal conspiracy.?®

%2 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, privilegesor 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.]

Title42 U.S.C. 8§ 1985 Conspiracy to interferewith civil rights—-Preventing officer from performing duties.

(1) Preventing officer from perfor ming duty. If two or more persons... conspireto prevent ... any person from accepting
or holding any office, trust, or place of confidence under the United States, or from discharging any duties thereof; or to
injure him in his person or property on account of hislawful discharge of the duties of his office, or while engaged in the
lawful discharge thereof, or to injure his property so asto molest, interrupt, hinder, or impede him in the discharge of his
official duties.

(2) Obstructing justice; intimidating party, witness, or juror. If two or more persons conspire ... for the purpose of
depriving, either directly or indirectly, any person ... of the equal protection of the laws, or of equal privileges and
immunities under the laws....in any case of conspiracy set forth in this section, if one or more persons engaged therein do,
or cause to be done, any act in furtherance of the object of such conspiracy, whereby another isinjured in his person or
property, or deprived of having and exercising any right or privilege of acitizen of the United States, the party soinjured or
deprived may have an action for the recovery of damages occasioned by suchinjury or deprivation, against any oneor more
of the conspirators.

(3) Depriving persons of rightsor privileges. If two or more personsin any State or Territory conspire, or go in disguise on the
highway or on the premises of another, for the purpose of depriving, either directly or indirectly, any person or classof personsof the
equal protection of the laws, or of equal privileges and immunities under the laws, or for the purpose of preventing or hindering the
constituted authorities of any State or Territory from giving or securing to all persons within such State or Territory the equal
protection of thelaws; .... inany case of conspiracy set forthin thissection, if one or more persons engaged therein do, or causeto be
done, any act in furtherance of the object of such conspiracy, whereby another isinjured in his person or property, or deprived of
having and exercising any right or privilege of acitizen of the United States, the party so injured or deprived may have an action for
the recovery of damages, occasioned by such injury or deprivation, against any one or more of the conspirators.

Title42 U.S.C. § 1986. Action for neglect to prevent conspiracy

Every person who, having knowledge that any of the wrongs conspired to be done, and mentioned in the preceding section
[42 USCS § 1985], are about to be committed, and having power to prevent or aid in preventing the commission of the
same, neglects or refuses to do so, if such wrongful act be committed, shall be liable to the party injured, or his lega
representatives, for al damages caused by such wrongful act, which such person by reasonable diligence could have
prevented; and such damages may be recovered in an action on the case; and any number of persons guilty of such
wrongful neglect or refusal may be joined as defendantsin the action, and if the death of any party be caused by any such
wrongful act and neglect, the legal representatives of the deceased shall have such action therefor, and may recover not
exceeding five thousand dollars damages therein, for the benefit of the widow of the deceased, if there be one, and if there
be no widow, then for the benefit of the next of kin of the deceased. But no action under the provisions of this section shall
be sustained which is not commenced within one year after the cause of action has accrued.

2 These peopleincluded federal judges, trustees, officersof the court, all of whom becameimplicated in the obstruction of justice and the
atlitobal fschemeto/sihaaneiBatidi onerohibition 7
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* Title 42 USC Sections 1961-1965.% The criminal conspiracy element of thecivil rightsviolations
occurring both in the Californiaand in federal courts, aiding and abetting the underlying criminal acts that
Petitioner sought to expose.

* Title 18 USC Section 241.%° Thiscriminal statutewas, and is, being violated by federal judgesand
Justice Department attorneys asthey continueto retaliate against Petitioner for exercising federal remedies
against the judicially inflicted civil rights violations in the sham California action and for seeking relief

under federal remedies.

24 Title42 USC §1961. Definition. Asused in this chapter-(1) "racketeering activity" means (A) any act or threat involving ... relating

to 1503 (relating to obstruction of justice), section 1510 (relating to obstruction of criminal investigations), section 1511 (relating to obstruction
of State or local law enforcement), section 1951 (relating to interference with commerce, robbery or extortion), section 1952 (relating to
racketeering, ...

Title42 USC § 1962. Prohibited Activities. (a) It shall be unlawful for any person who hasreceived any income derived, directly 9
or indirectly, from a pattern of racketeering activity or through collection of an unlawful debt in which such person has participated as a
principal within the meaning of section 2, title 18, United States Code, to use or invest, directly or indirectly, any part of such income, or the
proceeds of which affect, interstate or foreign commerce. ...

(b) It shall be unlawful for any person through a pattern or racketeering activity or through collection of an unlawful debt to acquire or
maintain, directly or indirectly, any interest in or control of any enterprise which is engaged in, or the activities of which affect, interstate or
foreign commerce.

(c) It shall be unlawful for any person employed by or associated with any enterprise engaged in, or the activities of which affect, to
conduct or participate, directly or indirectly, in the conduct of such enterprise's affairsthrough a pattern of racketeering activity or collection of
unlawful debt.

(d) It shall be unlawful for any person to conspire to violate any of the provisions of subsections (a), (b), or (c) of thissection. &
42 USC §1964. Civil Remedies, (a) Thedistrict courts of the United States shall have jurisdiction to prevent and restrain violations of section
1962 of this chapter by issuing appropriate orders, including, but not limited to: ordering any person to divert himself of any interest, direct or
indirect, in any enterprise; imposing reasonabl e restrictions of the future activities or investments of any person, including, but not limited to,
prohibiting any person from engaging in the same type of endeavor as the enterprise engaged in, the activities of which affect interstate or
foreign commerce; or ordering dissolution or reorganization of any enterprise, making due provision for the rights of innocent persons.

(b) The Attorney General may institute proceedings under this section. Pending final determination thereof, the court may at any time
enter such restraining orders or prohibitions, or take such other actions, including the acceptance of satisfactory performance bonds, asit shall
deem proper.

(c) Any person injured in his business or property by reason of aviolation of section 1962 of this chapter may sue therefor in any
appropriate United States district court and shall recover threefold the damages he sustains and the cost of the suit, including a reasonable
attorney's fee.

(d) A final judgment or decree rendered in favor of the United States in any criminal proceeding brought by the United States under
this chapter shall estop the defendant from denying the essential allegations of the criminal offensein any subsequent civil proceeding brought
by the United States.

Title42 USC § 1965. Venueand Process. (Any civil action or proceeding under this chapter against any person may beingtitutedin
the district court of the United States for any district in which such person resides, is found, has an agent, or transacts his affairs.

(b) In any action under section 1964 of this chapter in any district court of the United States in which it is shown that the ends of
justicerequirethat other partiesresiding in any other district be brought before the court, the court may cause such partiesto be summoned, and
process for that purpose may be served in any judicial district of the United States by the marshal thereof.

(c) Inany civil or criminal action or proceeding instituted by the United States under this chapter in the district court of the United
Statesfor any judicia district, subpoenasissued by such court to compel the attendance of witnesses may be served in any other judicia district,
except that in any civil action or proceeding no such subpoenashall beissued for service upon any individual who residesin another district at a
place more than one hundred miles from the place at which such court is held without approval given by ajudge of such court upon ashowing
of good cause.

(d) All other processin any action or proceeding under this chapter may be served on any personinany judicia district inwhich such
person resides, is found, has an agent, or transacts his affairs.

Title 18 U.S.C. § 241. Conspiracy against rights of citizens

If two or more persons conspireto injure, oppress, threaten, or intimidate any citizen in the free exercise or enjoyment of
any right or privilege secured to him by the Constitution or laws of the United States, or because of hishaving so exercised
the same; ... They shall be fined ... or imprisoned ... or both;

Petition for Writ of Mandamus and/or Prohibition 8
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* Title 18 USC Sections 1512 and 1513.%° Thesefederal statutesare being violated by federal judges
and Justice Department attorneys who are continuing to retaliate against Petitioner, both a victim and an
informant, for seeking to report federal crimesin which they themselves are implicated.

* Fourth Amendment right to be protected against unreasonable seizure of properties.?” After
Petitioner wasforced to seek relief from the hard-core civil and constitutional violationsin Chapter 11. After
he exercised this protection Ninth Circuit judges seized and eventually looted Petitioner's life assets,
violating additional federal protections, including the statutory and constitutional requirement of a noticed
hearing; a hearing; legally-required cause; and other violations.?®
Chapter 11. After he exercised this protection Ninth Circuit judges seized and eventually looted Petitioner's
life assets, violating additional federal protections, including the statutory and constitutional requirement of
anoticed hearing; a hearing; legally-required cause; and other violations.?

STATEMENT OF THE CASE

Theimmediate cause of action relatesto an order rendered by aNinth Circuit court of appeal s panel
barring Petitioner from filing any papersin the court of appeals. The result of thisorder isthat Petitioner is
barred from reporting subversive and criminal activities against the United States, and isbarred from federal

remedies to halt the great personal and financial harm being judicially inflicted upon him.*

% Title 18 U.S.C. § 1512. Tampering with a witness, victim, or an infor mant—

(b) Whoever knowingly usesintimidation or physical force, or threatens another person, or attemptsto do so, or engagesin
misleading conduct toward another person, with intent to —

(1) influence, delay or prevent the testimony of any person in an official proceeding:
shall befined ... or imprisoned ... or both. [1988 amended reading]"
Title18 U.S.C. § 1513. Retaliating against awitness, victim, or an infor mant. (a) Whoever knowingly engagesin any conduct and
thereby causes bodily injury to another person or damagesthe tangible property of another person, or threatensto do so, withintent to
retaliate against any person for—(1) the attendance of a witness or party at an officia proceeding, or any testimony given or any
record, document, or other object produced by awitnessin an official proceeding; or (2) any information relating to the commission
or possible commission of a Federa offense..."

21 Fourth Amendment: "The right of the people to be securein their persons, houses, papers, and effects, against unreasonable. ... seizures,
shall not be violated, ..."

28 Thiscorrupt judicial taking of Petitioner'slife's assets occurred after Petitioner exercised Chapter 11 to obtain declaratory and injunctive
relief from an ongoing pattern of hard-core civil and congtitutional violationsjudicialy inflicted upon him. Oakland bankruptcy court cases487-
05974J and 05975J.

29 Thiscorrupt judicial taking of Petitioner'slife's assets occurred after Petitioner exercised Chapter 11 to obtain declaratory and injunctive
relief from an ongoing pattern of hard-core civil and constitutional violationsjudicialy inflicted upon him. Oakland bankruptcy court cases 487-
05974J and 05975J.

30 Among the urgent federal remedies being denied to Petitioner are:

* Declaratory judgment relief to declare Petitioner's personal and property rights established in five judgments rendered/entered in the
states of Oklahoma, Texas, Colorado, Nevada, and California, which were violated after Petitioner exercised the constitutional right to

Petition for Writ of Mandamus and/or Prohibition 9
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This court of appeals orders reinforces a series of prior orders rendered by Ninth Circuit district
judges barring Petitioner from filing any papers with the district courts, including reporting the federal
crimes (under Title 18 USC § 4). In this manner, Ninth Circuit judges are obstructing justice, aiding and
abetting the felonious acts taken against Petitioner to silence him, and under federal criminal statutes, they
have become accomplicesin the underlying criminal activities Petitioner seeks to expose.

On August 9, 1994, Judges Wallace, Hug and Rymer, rendered the order barring Petitioner from
filing any papers in the appellate courts, which augmented the pattern of unlawful and unconstitutional
ordersrendered by Ninth Circuit district judges since 1986. The history of actions by Ninth Circuit district
and appellate judges, as it relates to Petitioner, proves that there would be virtually no federal cause of
action that could possibly be approved for filing in thefederal courts. Appendix 6aliststhefederal causes of
action that Petitioner filed, each one of which were unlawfully and unconstitutionally dismissed by Ninth
Circuit district and appellate judges.

THE FACTS

Discovering and Reporting Federal Crimes I nvolving Federal Officials

Petitioner first sought to report to afederal court™ an ongoing seriesof federal crimesinvolved with
a series of fatal airline crashes, which he and other federal investigators discovered during their official
investigative functions, and for which they were authorized by law to make such determinations. The last
appeal of the dismissal of these actions was made to the U.S. Supreme Court in 1982. Concurrently, from
1978 Petitioner sought to circumvent the obstruction of justice that he encountered by publishing books, and

appearing as guest on hundreds of radio and television shows. These actions threatened to expose federal

change residence without losing personal and property rights established in these judgments, and acquired under the laws and
Congtitution of the United Statesand prior states of residence. Theviolation of theserightsisapart of the schemeto block Petitioner's
reporting of serious subversive and criminal acts against the United States.

81 Sich v. United Sates, et al., 554 F.2d 1070 (9th Cir.) (table), cert. denied, 434 U.S. 920 (1977)(addressed hard-core air safety
misconduct, violations of federal air safety laws, threats against government inspectors not to report safety violations and misconduct); Sichv.
National Transportation Safety Board, 685 F.2d 446 (9th Cir.)(table), cert. denied, 459 U.S. 861 (1982))(addressed repeated criminal
falsification of official airline accident reports, omitting highly sensitive air safety misconduct, making possible repeated crashes from the same
sequestered problems); Amicus curiae brief filed on July 17, 1975, in the Paris DC-10 multi-district litigation, Flanagan v. McDonnell Douglas
Corporation and United Sates of America, Civil Action 74-808-PH, MDL 172, Central District California.)(addressing thelong standing FAA
misconduct, of which the coverup of the DC-10 cargo door problem was one of repeated instances of tragedy related misconduct); U.S. v.
Department of Justice, District of Columbia, Nos. 86-2523, 87-2214, and other actions filed by claimant seeking to expose and correct the

Petition for Writ of Mandamus and/or Prohibition 10
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judges and Justice Department officials for their complicity of coverup and obstruction of justice.

Paitest tbianai cov Brtaiireisasteromisonitgioh 1
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In 1982 the San Francisco law firm of Friedman, Sloan and Ross,* commenced a Californiaaction
against Petitioner, and placed a dissolution of marriage label upon it.* Using that sham label as a basis,
Petitioner was denied access to his assets on the false claim that the properties, acquired years after a1964
Colorado separation and 1966 bilateral consent divorce proceeding, were community properties (contrary to
law). Every level of the Californiajudiciary approved the rendering of orders without jurisdiction under
California law;** approved the violation of California statutes,® approved the violation of federal law
requiring recognition of the personal and property rights established in those judgments and subsequently
acquired as a divorced person. Other constitutional protections were violated by these acts.*

In addition to violating these substantive law protections, California judges violated blocks of
procedural defenses, and retaliated®” against Petitioner for exercising the defenses specifically provided by
Californialaw for the offenses being committed.

Federal Involvement in the State Judicial Acts

Based upon Petitioner's prior investigative training by the federal government, and the enormous
evidence subsequently acquired, the sham Californiaaction wasinitiated by forces unknown in the federal
government, but strongly indicative of the involvement of personnel in control of the U.S. Department of
Justice, the Central Intelligence Agency, and federal judges. If this evaluation is correct, federal judges
would haveto bar Petitioner from federal court access and the protectionsin federal law to defend against

these record-setting violations of federally-protected rights.

32 Evidence acquired by Petitioner indicates that the Friedman law firm is either a proprietary of the Central Intelligence Agency or does
secret work for the Justice Department and the CIA, government agencies threatened by Petitioner's exposure activities.

3 Petitioner's divorced status and personal and property rights were established as a matter of law by five divorce judgments; the
declarations of both partiesfor the preceding two decades; the recognition of the divorced status by the federal government through the Social
Security Administration; and the mandatory recognition requirements of blocks of state and federal statutes, rules of court, constitutional
protections, and related case law.

Thereisno jurisdiction and it is specifically barred, under the Family Law Act, on the basis of any of the prior divorce judgments.

% Over ahalf dozen California statutes require recognition of each and every one of the five prior judgments, including the entry of the
original judgment in California courts for recognition as alocal judgment.

36 Constitutionally protected rightsto change residence without losing personal and property rights previously adjudicated and acquired asa
divorced person; right to due process and equal protection.

Petitioner was ordered to pay huge financial sums for exercising appea remedies addressing the orders being rendered without

Petition for Writ of Mandamus and/or Prohibition 12
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Civil rightsviolations aided and abetted by federal judges

The involvement of California judges in the massive numbers of civil rights violations forced
Petitioner to exercise the remedies and protections in federal law, which he did, commencing in 1983. He
filed actions under the declaratory judgment statutes (Title 28 USC 88 2201, 2202), expecting to have a
federal judge perform his mandatory duty to render a declaration upholding the validity of each of thefive
prior judgments, and Petitioner's personal and property rights.

He simultaneously exercised the protectionsrel ated to state viol ations of federally protected rights,
and requested an injunction to halt these clear-cut violations. (28 USC § 1343, 42 USC 88 1983-1986). If a
declaratory judgment had been issued, asthe federal judges had aduty to do, all further proceedings would
have been halted. But to do so would have blocked the scheme to seize the assets that funded Petitioner's
exposure activities.

Retaliation for exercising federal remedies

jurisdiction and in violation of law. Appea briefs were refused recognition by Court of Appeal judges, mandatory findings of fact and
penmttusiong/dt tewwekenenastest prohtbated and never given (as repgpted by federal judges when Petitioner exercised federal remedies).
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Every attempt to exercise federal constitutional and statutory defenses was blocked by federal
judges. Every action was unlawfully and unconstitutionally dismissed, despite the multiple federal
causes of action barring such dismissal. Never once did afederal judge render findings of fact and
conclusions of law addressing the serious federal issues raised in the Complaint. Not only did they
violate their duty to provide relief, but they protected the violators, ordering Petitioner to pay huge
financia sanctions to them, despite the serious violations of federally-protected rights. Commencing in
1986, orders were rendered® barring Petitioner access to federal court, despite the urgent need for the
declaratory judgment and injunctive relief. These orders voided, for Petitioner, the constitutional and
statutory defenses guaranteed under the form of government established in the United States.

As devastating personal and financial harm was inflicted upon Petitioner through the escalating
violationsof federally-protected rights, Petitioner exercised federal appeal and other defenses. Ninth Circuit
federal judgesretaliated against Petitioner for exercising thesefederal remedies, and charged Petitioner with
criminal contempt of court.*

Recognition of judicial actsrelated to the underlying criminal activities

Sufficient evidence accumulated by 1986 to establish links between the treasonous, subversive, and
criminal acts Petitioner sought to report the crimesto afederal court, asrequired and permitted by federal
law.*® Commencing in 1990, Petitioner discovered additional federal crimesof great severity, asdeep-cover
CIA and other federal personnel reported them to Petitioner. These claimswere incorporated with the other
federal causes of actions. Federal judges blocked every attempt by Petitioner to report these crimesthat are

inflicting devastating harm upon the United States.

38 Orders protecting those perpetrating the violations were rendered by judges Marilyn Patel; Milton Schwartz; Samuel Conti; Edward
Jellen; and others.

%9 The criminal contempt of court were ongoing charges, continuously since 1987, and continuing to this date, inflicting great mental and
financial harm upon Petitioner. At this time in the Northern District of California federal judges and Justice Department personnel seek to
imprison Petitioner for having filed an action in the U.S. District Court at Chicago, reporting the massive judicial criminality in Ninth Circuit
bankruptcy courts, and for seeking relief from the judicial retaliatory actions taken against him.

Title18U.S.C. 84 (misprision of felony). "Whoever, having knowledge of the actual commission of afelony cognizable by acourt
of the United States, conceal s and does not as soon as possible make known the same to somejudge or other personin civil or military authority
under the United States, shall be fined not more than $500 or imprisoned not more than three years, or both."

Title28U.S.C. § 1361. Action to compel an officer of the United Statesto perform hisduty. Thedistrict courtsshall have original
jurisdiction of any action in the nature of mandamusto compel an officer or employee of the United States or any agency thereof to perform a

Petition for Writ of Mandamus and/or Prohibition 14
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Latest Destruction of Constitutional and Satutory Defenses

Ontheir owninitiative, Ninth Circuit court of appeal judgesissued an order-to show-cause (appendix
1a) on June 23, 1994, proposing to issue apre-filing order barring Petitioner from federal court access. The
effect of such an order would be to totally deny Petitioner even the right to file any action reporting the
federal crimes, to obtain declaratory and injunctive relief from the enormous number of unlawful and
unconstitutional acts judicially inflicted upon Petitioner.

Petitioner submitted an objection to that proposed order that was file-stamped as received on ...
Without addressing any of the issuesraised by Petitioner's opposition brief, aNinth Circuit panel rendered
an order on August 9, 1994 (appendix 2a) issuing the order barring Petitioner the same due process and
egual protection guaranteed to other citizens.

Precipitating the pre-filing order was Petitioner's June 9, 1994 filing of a Petition for Writ of
Mandamus/Prohibition with the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals, seeking relief from the judicia seizure
(Appendix 1a) and the almost total destruction of hislife'sassetsin the underlying Chapter 11 proceedings.
The Petition made specific referenceto apattern of serious constitutional and statutory violationsjudicialy
perpetrated.*

As provided by federal law, Petitioner submitted a motion for rehearing en banc with the Ninth
Circuit Court of Appeals, which was stamped as received on July 12, 1994. These filings were returned
within afew days, without having been considered by the court, with the injunctive order part of the June
23, 1994 order highlighted, which stated: "No motions for reconsideration, rehearing, clarification, stay of
the mandate, or any other submissions shall be filed or entertained in these closed dockets."”

Petitioner submitted the required original and copies of an opposition brief, all of which were
returned by this court with the notation that Petitioner isbarred from any filings. On August 9, 1994, Judges

Wallace, Hug and Rymer repeated this proposed order.

duty owed to the plaintiff.

4 The Ninth Circuit court of appeals panel refused to provide any relief from the great harm Petitioner was suffering, and denied the
Petition on June 23, 1994, without making any findings of facts and conclusions of |aw related to the serious constitutional and civil violations
raised in the Petition. That order also barred Petitioner from filing any motionsfor reconsideration, rehearing, clarification, stay of the mandate,
Petaiyhothensubmissioasius and/or Prohibition 15
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CREDIBILITY OF THE CHARGES

Astothe criminal activitiesthat Petitioner has sought to report:

Petitioner was aformer federal investigator, trained as such, and holding federal authority to make
such determinations. His personal discoveries were augmented by documents and statements made to him
by alarge number of deep-cover CIA and other personnel who were actively part of the criminal activities,
and also reports from other government investigators. Asto the criminal activitiesin Chapter 11 court, he
personally experienced the results of them, and received other reports showing that the federal judiciary,
under the Supreme Court Justices, has been made into a racketeering enterprise.

Asto the civil rightsviolationsjudicially perpetrated

Thejudicial record confirms the existence of these violations.

Then-Supreme Court Justice Bryon White (Appendix "6a") acknowledged the gravity of these
charges and implied hiswillingness to help if other Supreme Court Justices had cooperated. Book review
excerpts™ from sophisticated reviewers provide further credibility to the misconduct stated in Petitioner's
book, Defrauding America.

URGENCY OF VOIDING COURT ACCESSTO PETITIONER

Disregarding the criminal and civil rightsviolations associated with Ninth Circuit judgesvoiding for
Petitioner accessto federal court, it is of utmost importance that he be denied accessto the courts, and that
constitutional and statutory protections be voided, regardless of the absence of jurisdiction and authority to
do these acts, the urgency includes:

* An exposure of the enormous judicial wrongdoing would require criminal prosecution and
impeachment of large numbers of federal judges, primarily in the Ninth Circuit, but not limited to that
circuit.

* An exposure of the subversive and criminal actsthat Petitioner and others have sought to expose,

which would aso require criminal prosecution and impeachment of government officials in the three

42 Nat'l Security Alumni: "Extraordinary book ... required reading ... moving book by a man of integrity ... It'sa hell of agood read;" Dick
Gregory: " Defrauding America should be on top of every bible." Fletcher Prouty: "Your bookisgreat." John Austin'sHollywood reviewer, "The
Prgist cexdiogivie didulaatative sray kbt itorioey Gerald Spence, "We'req fie book] on the same wave length, my friend.”
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branches of the federa government.

* Exposes the criminal nature of the federal judiciary, under the control of the Justices of the U.S.
Supreme Court, including the felony persecution of informants, the bankruptcy court's racketeering
activities, and other offenses against the United States and the American people.

ARGUMENT
l. THE NINTH CIRCUIT PANEL SOUGHT TO SUPPORT ITS ORDER BARRING

PETITIONER FROM APPELLATE COURT THROUGH MISSTATEMENT OF FACTS

AND LAW

Since 1983, Petitioner has sought relief from the clear-cut pattern of civil rightsviolationsjudicialy
inflicted upon him, commencing with the sham California action. Every single action was unlawfully and
unconstitutionally dismissed, in clear violation of federal law. The violators were protected, as were the
underlying criminal activities Petitioner sought to expose, through these dismissal actions.

A. TheFrivolous L abel Tactic

Every action dismissed by Ninth Circuit federal judges used the sham argument that the filings
constituted frivolous acts. An examination of the seriousfederal causes of actions stated in those complaints,
and an examination of attached appendixes reveals the falsity of the frivolous-label charge. For the past
twelve years, since 1983,* Ninth Circuit judges have reversed thelegal definition of "frivolous,” using the
term to unlawfully and unconstitutionally dismiss lawsuits seeking relief from hard-core civil right
violations and other federal causes of action, asit relates to Petitioner. The clearly evident major federal
causes of action would be evident to anyone with the most cursory knowledge of law.

The frivolous term has been applied to:

* Declaratory judgment remedies. Petitioner's exercise of thefederal right and protection of a

declaratory judgment, to obtain adeclaration of Petitioner's personal and property rights established

in five divorce judgments, These rights, which must be recognized under state and federal laws,

3 The sham frivolous label commenced in federal court with Judge Raul Ramirez, who refused to render a declaratory
judgment declaring Respondent's personal and property rights established in five judgments that were being destroyed by
Cadlifornia judges acting without jurisdiction and violating blocks of California and federal law. This same refused to provide
injunctive relief under the Civil Rights Act for the escalating civil rights violations occurring in a sham "divorce" action which

Petition for Writ of Mandamus and/or Prohibition 17
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were being destroyed by California judges knowingly acting without jurisdiction and violating
blocks of state and federal statutes, rules of court, constitutional protections, and related case law.
Federal judges refusal to perform this duty subjected Petitioner to years of horrifying persona and
property losses.
* Civil Rights violation remedies. Petitioner's exercise of federal civil rights protections,
seeking relief from the ongoing and escal ating hard-core violations of civil and constitutional rights
occurring initialy in the sham California action.
* Petitioner'sattemptsto regain hislife's assetswhich were unlawfully and unconstitutionally
seized in Chapter 11, while violating statutory and constitutional protections requiring a noticed
hearing, a hearing, legally recognized cause, and other due process protections.
* Petitioner's attempts to report federal crimes, as required by federal criminal statutes.**
Judicial Insurrection
Every action of federal judges were to (a) block the reporting of these federal crimes; (b) to inflict
great harm upon Petitioner through the sham Californiaaction, voiding of federal defenses, voiding of right
to federal court accessand statutory and constitutional protections, retaliating against Petitioner for seeking
to report the subversive and criminal actsand retaliating against him for exercising federal defensesagainst
the judicially-perpetrated civil and constitutional violations, perpetrated in a criminal environment.

Supreme Court Definition Of A Frivolous Action Isthe

Exact Opposite Of the Statements by Ninth Circuit District and Appellate Judges

U.S. Supreme Court decisions have clearly described the criteria for a frivolous label. The facts
clearly show that not asingle action filed by Petitioner could possibly have met thisdefinition. Ninth Circuit
district and appell ate judges have reversed thiscriteria, using thistactic to block Petitioner'sreporting of the

crimesand block hisdefenses against thejudicia actstaken to silence him andto retaliate against him. The

inflicted great harm upon Respondent. Starting with Judge Ramirez, ajudicial Ponzi-like pattern followed, mislabeling serious
federal causes of action asfrivolous, and in that deceptive tactic viol ated blocks of federal procedural and substantive protections.

“o The criminal activities which he initially discovered while a federal investigator, authorized to make such determinations. This
judicial tactic permitted a continuation of the safety and criminal violations that caused and permitted to occur a series of brutal air disasters.
* Criminal activitiesin federal bankruptcy courts that criminally seize and destroy the assets of people who exercise the statutory
protections.
* The criminal activities related to drug smuggling into the United States, as it relates to the Central Intelligence Agency, Drug
Enforcement Administration, and the other government agencies aiding and abetting these acts.
Petition for'Windiatherdarsas afdioteroslBiedrcriminal activities, inclugigg the direct perpetrators and those aiding and abetting the crimes.
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Supreme Court defined thelegal theterm, "frivolous,” in Andersv. California (1967) 386 U.S. 738, when it
wrote: "An appeal [or complaint] isnot frivolousif "any of the legal points[are] arguable on their merits
..." Another similar definition of frivolousisfound in California Code of Civil Procedure § 907:

(2) "Frivolous" means (A) totally and completely without merit or (B) for the sole purpose of

harassing an opposing party.

Making reference to Anders, the California Supreme Court defined frivolousin In re Marriage of
Flaherty (1982) 31 Cal.3d 637:

"The objective standard looks at the merits of the appeal from areasonable person’s perspective....

whether any reasonabl e person would agree that the point istotally and completely devoid of merit,

and therefore, frivolous... an appeal isnot frivolousif ‘any of thelegal points[are] arguable on their

merits ... [if] it can be said that 'any reasonable person would agreethat [it is] totally and compl etely

devoid of merit ..."

The Court then addressed the important Constitutional right of due process:

"Free access to the courts is an important and valuable aspect of an effective system of

jurisprudence, and a party possessing a colorable claim must be allowed to assert it without

fear of suffering a penalty more severe than that typically imposed on defeated parties ...

Fundamental constitutional mandates requirethat the basi ¢ protections of due processbefol-

lowed ..."

Major Federal Causesof ActionsWer e Stated I n Each Of Petitioner'sComplaintsOr Appeals

No reasonabl e person could possibly reach the conclusion, based upon the Supreme Court'scriteria
for afrivolousfiling, that any of Petitioner's filings were frivolous.

Every filing by Petitioner either:

* Exercised theright to obtain a declaratory judgment and related injunctiverelief to declare
the personal and property rights established in five judgments, and acquired during two decades of
divorced status, when these rightswere viol ated after Petitioner exercised the constitutional right to

change residence without losing these lawfully acquired rights.

* Exercised theright to injunctive relief from a continuing pattern of hard-core civil rights
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violations. Petitioner sought relief from a pattern of hard-core civil and constitutional violations

judicialy inflicted either in the California courts or in the federal courts.

* Exercised the mandatory requirement to report federal crimesimplicating federal officials.

Petitioner sought to report a pattern of very serious hard-core criminal acts against the United States

and the American people. The reporting of these crimes was mandatory under federal crime-

reporting statutes and optional under federal statutes and the Constitution giving to any citizen the
right to report and obtain relief from government corruption.

Ninth Circuit's Judicial Tactic Of Misstating Case Law

Continuing the standard Ninth Circuit practice of misstating case law, the June 23rd proposed pre-
filing order stated, "Petitioner Rodney Stich has been a frequent litigator in this court.” What was
deceptively left out of that statement was that Petitioner raised numerous federal causes of action, and in
amost every one he sought relief from judicially-inflicted hard-core civil and constitutional violationsthat
wereinflicting enormous personal and financial harm upon him. The start of thejudicially-inflicted federal
violationswasthe sham Californiaaction. To have rendered adeclaratory judgment would have halted that
scheme, intended to destroy Petitioner's ability to report the federal crimes that implicated officialsin the
three branches of the federal government, including federal judges and Justice Department attorneys.

To have provided relief fromthecivil rightsviolationsthat initially started with the sham California
action would also have halted the scheme, and exposed those perpetrating the violations. In turn, this could
have exposed the underlying subversive and criminal acts that Petitioner sought to report.

The Visser Citation

The Ninth Circuit appellate panel cited several casesin its June 23, 1994 order, seeking to support
the official termination of Petitioner's constitutional and statutory protections through the pre-filing
requirements. The panel cited Visser v. Supreme Court of California 919 F.2d 113 (Sth Cir. 1990), but
Visser providesthe very opposite of what the court stated. The Plaintiff in Visser sought to file his petition

containing obvioudly trivial and frivolous matters in forma pauperis, without paying the filing fee. That
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decision didn't bar the plaintiff from filing as proposed for Petitioner; it smply required the person to pay
the filing fee. The Visser decision held that unsupported alegations were made. In Petitioner's case,
Petitioner stated hard-core civil and constitutional violationsthat were supported by court documents. The
Ninth Circuit upheld, in Visser, the person's right to file the petition, but held that he must pay the fee.
Contrast that with Petitioner's hard-core federal causes of action are already supported by taking judicial
notice of the wrongful acts. Also, Petitioner has paid the docket fees. Instead of upholding the Ninth
Circuit's pre-filing position, Visser did the very opposite, by permitting it, despite the obvious frivolous
nature. But to permit Petitioner to file would expose the endemic corruption in the Ninth Circuit courts.

The Sassower Citation

The Ninth Circuit panel cited Sassower v. Sansverie, 885 F.2d 9 (2nd Cir. 1989), acasein which a
pro se litigant petitioned the court to vacate an injunction requiring him to obtain a magistrate's approval
prior to filing suit in the clerk's office. The Court of Appeals labeled the litigant's appeal of that order
depriving him of equal protection and due process asfrivolous. The published decision alleged that " George
Sassower has been an abusive litigant for a number of years, and now presents yet another in a series of
lawsuits and motions continuing the long and tortured history of litigation in state and federal courts.

Every filing by Petitioner has been either to obtain relief from what others have doneto him through
a clear pattern of civil right violations; and to report federal crimes that he initially discovered while a
federal investigator.

TheMcDonald Citation

Ninth Circuit court of appealsjudgescited Inre McDonald, 489 U.S. 180, 184 (1989), claiming that
the limited judicial resources that are being strained by frivolous actions. If Ninth Circuit judges had
performed their duty and haveissued adeclaratory judgment as Californiajudges destroyed the personal and
property rights established five divorce judgments, the matter would have been immediately resolved. But to
have performed that non-discretionary duty would have exposed other elements of the criminal activities,

would have exposed the judicial scam for what it was. If Ninth Circuit judges had performed their duty
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when Petitioner sought to expose the pattern of hard-core criminal acts related to a series of fatal airline
crashes, some of the subsequent crashes could have been prevented. If Ninth Circuit judges had performed
their duty when Petitioner sought to expose the pattern of hard-core subversive and criminal actsinvolving
the Central Intelligence Agency, the Department of Justice, and other government personnel, there would
not be the continuing enormous harm inflicted upon the United States and the American peoplein thedrug
trafficking, the looting of assets in Chapter 11, 12, and 13 proceedings, and the many other areas of
criminality. It has been and is the Judges of the Ninth Circuit, that are inflicting a great loss by their
obstruction of justice and other federal offenses.

1. FEDERAL JUDGESLACK JURISDICTION TO VOID STATUTORY
AND CONSTITUTIONAL PROTECTIONS

Obvioudly, federa judges, entrusted to uphold the laws and Constitution of the United States, lack
jurisdiction to:

* Void the rights and protections guaranteed under our form of government, laws, and
Constitution.

* Deny to any citizen theright to adeclaratory judgment and injunctive relief for the hard-
coreviolations of federally-protected rights stated in the complaints and proven by referenceto court
records.

* Aid and abet the infliction of these violations.

* Obstruct justice by blocking the reporting of the subversive and criminal activities.

* Inflict harm, to place a citizen in a constant state of fear, destroy the quality of life, for
having exercised federal remedies specifically provided to halt theviolationsand the harmjudicially
inflicted upon him.

There are no laws, and the Constitution does not permit, afederal judge, or an entirejudicial
circuit, to subvert the intent and the specifics under the Constitution and statutes of the United

States.
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THE PRE-FILING ORDER EFFECTIVELY BARSPETITIONER ACCESSTO FEDERAL
COURT AND THE PROTECTIONS GUARANTEED UNDER THE U.S. FORM OF
GOVERNMENT

Under the Ninth Circuit pre-filing order, and under the pattern of its prior conduct, there would not

be any conceivable federal cause of action that Ninth Circuit judgeswould permit to befiled. Ninth Circuit

judges have consistently, since 1974

* Obstructed justice, by blocking Petitioner's reporting of the very serious government
corruption which he discovered initially while a federal investigator holding federal authority to
make such charges.

* Blocked Petitioner from the protections of the laws and Constitution of the United Sates.
They blocked Petitioner's constitutional and statutory right to obtain a declaration of his personal
and property rights established in the six judgments, which to this date remain undeclared, and akey
point in the conversion of Petitioner from a multi-millionaire to a state of poverty.

* Blocked Petitioner from obtaining relief from the ongoing pattern of hard-core civil and
congtitutional violations, judicially perpetrated, in an obvious criminal conspiracy. Ninth Circuit
judges have aided and abetted the scheme, the violations, and the perpetrators. So intertwined have
become Ninth Circuit judgesin the obstruction of justice, the aiding and abetting of the massivecivil
right violations associated with the criminal activities, that they are incapable of carrying out the
duties of federal judges under our form of government.

* Declaratory judgment® to declare Petitioner's personal and property rightsestablished in
fivejudgments, and being attacked in a sham Californiaaction in which the Californiajudges acted

without jurisdiction,* violated state law*’ requiring recognition of the prior judgments and the

® Petitioner's right to a declaratory judgment and related relief is guaranteed by Title 28 USC 88 2201, 2202, and the First and Fifth

Amendment to the Constitution, among others.

6 Attacks upon prior divorce judgments have no jurisdiction, and are specifically barred, in California Family Law Act "proceedings:"

Rulesof Court: Rule 1201(c) definestheword "proceedings' which limitsthejurisdiction under the Family Law Act (limitsjurisdiction to three
causes of action--dissolution of existing marriage, legal separation from existing marriage, nullity of marriage); Rule 1211 (limited to parties
that are married to each other); Rule 1212 (prohibiting stating cause of action or claim for relief other than that provided by Rules of Court,
including causes especially stated in Rule 1281 petition for dissolution of marriageform); Rule 1215 (limiting pleadingsto those stated in Rule
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judicially-established personal and property rights; violated federal statutes, case law, and
constitutional protections.®®

* Injunctive relief against the continuing pattern of hard-core civil rights violations
judicially inflicted, as guaranteed by federal statutes and Constitution.*® Petitioner and all other
citizens had theright to federal court access, and declaratory and injunctiverelief, and federal judges
had the mandatory duty to provide that relief. Instead, they used the sham frivoloustactic to justify
aiding and abetting the violations and void for Petitioner the constitutional and statutory protections
existing under the United States form of government.

* Felony retaliation against Petitioner for exercising these federally-protected rightsand for
reporting the federal crimes. In addition to aiding and abetting the violations, and refusing to
perform their duty, from 1987 to the present date Ninth Circuit judges and Justice Department
attorneys have conspired to charge Petitioner with criminal contempt, and even to bring about his
imprisonment, in retaliation for exercising federal remediesagainst thejudicially-inflicted violations
of law and in retaliation for reporting the federal crimes.

* Extending thejudicial corruptioninto Chapter 11 courts. The pattern of judicia violations,

the voiding of constitutional and statutory protections; and thefeloniousjudicial retaliation; forced

1281, which does not state attacks upon prior judgments or previously litigated personal and property rights); Rule 1222 (jurisdiction limited to
altering existing marital status); Rule 1229 (jurisdiction limited to the causes of actionin Rule 1281 petition form and Rule 1282 answer form,
which does not list the causes of action attacking prior divorce judgments or relitigating the exercise of jurisdiction basis); Rule 1230(8)(2)
(addresses, with C.C.P. § 418.10(a)(1) the court's absence of personal jurisdiction under the Family law Act when there is a prior divorce
judgment); Civil Code 88 4351 and 4503, all limited to "proceedings," defined by Rule of Court 1201(c), to terminate an existing marriage, lega
separation from an existing marriage, or nullity of prior marriage.

ar Mandatory divorce judgment recognition statutes (Civil Code 88§ 4554, 5004, 5164; Code of Civil Procedure 88 1699(b), 1713.3,
1908, 1913, 1915 (effective when the 1966 judgment was rendered and for nine years thereafter); Evidence Code 88 666, 665, 622; (statute of
limitations, Civil Code 88§ 880.020, 880.250; Code of Civil Procedure 88 318, 338, 343; Statute of limitations: Code of Civil Procedure 318,
338, 343; Civil Code 88 880.020, 880.250; mandatory requirement to recognize that the prior court acted in thelawful exercise of itsjurisdiction
when the judgment is under attack two decades after its exercise of jurisdiction, and the acceptance of the benefits by both parties: Evidence
Code 88 666, 665, 622; California Full faith and credit statutes: Civil Code 88 5004 (Full Faith and Credit Requirement); 4554 (final and
conclusive effects of prior judgment, local, foreign state, foreign country); C.C. § 5164 (a filed custody decree has the same effect as a
Cadliforniajudgment); C.C. § 1713 (aforeign statejudgment is conclusive between the parties); C.C.P. § 1908 (effect of a Californiajudgment
is conclusive between the parties (and this conclusiveness applies to foreign judgments under, inter alia, C.C. § 5164.

a8 Constitutional protectionsbarring attackson the prior judgments. Fourteenth Amendment due process, equal protection, property,
liberty, freedom rights; Privileges and Immunity Clause rights under Article 1V, § 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 rightsand
privileges acquired in prior jurisdictions of residence; Article IV, 8 1 (Full Faith and Credit Clause, and Title 28 U.S.C. § 1738, requiring
recognition of the personal and property rightsin the Californiadivorce judgment, its entry for recognition aslocal judgmentsin the courts of
Nevada, Oklahoma, and Texas.

Petition il 8128 & B R1AA3AITHLEHRLISC 56 1983-1986. oy



© 00 N o o b~ w N Pk

N N N N N N N NN P P P R B R R R oRp
0 N oo 0o N W N P © © 0o N o o0~ W N P O

Petitioner to seek relief from the civil rights violations in Chapter 11 courts. Federa judges then
unlawfully, unconstitutionally, and criminally, seized Petitioners life's assets without the statutory
and constitutional right of ahearing, anoticed hearing, legally-recognized cause, and then rendered
orders barring Petitioner from filing appeals or oppositions. When Petitioner did exercise these
protections he was then charged with criminal contempt; denied legal counsel and theright to testify,
and sentenced to federal prison.

* Obstructing justice, by aiding and abetting and becoming directly involved in thejudicial
attacks upon Petitioner, the sole purpose of which wereto block his exposure of the subversive and
criminal acts he uncovered, and to retaliate against him for making such efforts.

Ninth Circuit judges are so deeply involved in the obstruction of justice, the criminal schemes to block
Petitioner's reporting of the crimes, that it would be literally impossible for Petitioner to receive the
protections under our form of government as provided by the laws and Constitution of the United States. As
examples, federal judges have violated the following rights and protections:

IV. THE PRE-FILING ORDER VIOLATESFUNDAMENTAL AND IMPORTANT
CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROTECTIONS

The pre-filing order compoundsthejudicia Daisy-Chain pattern of unlawfully and unconstitutiona-
[ly dismissing every filed action, by wrongfully even barring Petitioner access to federal court. The pre-
filing order isade facto voiding of due process and equal protection of the law, as guaranteed by the First
and Fifth Amendmentsto the U.S. Constitution. The proposed pre-filing order would require Petitioner to
submit any filing to the court, without it being filed, and obtain permission for it to be filed. And if the
attempted filing received the same judicial treatment as occurred during the past twelve years, and judicial
misconduct is now at a historic level threatening to undermine the federal judiciary, it is improbable to
expect anything but aworsening of the civil, constitutional, and criminal violations.

The specifics and the intent of the pre-filing order make a mockery of the laws and Constitution of

the United States. It violates the First Amendment due process and equal protection clauses, and virtually
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every other protection in the Constitution and laws of the United States. It violates, for instance, theright to
federal court accessand the protectionsunder Title 28 USC Sections 1331, 1343, 1361, 2201, 2202; 42 USC
Sections 1983-1986. And conveniently for Ninth Circuit judges, it helpsto cover up for the racketeering
activities in which Ninth Circuit judges, trustees, and law firms loot the assets of people exercising the
statutory protections of Chapter 11, 12, or 13. The pre-filing order violates, inter alia, the following rights
and protections:

* Based upon thelong history of Ninth Circuit conduct in dismissing every action ever filed,
each of which contained major federal causes of action, including Petitioner's reporting of
government corruption, there could not be any federal cause of action that would survivethisblock.
A list of themajor federal causes of actionsfiled by Petitioner in which he properly sought relief, as
shownin Appendix "6a" makesit obviousthat theintent of this proposed pre-filing order isto block
at the appellate court level what has existed at the district court level.

* A refusal to permit filing of the papers violates Petitioner's statutory and constitutional
right to appeal the decision.

* Violates the equal protection of the laws and Constitution of the United States.

* Provides federal judges in the Ninth Circuit a protection against being identified in the
subversive and criminal activities against the United States and the American people, and including
petitioner.

* Violates the urgently needed protection of the declaratory judgment and injunctive relief
statutes, that made possible the continuation of the initial scheme to block Petitioner's reporting of
the criminal activities, the sham lawsuit in the California courts that violated blocks of state and
federal statutes, rules of court, constitutional protections, and related case law.

Numer ous decisions makes court access constitutionally-protected right
"Theright of accessto the courtsis constitutionally protected,” McKay v. Hammock, 730 F.2d 1367, 1375

(10th Cir. 1984); "Access to the courts is a fundamental right of every citizen,” Harrison v. Springdale
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Water & Sewer Com'n., 780 F.2d 1422, 1427 (8th Cir. 1986); Jackson v. Procunier, 789 F.2d 307, 311 (5th
Cir. 1986). The right of access to the courts is said to spring from a number of different Constitutional
sources. See California Motor Transport Co. v. Trucking Unlimited, 404 U.S. 508, 612 (1972); Coastal
Sates Marketing, Inc. v. Hunt, 694 F.2d 1358, 1363 (5th Cir. 1983); the First Amendment to the
Constitution;

Due Process and Equal Protection of the law

Due process protections guarantee the right of access to the courts. Wolfe v. McDonnel, 418 U.S.
539, 556, 558, (1974); Mitchumv. Purvis, 650 F.2d 647, 648 (5th Cir. 1981); Rudolph v. Locke, 594 F.2d
1076, 1078 (5th Cir. 1979); Jackson v. Procunier, 789 F.2d 307, 310 (5th Cir. 1986); Ar5ticle 4 of the
Constitution.

The " Constitution protects causes of action from arbitrary interference,” Barrett v. United States, 798
F.2d 565, 575 (2nd Cir. 1986)(citing Pritchard v. Norton, 16 Otto 124, 10 U.S. 124, 132 (1882).

The right of access to the courts must not be improperly intimidated or chilled. Harrison v.
Soringdale Water & Sewer Com'n, 780 F.2d 1422, 1428 (8th Cir, 1986)(citing Sandersv. . Louis, 724 F.2d
665, 666 (8th Cir. 1984); Garland v. Palley, 594 F.2d 1220, 1223 (8th Cir. 1979); Hall v. Sutton, 755 F.2d
786, 787 (11th Cir. 1985).

Theviolation of due processright to the protections of the declaratory judgment and injunctiverelief
statutes has now been compounded, in full view of the Supreme Court Justices, with even the due process
right to court access.

V. THE JUDICIAL THREAT TO REPEAT THE SANCTIONSALREADY IMPOSED UPON

PETITIONER CONSTITUTE A FELONY UNDER FEDERAL CRIMINAL STATUTES

Since 1986 Ninth Circuit judges have repeatedly charged Petitioner with criminal contempt of court
for having exercised federal crime-reporting responsibilities and for having exercised federal defenses
seeking to halt the continuing twelve years of judicially-inflicted harm through the pattern of hard-corecivil,

constitutional and criminal violations. In the Ninth Circuit's proposed pre-filing order these same judges,
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who have aided and abetted and perpetrated these judicial acts, are threatening to repeat the criminal
contempt and imprisonment tactics.

The proposed pre-filling order threatens Petitioner with sanctions if he exercises federal crime-
reporting requirements, or if he seeks federa relief from the death-knell destruction of his freedom, his
liberties, his quality of life, hislife-assets. From 1987 and continuing continuously to this date, Petitioner
has been placed in a state of fear, by repeatedly being charged with criminal contempt of court, and then
imprisoned, for filing actions seeking declaratory and injunctive relief from the harm inflicted in the sham
Californiaaction. To this day, the harm is continuing, and will continue until the day Petitioner ceases to
exist, because of the refusal of federal judgesto perform their mandatory duty. For having exercised these
constitutional and statutory remedies, and for attempting to halt the great harm being judicially inflicted.™

The judicia actions blocking Petitioner's reporting of the federal crimes constitute in themselves

federal crimes.® Thejudicial actions retaliating against Petitioner for exercising federal remedies seeking

%0 These judicial acts commenced with the sham California"divorce" action; the felony retaliation by Californiajudges when Petitioner
exercised state remedies, compounded by federal judgeswho refused to perform their duty requiring themto provide declaratory and injunctive
relief; retaliating against Petitioner for exercising these federal remedies; judicially protected and rewarding those perpetrating the violations;
and causing Petitioner to be imprisoned for seeking to defend himself.

51 Among the federal offenses committed in the actions taken to block Respondent's reporting of federal crimes, and the
judicially-inflicted civil rights violations are the following: Title 28 U.S.C. § 1343; 42 U.S.C. 8§ 1983 to 1986 and its Bivens
equivalent as applied to those acting under color of federal law; 42 U.S.C. 88 1961-1965; First and Fifth Amendments to the
United States Constitution; Federal Tort ClaimsAct; and seeks declaratory and injunctiverelief, and damages. In addition, plaintiff
seeksto report apattern of criminal actscommitted by federal officialswhose conduct violated, and continuesto violate, inter alia,
Title18 U.S.C. § 241 (harming acitizen for having exercised rights and protections under the laws and Constitution of the United
States; 88 1512 and 1513 (tampering with a witness, retaliating against a victim or informant for reporting or trying to report
federal crimesto afederal court or other federal tribunal); 8 1505 (obstructing proceedings before federal courts, and earlier,
before FAA, NTSB, before federal grand jury, to prevent presenting testimony and evidence of federal offenses); § 371
(conspiracy to commit offense againgt, or to defraud, the United States) (misusing federal offices as a criminal enterprise,
decreasing the effectiveness and the purpose of federal offices, inflicting large financial 1osses upon the United States); § 1951
(interferencewith interstate and inter national air commer ce, and specifically the FAA, NTSB, wrongful acts, and blocking
and retaliating against Stich for seeking to report federal air safety and crimina acts affecting air safety); § 2
(principal)(committing crimes against the United States, and aiding, abetting, counseling, inducing, the crimes described in this
complaint) 8 3 (accessory after the fact)(Knowing that offenses have been committed against the United States, and then
relieving, comforting, and assisting the offenders in order to hinder or prevent the apprehension, trial, and punishment of the
offenders); § 4 (misprision of felony)(failure to report federal crimesto afederal judge or other federal tribunal, and impliedly,
failure of afederal judge or other federal official to allow the reporting of such suspected or known crimes); § 35 (imparting or
conveying false information)(Anyone conveying false information, or causing to be conveyed); 8§ 2071 (Concealment or
removal of official reports)(as for instance, the concealing and removal of federa reports on a pattern of mgjor air safety and
criminal acts related to a series of fatal airline crashes); § 34 (changing federal offenses to capital offense when death
results)(relating to the series of fatal airline crashes arising from the air safety and criminal acts); 8 111 (impeding FAA
inspectorsor other federal employees)(repeated threats, retaliation, preventing federal air safety investigatorsfrom reporting the
federa air safety and criminal violationsthat were continuing to play a causative or permissive rolein some of the most brutal air
disasters that have ever occurred); 8 1621 (perjury, at FAA hearing); 8 1623 (subornation of perjury, at FAA hearing, and in
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relief from the civil rights violations is a crime.®® The judicial actions retaliating against Petitioner for
seeking to report or having reported federal crimes constitute crimes under several federal statutes.*

Under Title 18 USC § 241 itisafedera crimeto inflict harm upon any citizen for having exercised
rights and protections under the laws and Constitution of the United States. Ninth Circuit federal judges™
have repeatedly inflicted harm upon Petitioner since 1983 for having exercised declaratory and injunctive
relief remedies to halt the great personal and financial harm inflicted through a pattern of hard-core civil
rights violations.

Under Title 18 USC 88 1512 and 1513 it is a federal crime to inflict harm upon any victim or
informant for having sought to report federal crimes. Since 1987 Petitioner has sought to report federal
crimesto afederal court, asrequired and permitted by federal law. Inretaliation for exercising thesefederal
requirements and rights, Ninth Circuit federal judges have inflicted great harm upon Petitioner, including
financial sanctions, threats of imprisonment, and actual imprisonment. These acts constituted obstruction of
justice, and violate numerous federal statutes.

Refusing To Perform a Duty Under These Conditions Is Also A Felony

judicia proceedingsretaliating against plaintiff, such as hisimprisonment for reporting federal crimes); § 1623 (false declar ations
before federal grand jury)(Justice Department officials and FAA officials tampering with federal grand juriesto prevent their
investigations into the tragedy-related federal crimes).

%2 Title 18 USC Section 241.
%3 |ncluding Title 18 USC Sections 1512 and 1513

4 Federal judgesinflicting harm upon Petitioner include Judges Raul Ramirez; Milton Schwartz; Marilyn Patel; Samuel Conti; Edward
Betl eon kbegvstr stedataid suktor Prohibition 29
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The refusal of federal judges to perform their duty, under these conditions, constitute additional
federal offenses.”

Under federal sentencing guidelines the punishment for perpetrating any of these criminal actsis
greater when committed by afederal officia who violatesin addition their position of trust and duties.

Ninth Circuit Courts As A Racketeering Enterprise

Asaformer federal investigator authorized to make these determinations, Petitioner would classify
the Ninth Circuit courts as a racketeering enterprise. This group of judges have consistently blocked the
reporting of major criminal activities implicating federal officials. It has persecuted concerned citizens
seeking to expose this corruption. In Petitioner's case these judges have inflicted enormous personal and
financial harm through a pattern of record-setting civil right violations through misuse of the federal
judiciary.

VI.  NINTH CIRCUIT JUDGES HAVE, AND ARE, INFLICTING, AND CAUSING TO BE

*  Federal offensesrelated to refusing to perform a duty:

Federa judges havetheresponsibilities, the duty, to receive testimony and evidence of thefederal crimesthat Plaintiff discovered, and
to provide declaratory and injunctive relief from the gross violations raised in Petitioner's federal causes of actions. Refusal to perform these
responsibilities violate federal statutes, including, inter alia

A. Title 28 U.S.C. § 1331. Jurisdiction and duty to provide afederal court forum for relief from violations of federally-protected
rights.

B. Title28 U.S.C. § 1343. M akes any per son who failsto prevent or aid in the prevention of civil/constitutional violations, who has
the power to do so, financially liable to the party that suffers the harm.

C.Title42 U.S.C. 88 1983 through 1986. Financially liability for refusing to prevent the harm associated with civil rightsviolations.

FAILURE TO PERFORM A DUTY TO PROVIDE RELIEF

D. Culpableomission of afiduciary duty toreceive evidence of federal crimesand failureto providerelief. It isafederal offense
for any officer/judge to refuse to perform aduty owed to Plaintiff, or any other citizen, under the causes of actions stated herein. Failureto per-
form aduty constitutes an assault or battery, afederal offense, when afederal official failsto perform aduty to act. SeeW. LaFave & A. Scott,
Criminal Law 21011 (2d ed. 1986). |n Peoplev. Burden, 72 Cal.App.3d 603 (1977) similar analysiswas utilized. The principal of cul pable omis-
sionsisno stranger to federal law. For instance, Title 28 USC § 1343 makes any per son liable for damages when that person failsto prevent or
aid inthe prevention of civil right violations, and the victim suffersharm. In California, for instance, See Barclay's Official California Code of
Regulations, Title 11, 1081 (1991), thelaw requires, among other things, that officers prevent crime, protect life, ensure equa justice, and blow
thewhistle on unethical fellow officials. CaliforniaGovernment code section 1222, approvingly cited in Peoplev. Pringle, 151 Cal.App.3d 754,
858 (1984), allows punishment of officers for failing to perform their duties "where no specia provision is made for the punishment of such
delinquency.”

E. Derivativeliability ariseswhen aperson has aduty to act and then fails, or refuses, to act. Only defenses against failureto act is
when there are mitigating evidence that the failure to act was due to negligence or accident. Substantial evidence showsthat defendantswillfully
failed, and refused, to protect Stich, knowing that Stich was suffering great and irreparable harms, and that these harmswould continue to occur.
Defendants failure and refusal to act occurred with the full knowledge of the criminal nature of their refusal. Defendant's guilty mensreais
clearly established.

F. Guilty of betrayal of atrust. Federal judges have the duty to uphold the laws and Constitution of the United States; to provide
constitutional and statutory protectionsto a person suffering from the violations of federally protected rights. Violating these protections, aiding
and abetting those committing the violations, makes the federal judges guilty of abetrayal of atrust.

G. Duty toreport criminal actsunder California Penal Code. CaliforniaPenal Code section 387, requires a corporate manager or
executive who had actual knowledge of a serious concealed danger to notify the appropriate regul atory agency within 15 days. Failureto do so
constitutes afelony. This would include reporting criminal acts.

H. Guilty of felonies, including:

* Inflicting harm upon avictim or informant (18 USC § 1512, 1513).
* |nflicting harm upon a citizen in retaliation for exercising rights and protections under the laws and Constitution of the

United States.

Petition for Writ of Manhddiss tsidrorabrbeiohies, obstruction of justice, bgepming an accomplice, and other federal crimes.
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INFLICTED, GREAT HARM UPON PETITIONER AND THE UNITED STATES

The actions by Ninth Circuit judges blocking Petitioner's attempts to report criminal activities by
federal officials and others make possible the continuation of the criminal and subversive activities
discovered by Petitioner and other present and former federal and state personnel and investigators. These
same judges are blocking Petitioner's attempts to expose the judicial corruption in Chapter 11/12/13
proceedings that impoverish thousands of people yearly.

The refusal by Ninth Circuit judges to provide declaratory judgment relief made it possible for a
sham Californiaaction to deprive Petitioner of the personal and property rights established for two decades
in five judgments. The refusal to provide injunctive relief from the pattern of repeated civil and
constitutional violationsinflicted great harm upon Petitioner'sfreedoms, hisliberties, hisquality of life, his
life's assets. Petitioner has been converted from a multi-millionaire with ahigh quality of life, to a state of
poverty. And this court had the audacity to threaten Petitioner with further sanctions (i.e., prison on sham
contempt of court charges) if he exercised protections guaranteed by the laws and Constitution of the United
States. He lives in a state of fear, recognizing that he has been judicially converted into a man without a
country, while being judicially prosecuted through a pattern of hard-core civil, constitutional, and criminal
violations.

SUMMARY

Theissuesare serious. They are of great national importance. With the nation'sincreasing attention
to crimes, these crimes by Ninth Circuit federal judges (and the underlying crimes being covered up) are of
far greater gravity, and setsthe mindset for government and non-government conduct throughout the United
States. No reasonabl e person could fail to recognize thegravity of thisrampant judicial corruption occurring
under the guidance of the Justices of the U.S. Supreme Court.

Theclerk of the Supreme Court has already established apattern of blocking thefiling of Petitioner's
papers, and it is probabl e that this petition will receive the same treatment. For that reason each Justiceis

receiving a copy of the petition by certified mail.
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RELIEF REQUESTED
Federal law dictates prompt and meaningful relief, which should include:

1. A writ of certiorari, allowing Petitioner to furnish further evidence supporting an order
vacating the orders barring Petitioner access to federal court.

2. Provide an emergency order halting all further judicial proceedings, and carrying out of
judicia orders, holding it to be criminal contempt of court for exercising rights and protections
under the laws and Constitution of the United States, and for reporting federal crimesto afedera
court.

3. Order that all actionsfiled by Petitioner, dismissed by federal judgesin the Ninth Circuit,
be reinstated.

4. Provide court-appointed legal counsel and whatever investigators are required, from a
legal firm having the resources to properly represent Petitioner's interests.

5. Because of the criminal nature of the acts described by Petitioner, request that an
independent counsel be appointed by the Washington Court of Appeals panel, and that this counsel
be required to receive input from Petitioner.

6. Vacate and declare unconstitutional each of the orders barring Petitioner access to the
federal court, theintent of such ordersbeing to block Petitioner'sreporting of thefederal crimesand
block Petitioner's defense against the judicial acts stripping Petitioner of the assets that funded his
exposure activities.

7. Vacateall crimina contempt of court charges and prison sentencesrenderedin retaliation
for having sought to report the federal crimes and in retaliation for exercising constitutional and
federal remedies against the corrupt judicial seizure and destruction of Petitioner'slife's assets.

8. Addressthe dereliction of duty by federal judgesinvolved in the attacks upon Petitioner.

the judicial attacks upon Petitioner, and the cowardice by judicial checks and balances.

Dated:; October 19, 1994
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Rodney Stich
Petitioner in pro se

DECLARATION
I, Rodney Stich, declare that these statements are true to the best of my knowledge and belief.

Executed this nineteenth day of October 1994, in the City of Walnut Creek, California.

Rodney Stich

Petition for Writ of Mandamus and/or Prohibition 33



