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QUESTIONS PRESENTED - Continued 

the Maryland Mortgage Task Force, all who con-
cealed Fidelity National Financial implementa-
tion of a Ponzi Scheme against the United States 
of America and It's Insured? 

Whether Judge Grimm deprived the Appellant of 
leave to re-open a case to engage in 18 U.S.C. 
§ 1519 Sarbanes Oxley Concealment of his use of 
the prestige of his position to advance the interest 
of Fidelity National Financial, who purchased a 
Ponzi scheme and defrauded the Appellant out of 
policy coverage in violation of her contract of 
homeowners insurance, post-policy coverages, 
which were concealed by Judge Grimm & Bredar 
with the sole intent to permit the Appellee to 
breached the Appellant's contract in violation of 
42 U.S.C. § 1981, due to racial bias and whistle-
blower reprisal? 

Whether Judge Grimm & Bredar utilized the in-
junction that Judge Chasanow filed against the 
Appellant to conceal Fidelity National Financial, 
purchase and implementation of a Ponzi Scheme 
against the United States of America and their 
insured on January 12,2018 to engage in 18 U.S.C. 
§ 242 Civil Rights Deprivations due to racial bias 
and whistleblower reprisal; and to advance the 
interest of Laurence Silberman who used the 
Maryland Mortgage Task Force created by Rod 
Rosenstein, which falsely presented itself as a 
Member of President Obama's Financial Crimes 
Enforcement Network, and Used the work group 
to conceal the Ponzi Scheme of Fidelity National 
Financial In violation of Executive Order 13271 
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PARTIES TO THE PROCEEDING 

The parties to the proceeding below were the Peti-
tioner Starsha M. Sewell, and Fidelity National Finan-
cial, Inc., which is a corporate party requiring a 
disclosure statement under Supreme Court Rule 29.6. 
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PETITION FOR A WRIT OF CERTIORARI 

Petitioner Starsha M. Sewell, respectfully prays 
that a writ of certiorari issue to review the judgment 
of the United States Court of Appeals for the Fourth 
Circuit. 

OPINIONS BELOW 

The opinion of the United States court of appeals 
Enbanc is unpublished and reprinted at Petition for 
Writ of Certiorari Appendix ("App") appears at Appen-
dix C to the petition and is Unpublished. 

The opinion of the United States District Court 
appears at Appendix B to the petition and is reported 
at PACER. 

JURISDICTION 
The date on which the United States Court of Ap-

peals decided on my case was April 4, 2018 marked 
herein as Appendix A. 

A timely petition for rehearing was denied by the 
United States Court of Appeals on the following date: 
April 17, 2018 Appendix C. The Order that the Peti-
tioner seeks review of is dated for May 8, 2018 the 
Mandate for this order went into effect on May 16, 
2018 and is attached to the petition as Appendix D. 
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promise an assurance that all levels of American gov-
ernment must operate within the law ("legality") and 
provide fair procedures. Most of this essay concerns 
that promise. We should briefly note, however, three 
other uses that these words have had in American con-
stitutional law. 

Incorporation 

The Fifth Amendment's reference to "due process" 
is only one of many promises of protection the Bill of 
Rights gives citizens against the federal government. 
Originally these promises had no application at all 
against the states (see Barron v. City of Baltimore 
(1833)). However, this attitude faded in Chicago, Bur-
lington & Quincy Railroad Company v. City of Chicago 
(1897), when the court incorporated the Fifth Amend-
ment's Takings Clause. In the middle of the Twentieth 
Century, a series of Supreme Court decisions found 
that the Due Process Clause "incorporated" most of the 
important elements of the Bill of Rights and made 
them applicable to the states. If a Bill of Rights guar-
antee is "incorporated" in the "due process" require-
ment of the Fourteenth Amendment, state and federal 
obligations are exactly the same. 

Substantive due process 

The words "due process" suggest a concern with 
procedure rather than substance, and that is how 
many - such as Justice Clarence Thomas, who wrote 
"the Fourteenth Amendment's Due Process Clause is not 
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"The language and history of the Ninth Amend-
ment reveal that the Framers of the Constitution be-
lieved that there are additional fundamental rights, 
protected from governmental infringement, which ex-
ist alongside those fundamental rights specifically 
mentioned in the first eight constitutional amend-
ments.. . . To hold that a right so basic and fundamen-
tal and so deep-rooted in our society as the right of 
privacy in marriage may be infringed because that 
right is not guaranteed in so many words by the first 
eight amendments to the Constitution is to ignore the 
Ninth [p.1505] Amendment and to give it no effect 
whatsoever. Moreover, a judicial construction that this 
fundamental right is not protected by the Constitution 
because it is not mentioned in explicit terms by one of 
the first eight amendments or elsewhere in the Consti-
tution would violate the Ninth Amendment. . . . Nor do 
I mean to state that the Ninth Amendment constitutes 
an independent source of right protected from infringe-
ment by either the States or the Federal Government. 
Rather, the Ninth Amendment shows a belief of the 
Constitution's authors that fundamental rights exist 
that are not expressly enumerated in the first eight 
amendments and an intent that the list of rights in-
cluded there not be deemed exhaustive." 

U.S. Const. Amend. XIII-Section 1. 

Neither slavery nor involuntary servitude, except 
as a punishment for crime whereof the party shall 
have been duly convicted, shall exist within the United 
States, or any place subject to their jurisdiction. 
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Whoever knowingly alters, destroys, mutilates, 
conceals, covers up, falsifies, or makes a false entry in 
any record, document, or tangible object with the in-
tent to impede, obstruct, or influence the investigation 
or proper administration of any matter within the ju-
risdiction of any department or agency of the United 
States or any case filed under title 11, or in relation to 
or contemplation of any such matter or case, shall be 
fined under this title, imprisoned not more than 20 
years, or both. 

(Added Pub. L. 107-204, title VIII, § 802(a), July 30, 
2002, 116 Stat. 800.) 

18 U.S.C. § 242..................................................1-22 

Whoever, under color of any law, statute, ordi-
nance, regulation, or custom, willfully subjects any 
person in any State, Territory Commonwealth, Posses-
sion, or District to the deprivation of any rights, privi-
leges, or immunities secured or protected by the 
Constitution or laws of the United States, or to differ-
ent punishments, pains, or penalties, on account of 
such person being an alien, or by reason of his color, or 
race, than are prescribed for the punishment of citi-
zens, shall be fined under this title or imprisoned not 
more than one year, or both; and if bodily injury results 
from the acts committed in violation of this section or 
if such acts include the use, attempted use, or threat-
ened use of a dangerous weapon, explosives, or fire, 
shall be fined under this title or imprisoned not more 
than ten years, or both; and if death results from the 
acts committed in violation of this section or if such 



Territory or the District of Columbia, subjects, or. 
causes to be subjected, any citizen of the United States 
or other person within the jurisdiction thereof to the 
deprivation of any rights, privileges, or immunities se-
cured 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, except that in any 
action brought against a judicial officer for an act or 
omission taken in such officer's judicial capacity, in-
junctive relief shall not be granted unless a declaratory 
decree was violated or declaratory relief was unavaila-
ble. For the purposes of this section, any Act of Con-
gress applicable exclusively to the District of Columbia 
shall be considered to be a statute of the District of Co-
lumbia. 

(R.S. § 1979; Pub. L. 96-170, § 1, Dec. 29, 1979, 93 
Stat. 1284; Pub. L. 104-317, title III, § 309(c), Oct. 19, 
1996 )  110 Stat. 3853.) 

42 U.S.C. § 1981................................................... 

(a) STATEMENT OF EQUAL RIGHTS 

All persons within the jurisdiction of the United 
States shall have the same right in every State and 
Territory to make and enforce contracts, to sue, be par-
ties, give evidence, and to the full and equal benefit of 
all laws and proceedings for the security of persons and 
property as is enjoyed by white citizens, and shall be 
subject to like punishment, pains, penalties, taxes, li-
censes, and exactions of every kind, and to no other. 
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conspiring to commit such an offense. Sets forth provi-
sions regarding criminal forfeiture, civil proceedings to 
enjoin violations, conduct outside the United States, 
and non-preemption of other remedies under Federal, 
State, commonwealth, possession, or territory law. 

On December 28, 2012, President Obama signed 
into law the Theft of Trade Secrets Clarification Act. 
The Act amends the Economic Espionage Act of 1996 
(EEA) and expands the jurisdiction of federal courts 
over cases concerning misappropriation of trade se-
crets. It was enacted in response to a recent Second 
Circuit decision that arguably narrowed the jurisdic-
tional scope of the Economic Espionage Act of 1996. 

The passage of the EEA (18 U.S.C. §§ 1831-39) 
marked the first major federal legislation aimed spe-
cifically at granting federal courts jurisdiction over 
claims of trade secret misappropriation. With the en-
actment of the EEA, Congress gave federal prosecutors 
a vehicle to bring criminal charges against individuals 
who knowingly misappropriate trade secrets. 18 U.S.C. 
§ 1832(a). The EEA also provided the federal govern-
ment the ability to seek injunctive relief for trade se-
cret theft in a civil action under the statute. Id. § 1836. 

Prior to the EEA, trade secrets were the subject of 
state law protections, largely under state-adopted ver-
sions of the Uniform Trade Secrets Act. Under that re-
gime, federal courts obtained jurisdiction over such 
claims solely by means of diversity jurisdiction or 
through charges under federal criminal statutes 
stretched to cover trade secret misappropriation. 
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Senator Patrick Leahy, the sponsor of the bill, the new 
language would encompass trade secrets like Gold-
man's internal source code, which, though not for sale, 
"was part of a financial trading system that was used 
in interstate commerce every day." Cong. Rec. S6978 
(daily ed. Nov. 27, 2012). 

The Theft of Trade Secrets Clarification Act stand-
ing alone is significant. That it was enacted in a politi-
cal era marked by partisanship and the "fiscal cliff" by 
a lame-duck Congress during a holiday consumed by 
fiscal cliff negotiations makes it all the more remarka-
ble. These circumstances underscore the federal gov-
ernment's continued commitment to protecting the 
intellectual property of U.S. businesses and entrepre-
neurs. 

Fed. R. Civ. Pro. Rule 60(b) 

Fed. R. Civ. Pro. Rule 59(e) 

STATEMENT OF THE CASE 

Comes now, Starsha Sewell, M.Ed., showing that 
the United States Court of Appeals are engaging in 18 
U.S.C. § 2382 Misprision Treason, and Economic Espi-
onage against the United States of America. The peti-
tioner who is Insider Threat certified by the United 
States ofAmerica Defense Security Service to report In-
sider threats, respectfully submitted a complaint to the 
United States Court of Appeals for the Fourth Circuit 
who has a fact pattern of ignoring the Petitioner's 18 
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insured and to engage in financial crimes against the 
United States of America, therefore causing a Major 
Deficit and abuse of Congressional and Presidential 
Appropriations that was issued from the Federal Re-
serve to make this Nation whole. 

On Or about December of 2016, The Federal Re-
serve issued a $65 million fine to Fidelity National 
Financial for implementing and concealing a Ponzi 
Scheme, from 2014 to the Present the Appellant has 
engaged in litigation to have this company held ac-
countable for their financial crimes against her, the or-
chestration of the theft of her property, the arranging 
of the kidnapping of her sons from State Court Judge 
John P. Davey in violation of orders from this court, 
and the use of their Human Resources influence and 
partnership with the Financial Crimes enforcement 
network, and the Federal Bureau of Investigation to 
conceal their financial crimes against the United 
States. 

Upon filing disclosures and cases against the said 
entity, this court has engaged in retaliatory discrimi-
nation, specifically civil rights deprivations, in viola-
tion of the 13th and 14th Amendments of the United 
States Constitution. 18 U.S.C. § 1519 and the Espio-
nage Act of 1964. 

The U.S. District Court for the District of Mary-
land and The U.S. Court of Appeals for the Fourth Cir-
cuit have willfully failed to be independent fact finders 
in matters involving The Respondent from 2013 to the 
present, and it is my good faith belief that all have 
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(Petitioner) with the intent to indefinitely engage in 18 
U.S.C. § 1519 concealment of the Ponzi Scheme to ad-
vance the interest of Fidelity National Financial and 
Strayer University, who recently joined forces with the 
U.S. Department of Homeland Security (ICE) and the 
Federal Bureau of Investigations to create law enforce-
ment trainings in South Carolina under the Capella 
University Umbrella, just as was reported to the Office 
of Inspector General at the United States Treasury, 
who took no action from 2014 to the Present. However, 
the Federal Reserve's Board of Governors did, as they 
fined the Organization $65 Million, but are owed much 
more. 

"Training for Immigration and Customs Enforce-
ment Agents 

In FY2010, nearly 4,000 ICE employees were 
trained in more than 30 training programs. 

Training is a major component of any Immigration 
and Customs Enforcement (ICE) agent's career, as is ev-
ident by the new ICE Academy Complex at the Federal 
Law Enforcement Training Center (FLETC) in Glynco, 
Georgia. 

The ICE Academy Complex, which was opened in 
late 2011, was created specifically for the training and 
preparation of ICE's special agents and officers who en-
force the country's immigration and customs laws. 

Sponsored School 

Capella University is proud to be partnered with 
the FBI National Academy Associates (FBINAA). 
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All new hires of ICE are required to attend 22 
weeks of basic training at the Federal Law Enforcement 
Training Center (FLETC) in Glynco, Georgia. The for-
mal FLETC training program involves basic technical 
instructions that must be completed to continue as an 
ICE agent. Trainees are also expected to undergo regu-
lar physical fitness assessments during training. 

The basic training programs for new ICE hires in-
clude: 

ICE Training School Program: Criminal In-
vestigator Training Program (CITP) 

The Criminal Investigator Training Program 
(CITP), a 56-day program, provides training in the con-
cepts and techniques of conducting criminal investiga-
tions, which includes lecture, practical exercises, 
laboratories and exams. Trainees within the program 
participate in small task force teams involved in a con-
tinuing case investigation. The task force teams: inter-
view witnesses; perform surveillance and undercover 
operation; develop cases; write and execute search and 
arrest warrants; write criminal complaints; testify in a 
courtroom hearing; and obtain an indictment. All 
trainees in the CITP receive mentoring by a Continuing 
Case Investigation Coordinator. 

Training topics in the CITP include: 

• Criminal case management 

• Firearms 

• Interviewing 
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The FAD offers 8 advanced firearms training pro-
grams and more than 100 firearms courses, many of 
which are within the FLETC's basic and advanced law 
enforcement training programs. 

ICE Training School Program: Immigration 
and Customs Enforcement Deportation Inte-
grated (ICED) 

The Immigration and Customs Enforcement De-
portation Integrated (ICED) program (formerly called 
the Immigration Officer Basic Training Course), a 63-
day program, is designed for new ICE Immigration En-
forcement Agency (lEA). Topics within the ICED pro-
gram include: 

• Detention procedures 

• Immigration and naturalization laws 

• Fingerprinting 

• Defensive tactics 

• Arrest techniques 

• Baton techniques 

• Officer liability 

• Firearms handling and qualification 

• Driver techniques 

About the Office of Training and Development 

The ICE Office of Training and Development is re-
sponsible for establishing and maintaining standards 
for all ICE training programs. It also ensures the 
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ARGUMENT 

I. THE UNITED STATES COURT OF AP-
PEALS FOR THE FOURTH CIRCUIT HAS 
A FACT PATTERN OF ENGAGING IN 
WHISTLEBLOWER REPRISAL AGAINST 
THE PETITIONER & SARBANES OXLEY 
CONCEALMENT OF THE MARYLAND 
MORTGAGE TASK FORCE'S ECONOMIC 
ESPIONAGE AGAINST THE UNITED 
STATES OF AMERICA VIA ITS CONCEAL-
MENT OF THE RESPONDENT'S PUR-
CHASE OF A PONZI SCHEME, AND 
IMPLEMENTATION AGAINST THE PETI-
TIONER, ET AL. 
The U.S. District Court for the District of Mary-

land and the United States Court of Appeals for the 
Fourth Circuit has engaged in 18 U.S.C. § 242 Civil 
rights deprivations against the Petitioner in every case 
that she, with malicious intent to violate the Petition-
ers constitutional rights to due process and Civil Lib-
erties, simply because they have a vested interest in 
concealing a Ponzi scheme that onset the Housing Cri-
sis of 2008. 

The lower courts clearly convey their intent to also 
obstruct justice in violation of 18 U.S.C. § 1519 and 42 
U.S.C. § 1983, and have willfully conspired against the 
Petitioner and her minor children's First, Fifth, Ninth, 
and Fourteenth Amendment rights guaranteed to us 
by the United States Constitution (collective guaran-
teed rights), because the Maryland Mortgage task 
force was created to launder money with Judicial 
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force, because the FBI is tasked with the Authority to 
investigate Economic Espionage, but turned a blind 
eye to it, because they are not Treasury staff. 

However, I am a displaced Treasury official from 
the Internal Revenue Service, with a fiduciary obliga-
tion to protect my Nation from Domestic and Foreign 
enemies, and in every action I have filed in the United 
States District Court for the District of Maryland and 
the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Fourth Circuit, simply 
because Judicial officers utilized the prestige of their 
positions to advance the interest of the illegal work 
group the Maryland Mortgage task Force, that was not 
authorized to use Federal Law to advance the interest 
of organized criminals in the State of Maryland in both 
private and public sector. 

ARGUENDO 

Pump hrey v. K W. Thompson Tool Co., 62 F.3d 
1128, 1130 (9th Cir.1995). (FRCP "60(b) provides that 
a judgment may be set aside for fraud upon the court. 
One species of fraud upon the court occurs when an 'of-
ficer of the court' perpetrates fraud affecting the ability 
of the court or jury to impartially judge a case. Id. at 
1132-33: '[T]he inquiry as to whether a judgment 
should be set aside for fraud upon the court under Rule 
60(b) focuses [on] whether the alleged fraud harms the 
integrity of the judicial process.' ") Shammas v. Sham-
mas, supra note 32, 88 A.2d at 208, "[U]pon principle, 
we hold that relief for fraud upon the court may be 



27 

Amendments to the United States Constitution (collec- 
tive guaranteed rights), and Supreme Court precedent 
Owen v. City of Independence, 445 U.S. 622 (1980). 

The fraud extends beyond Mortgage Fraud, and is 
occurring in all judicial orders that are being issued by 
Judges who are participating in the scheme with the 
sole intent of weakening the U.S. Economy for the 
Deutsch Bank, et al., who owns my former Employer 
Strayer University, who relied on the Maryland Mort-
gage task force to advance their interest using select 
judicial officers in the State and Federal courts; and 
where Judges Diaz, Dunan, and Thacker in close prox-
imity to depriving the Petitioner of constitutional 
rights, also engaged in 18 U.S.C. § 242 Civil Rights dep-
rivation by failing to reinstate the Petitioner to a posi-
tion upon recovering from a temporary disability 
Pregnancy, after being granted an FMLA extension 
Human Resources. 

The United States Supreme Court held in the mat-
ter of Young v. UPS, that in the matter of pregnancy 
discrimination that the employer failed to accommo-
date, and thus sided with Mrs. Young upon holding 
that if the employer accommodates some disabilities 
that it has to accommodate pregnancy. 

The Case that I would raise to the United States 
Supreme Court is that if employers must accommodate 
some disabilities that they must reinstate their em-
ployees to their original positions after the disability 
in connection with the pregnancy is cured and the em-
ployee is medically released to return to duty. The 


