ACKNOWLEDGMENT

State of California

County of SA~ DiEGE )

On MARLH D0 2009 before me, ScOn LEACH AsTAZY Public
(insert name and title of the officer)

personally appeared (uRTS it monroD

who proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the person(g) whose name(g) is/afe
subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he/sjre/théy executed the same in
his/hef/thgir authorized capacity(ig€), and that by his/her/{eir signature(g) on the instrument the
person(g), or the entity upon behalf of which the person(gy acted, executed the instrument.

| certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct.

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

Signature %7’( éf—— (Seal)
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Crimes against the U.S.
Government

Wwhat is the difference between a judge who acts without jurisdiction,
and therefore, according to the U.S. Supreme Court, is engaged in an
act of treason to the U.S. Constitution, and Usama bin Ladin?

Both are enemies of the United States. The latter 1s a foreign enemy of
Lthe United States, the former is a domestic enemy of the United States.

Both have declared war against the United States. Both have engaged in
a crime against the U.S. Govermmnent.

The United States Supreme Court has clearly, and repeatedly, held that
any judge who acts without jurisdiction is engaged in an act of
treason. U.S. v. Will, 449 U.5. 200, 216, 101 S.Ct. 471, 66 L.Ed.2d
392, 406 (1980): Cohens v. Virginia, 19 U.S. (6 Wheat) 264, 404, S5 L.Ed

257 (1821).

Engaging in an act of treason against the United States Constitution by
any citizen of the United States is an act of war against the United
States. Cooper v. Aaron, 358 U.S. 1, 78 5.Ct. 1401 (1958).

The United States Supreme Court, in Twining v. New Jersey, 211 U.S. 78,
29 s.Ct. 14, 24 (1908), stated that "Due process requires that the
court which assumes to determine the rights of parties shall have
jurisdiction."; citing Old Wayne Mut. Life Assoc. v. McDonough, 204
U.S. 8, 27 S.Ct. 236 (1907); Scott v. McNeal, 154 U.S. 34, 14 s.cCt.
1108 (1894); Pennoyer v. Neff, 95 U.S. 714, 733 (1877).

Due Process is a requirement of the U.S. Constitution. Violation of the
United States Constitution by a judge deprives that person from acting
as a judge under the law. He/she is acting as a private person, and not
in the capacity of being a judge.

All enlisted personnel of the U.S. Military, the National Guard, all
U.S. attorneys, all members of the U.S. Senate and U.S5. House of
Representatives, all Cabinet secretaries, have taken the following oath
ol office: "I, ; do solemnly swear {og affirm) Lhatl I will
support and defend the Constitution of the United States against all
enemies, foreign or domestic; that I will bear true faith and
alleylance to the same; ...".

The Illinois Supreme Court has held that those who aid, aoet, advise,
act or execute the order of a judge who acts without jurisdiction are
eqQually guilty. They are equally guilty of a crime agalnst the
gJovernmuent



It icial Disqualification

Disqualification of Judges

ral law requires the automatic disqualification of a Federal judge under

i3
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cae
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ain circumstances.

fn 15894, the U.S. Supreme Court hald that "Disqualification is required if an
chjertive observer would entertaln reasonable guestions about the judge's
impartiality. If a judge's attituae or state of mind leads a detached observer to
conclude that a fair and impartial hearing is unlikely, the judge must be

disqualified.” [Emphasisadded]. Liteky v. U.8., 114 S5.Ct. 1147, 1162 (19%4).

Courts have repeatedly held that positive proof of the partiality of a judge is not
a requirement, only the appeavance of partiality. Liljeberg v. Health Services
Reguisition Corp., 486 U.S. 3847, 108 S5.Ct. 2194 (1988) {what matters is not the
reality of bias or prejudice but its appearance); United States v. Balistrierxi, 779
F.2d 1191 {7th Cir. 1983) (Section 455(a) "is directed against the appearance of
partiality, whether or not the judge is actually biased.") ("Section 455(a) of rhe
Jndicial Code, 28 U.S.C. §455(a}, is not intended to protect litigants from actual
Hias in their judge but rather to promote public confidence in the impartiality of

rhe judicial process.").

That Court also stared that Section 455(a) "requires a judge to recuse himselt in
any procveeding in which her impartiality might reasonably be questioned." Taylor v.
O'Grady, 888 F.2d 1189 (7th Cir. 19839). In Pfizer Inec. v. Lord, 456 F.2d 532 (8th
Cir. 1972), the Court stated that "It is important that the litigant not oniy

actually receive justice, but that he believes that he has resceived justice.”

Our 3upremc Court has ruled and has reaffirmed the principle that "justice must
satlisfy the appearance of justice”, Lavina v. United States, 362 U.S. 610, 80 S.Ct.
1038 (1960), citing Offutt v. United States, 348 U.S5. 11, 14, 75 S.Ct. 11, 13
(1854). A jndge receiving a bribe from an interested party over which he 1s

presiding, does not give the appearance of justice.

One of our members not only did not receive justice from a prejudiced judge, but he
does not betieve that he received justice from the judge, as required by law.

"Recusal under Section 455 is self-executing; a party need not file affidavits 1n
support of recnsal and the judge is obligated to recuse herself sua sponte under

the stated circumstances." Taylor v. O'Grady, 888 F.2d 1189 (7th Cir. 1389).

Further, the judge has a legal duty to disqualify himself even if there is no
mction asking for his disqualification. The Seventh Circuit Court of Appeals
farther stated that "We think that this language [455(a)] imposes a duty on the
judge to act sua sponte, even if no motion or affidavit is filed." Balistrieri, at
1202,

Judges do not have discreticn not to disqualify themselves. By law, they are bound
to follow the law. Does vour judge follow the law?

Snould a judgs not Aisgnalify himself as reguired by law, then the jadge has given
another example of his "appearance of partiality” which further disqualities the
7udge. Should anwther judge not accept the disgualificarion of the judge, tnen the

http://www.clr.org/Judicial-disqualification.html 3/30/2006



JUAICIAL 1215 udiilcduon Fagc < UL v

second judge has evidenced an "appearance of partiality" and has disqualified
himself/herself. None of the orders issued any judge who has been disqualified by
law are valid, they are void as a matter of law, and are of no legal force or

effect.

However, as we know, many Jjudges ignore the law, but by doing so, they not only
attempt to harm you, the public, but they have made a mockery of the law, and have
evidenced a disdain for Justices of higher courts, such as the Supreme Court and
the Courts of Appeal. If judges do not have respect for other judges, why should

Jjudges expect the respect of the public?

Should a judge not disqualify himself, then the judge is violation of the Due
Process Clause of the U.S. Constitution. United States v. Sciuto, 521 F.2d 842, 845
(7th Cir. 1996) ("The right to a tribunal free from bias or prejudice is based, not

on section 144, but on the Due Process Clause.").

§29uld a judge issue any order after he has been disqualified by law, and if the
party has beéen denled of any of his/her property, then the judge may have been
engaged in the Federal Crime of "interference with interstate commerce". The judge
3% acted 1In the judge's personal capacity and not in the judge's judicial

capacity. The judge has no more lawful authority than your next-door neighbor
{provided that he is not a judge). However since scme judges believe that they are
the Lord, they may not follow the law. (Judge Rosen entered his courtroom each
day, stood before the court audience, raised his hand, and stated that he was the
Lord. The night before he was to be indicted, he took a gun and blew his brains

out. So much for a judge being the Lord.)

If you were a non-represented litigant, and should the court not follow the law as
to non-represented litigants, then the judge has expressed an "appearance of

partiality™ and, under the law, has disgualified him/herself.

However, since not all judges keep up to date in the law, and since not all judges
follow the law, it is possible that your judge may not know the ruling of the U.S.
Supreme Court and the other courts on this subject. Notice that it states
"disqualification is required" and that a judge "must be disqualified"™ under

certain circumstances.

One of our members has filed several motions for disqualification, only to have the
judge ignore the motions. The member will post on this web-site several of the
motions filed, to give the public a taste of the law and how judges ignore the
Supreme Law of the Land. The Supreme Court has also held that if a judge wars
against the Constitution, or if he acts without jurisdiction, he has engaged in
Lreason to the Constitution. If a judge acts after he has been automatically
disqualified by law, then he is acting without jurisdiction, and we suggest that he
is then engaging in criminal acts of treason, and may be engaged in extorticn and

the interference with interstate commerce.

Courts have repeatedly ruled that judges have no immunity for their criminal acts.
Since both ft.reison and the interference with interstate commerce are criminal acts,
no judge has immunity to engage in such acts.

This member will post some of his motions here for educational purposes, and links
to these motions will be found on this page.

We will also inform you on what you can do to assist others in disqualifying

http://www.clr.org/Judicial-disqualification.html 3/30/2006
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: jlwisdicﬁonhnsthehndenoflh?ingﬂmkmdslsonthermd.glcethecomhashwwledgethnsubjecl
\ matter i lecking, the court (meexing the judge) bas no discretion but to dismiss the action. Faifure to
dismiss means that the coust is proceeding in clear ahsence of all jurisdiction and subjects the judge to suit.
Comtemplation of subject matter jurisdiction harkens to the memory of Vince Lombandi, who when ask i
winning was everything replied, “wining is the oply thing.” Personal jurisdiction is not usually en issuc,
but subject matter jurisdiction is always, always sp jasye! Subject matter jurisdiction is not everything, it's

the only thing! Incidentally, in rem is the power of a court over 8 thing so that its juriadiction is valid against
/ the rights of every person having an iterest in the thing; quast in rem gives the court jurisdiction over o

property interest but only to the imit of the interest in the property end not the property entirely.

> VA
This finding of a continuing investigation, which forms the Soundation of the mejority opinion,
comes from statements of counsel made during the appeliate process. As we have said of other un-sworn
statements which were not part of the record and therefore could not bave been considered by the trial court:
Mmﬁﬂly,[mw]mthmpdymﬁadwuh@dkpomofmm&'m
STATES v. LOVASCO (06/05/77) 431 US. 783, 97 8. Ct. 2044, 52 L. Ed. 2d 752, Under no possible view,
bowever, of the findings we are considering can they bo beld to constitute & compliance with the statut,
inncd:ymuelyanbodycnnﬁhhgmduundwwmﬁgtheicunﬂuymppoaﬂmbh
&nd their appreciation of the law which they doem applicabic, there beiog, therefore, 10 attempt whatever fo
state the ultimate facts by a consideration of which we would be able to conclude whether or not the
Jodgment was warranted. GONZALES v. BUIST. (04/01/12) 224 U.S. 126, 56 L. E4. 693, 32 §. CL. 463. No
. mmmummmﬂumwﬂnmugmmmmu
GVﬂuneldnimdbyhmmtmdmmLTv UNITED STATES. (10/31/10) 218 U.S. 245,
S4 L. R 1021, 31 8. Ct 2, mmmmmmmmmm»w to call no
mmmmwb&wdmuﬂbmmbdwwmhnmmﬂuhw.
Mhhmrhbk,mmhm&ﬂmhamofﬂﬁsmgz&udqwhhewymndmnm
wmmpithewmphhm;aﬁaymofeﬁuﬂmdmchinwuﬂht&mummmdiu
wuyeonm.lby-w,mw'mmewofwmmofgumunywmm.w
mnhmmﬂnomeMHmofmhﬂmmMMchm:brmm
vuuhymnnﬂei;dmeevﬁmeofwmmhﬁ:mthemryorhhpmdomofmy
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man cafled, cannot be successfully pointed out in this record. TELEPHONE CASES. DOLBEAR v.
AMERICAN BELL TELEPHONE COMPANY, MOLECULAR TELEPHONE COMPANY V. AMERICAN &
BELL TELEPHONE COMPANY. AMERICAN BELL TELEPHONE COMPANY V. MOLECULAR
TELEPHONE COMPANY. CLAY COMMERCIAL ‘TELEPHONE COMPANY V. AMERICAN BELL 3
TELEPHONE COMPANY. PEOPLE'S TELEPHONE COMPANY V. AMERICAN BELL TELEPHONE
COMPANY. OVERLAND TELEPHONE COMPANY V. AMERICAN BELL TELEPHONE COMPANY. £
(PART TWO THREE) (03/19/88) 126 U.S. 1, 31 L. E4 863, 8 §. Ct. 778. Statements of counsel in brief or

in argument are not sufficient for motion to dismiss or for summery judgment, Zrinsey v. Pagliare, D. C. Pa.
1964, 229 F. Supp. 64). Factual statements or documents sppearing only in briefs shall not be deemed to be %,
a part of the record in the case, unless specifically permitted by the Court — Oklshoma Court Rules and
Procedure, Federal local rule 7.1(h).

-

—— * T s T ———

SECTION TWO: The law of voids

EVERYTHING YOU ALWAYS WANTED TO KNOW ABOUT
VOID JUDGMENTS BU'I' WERE A.FRAID TO ASK!

mm:hlv RodeaﬂeyBank38Arb.4ll 300 P. 955 (1931),M¢C7wm&m00. v.
Oxterzon, 16 Ariz. 305, 146 P. 203 (lDM)‘lndJlmﬂamv Meyer, 311 V8. 457 61B.Ct. 339, 85L.Ed 2d

Sakm&rvtce.i)uml.owleNo.ﬂ 453F.2d645 14A.L.R.Fed.298(C.A. lMuss. 1972). A void
jodgment is one which from the beginning was complete millity and without any legal effect, Hobbs v. U.S.
Office of Personnel Management, 485 F.Supp. 456 (M.D. Fla. 1980). Void judgment is one that, from its
inception, is complete nullity and without logal effect, Holstein v. City of Chicago, 803 F.Supp. 205,
reconsiderstion denied 149 FR.D. 147, affirmed 29 F.3d 1145 (N.D. m1992) YVoid judgment & ope where

18 Secrets of the Legsal Industry, by Richard Coraforth



FRon McHéN“Ibs&bgslbﬁ Foppcs
“&1TURe

In Property Shall Not Be Forfeited Under Any Forfeiture Statute.” ASD Members had a

Valid Contract with ASD, but were totally unaware of the Day To Day Operation Of

ASD. Without a “Preponderance of Evidence” of Knowledge and Participation by the
ASD Members of any Illegal Acts which is not available, the ASD Members Are
Innocent Owners with an Ownership Interest. As a result, the U.S. Government has No
Legal Authority to Steal ASD Members’ Ownership Interest as of Aug. 1, 2008 because
they had an Innocent Ownership Interest that MUST Be Returned According to Federal
Statute. By Definition, an “Ownership Interest” includes both the Principal Amount &

Any Profit Accumulated as of Aug. 1, 2000. The U.S. Government has No Legal Claim
To Any ASD Money Until After the ASD Member Claims Have Been Satisfied

according to 18 U.S.C, Sec. 983.

U.S. ATTORNEYS VIOLATED 18 U.S.C. 983
General Rules For Civil Forfeiture Proceedings

Under (A) (i) “Govggm is required to send Written Notice to Interested

Parties., such Notice be sent i er to ieve Pro otice as soon as
practicable. and in No Case More fl'l_m_ggggggaﬁ_e_[the Date of the Seizure.” It has

now been over 6 months since the Seizure of ASD Assets and the U.S. Government
Has Not Notified the required “Interested Parties” that are the Innocent ASD
Membership Owners who had an Innocent Ownership Interest as of Aug. 1, 2008,

Under (A “H the Government does not send Notice of a of
in ac ce b a A) to the person fro hom the
i n of time h

! . od, and p n is pran

(3 to Person ...” The ASD Members who had an Ownership
Interest have not been Notified. It is time for the U.S. Government to Return the
ASD Ownership Interest as of Aug. 1, 2008 as soon as possible. For P.M.G. Int. who
Caurtis Richmond is Chairman that amount was around $41,000 as of Aug. 1, 2008
counting the Upgrade Bonuses promised between July 14" and Aug. 1, 2008.

Forfe, der ] rfel re Sta : the
” This proves ASD Members have a Lawful
Right to Make & File a Claim as well as to Receive Their Ownership Interest.

10



n Page 4 of 18 U.S.C. Sec. ¢) “Burden f (1) The B n
G : pstablish, by a Preponders he Evidence that the

O 4(d) I t er Defe “An innecent r’s Interest
i € rfeit der An il Forfei Statute. The
Claimant shall have the Burden of proving that the Claimant is an Innocent Owner

by a Preponderance of the Evidence.” e 20 on Re ot
Demand Fo i ie Evidence that the U.S. A

as 1E i D who had a Valid Contract and
Ownership Interest in ASD. The Amount of Ownership Interest is in the Seized
Computers as of Aug. 1, 2008.

ide ei 1) % led to
cclaration of ForTeiture with o thaf persan’s int he prope
which motion shall be granted if-“ (A) “The Government knew, or reasonably

should have known, of the moving party’s interest and failed to take reasonable
steps to provide such party with Notice;” (2) (A) “Notwithstanding the expiration of
any applicable statute of limitations, if the court grants a motion under paragraph
(1), the court shall set aside the declaration of forfeiture as to the Interest of the
Moving Party without prejudice to the right of the Government to commence a
subsequent forfeiture proceeding as to the interest of the moving party.” Curtis
Richmond filed a Motion To Dismiss, similar to a Motion To Set Aside Forfeiture,
but Judge Collyer Denied the Right To File. She also Denied a Petition To Vacate a
Void Judgment Under Rule 60(b). By not allowing these two pleadings to be Filed
and heard was clear Evidence of Extreme Bias & Abuse of Discretion as the Facts
Relate To & Violate 18 U.S.C. Sec. 983 and a clear Violation of 18 U.S.C. Sec. 1951

Interference With Commerce, a Felony.

entitled to Imm iate Re e of Pro “ (A) “The clalmant has a
possessory interest in the property°” (C) “The contmned possession by the
Government pending the final disposition of forfeiture proceedings will cause
substantial hardship to the Claimant,” (D) “The Claimant’s likely hardship from
the continued possession by the Government outweighs the risk that the property
will be destroyed, damaged, lost, concealed, or transferred it if is returned to the
Claimant during the pendency of the proceeding;”

“The court sh a isi etition nder
not later than aQ er the date of the » Curtis Richmond filed both a

Motion To Dismiss relating to ASD Members and a Petition To Vacate 3 Void
Judgment, but Judges Collyer & Lambert would not allow either Pleading to be
Filed, thus Violating the ASD Members Constitutional Right of Due Process plus
Violating 18 U.S.C. Sec. 1951 Interference With Commerce. Neither Judge

11
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Even though it would have been a Void Judgment and a Violation of her
Judicial Oath to Support and Defend the U.S. Constitution, Judge Collyer could
have avoided the Criminal Charges of Failure To File Notarized Affidavits by Filing
the Motion To Dismiss Affidavit with its 19 Notarized Affidavits as Exhibits in
Support. Then the Affidavits would have been On The Record. By the Clerk of the
Court and the Judge removing the 20 Notarized Affidavits from the Clerk of the
Court’s possession, both Are Guilty of Violating Sec. 5403, 5407, & 5408 among
other Felony Violations to be listed below.

#3. Curtis Richmond mailed “Curtis Richmond ASD Member With A Third
Party Financial Interest Filing a Petition To Vacate A Void Judgment Under Fed. Rule 60
(b) Where Void Judgments Can Be Attacked At Anytime In Any Court.” This was
obviously Any Time In Any Court. Chief Judge Royce Lamberth became a Co-
Conspirator when he tried to label a “Petition To Vacate a Void Judgment” as a New

Case. The Title of the Case & the Case # were clearly typed as currently shown in the

ASD Case that is still Open & Active. Either Judge Lamberth is unbelievably Biased,

believing he is Above The Law, or he does not know how to read the English Language.

Both Judges Collyer and Lamberth have clearly shown Extreme Bias and their refusal to
Obey Their Judicial Oath that “Disqualifies Them according to the U.S. Supreme Coutt.
(See Disqualification of Judges) Providing Absolute, Irrefutable Legal Evidence of
Fraud Upon The Court & Failure To File a Notarized Affidavit by Judge Royce
Lamberth & Clerk of the Court, Curtis Richmond’s Petition To Vacate a Void
Judgment Affidavit Was Returned to Curtis Richmond Without Being Filed As

Required By Sec. 5403, 5407, & 5408. In support of the Petition To Vacate a Void



