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IN THE

SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES

PETITION FOR WRIT OF CERTIORARI

Petitioner respectfully prays that a writ of certiorari issue to review the judgment below.

OPINIONS BELOW

For cases from federal courts:

The opinion of the United States court of appeals appears at Appendix 7 to 
the petition and is
[ ] reported at ; or,
[ ] has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or, 

is unpublished.

i__toThe opinion of the United States district court appears at Appendix 
the petition and is
[ ] reported at ; or,
[ ] has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or, 

is unpublished.

[ ] For cases from state courts:

The opinion of the highest state court to review the merits appears at 
Appendix to the petition and is
[ ] reported at ; or,
[ ] has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or, 
[ ] is unpublished.

The opinion of the _ 
appears at Appendix

court
to the petition and is

[ ] reported at ; or,
[ ] has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,
[ ] is unpublished.

1.



JURISDICTION

[ ] For cases from federal courts:

The date on which the United States Court of Appeals decided my case 
was_du i y__i £> 0 SQy -

M No petition for rehearing was timely filed in my case.

[ ] A timely petition for rehearing was denied by the United States Court of
Appeals on the following date: ____________
order denying rehearing appears at Appendix

, and a copy of the

[ ] An extension of time to file the petition for a writ of certiorari was granted
to and including______
in Application No.__ A

(date) on (date)

The jurisdiction of this Court is invoked under 28 U. S. C. § 1254(1).

[ ] For cases from state courts:

The date on which the highest state court decided my case was 
A copy of that decision appears at Appendix_______

[ ] A timely petition for rehearing was thereafter denied on the following date: 
--------------------------------- , and a copy of the order denying rehearing
appears at Appendix

[ ] An extension of time to file the petition for a writ of certiorari was granted
to and including____
Application No.__ A

(date) on (date) in

The jurisdiction of this Court is invoked under 28 U. S. C. § 1257(a).

a



CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS INVOLVED

TKib Ccxge ivu/olves Arf.de- l gecKon l clause 9s[ cvnc[ SeoW) g 

cVaose. 11 To fWe /Vmenocm Cangffrliay^ ujhicK provides]

SecVum ~j, clause Every iSH ujhicf gViaH have passed 4-ke
Hauge oF Re pres en Faf vos Onol fko S&nafie S hall 
-Kuo AV^vds of fte tfwdC. 6 ha If acfyze -ho pass Hul Bill**> 
ir all svch cases volfeS oF loaf) AooSeS $ hall
be Aofcrm\ned by VeaS and Nays

Secfvon* 8. clause. H. To e^ercv&e ejcclosxve legi&lafi/o pou>e
in all cct&eS uoWxfso-evte/r, over such bisfncf 

(nof e)CC-eecA\tacj fen (files Scjvar^

TVws Cage VYw/oVi/e^ Arf de 33X SecTicno of fTe A wen cow

CoTrsVcWtav\ j sobicb providesj

<i 0-- *

r

Seofavi \, Tlac. ■Judicial Pov/jer qF Uni'/ecl sfdes^ Shall the, 
Vesfed i n erne Supreme Courf anel w\ ouch 

iv\ fervor Coo rfb <x% Car>gne5S Vv\ay orclxxv/) 4 » *

Sec/Viori TYve JocUad Pouoer, Shall exfoncl 4c cell
C-ASeSj ivy Lau) cw\<A e^uvf)^ an$iv\cj vnekr-
Tf is C CY^gfTjfav), The Laujs of fie O/h'hJ sic/les

Treafes Yncde, or OOWoh 5WI 

l o o l cases of <xclvn\ra\ Vy anA wuxnWxL 

Jo'a^cUf van ‘ To CcsyiT rovers tes

4 t'v

it 4. «>■
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‘TY'uS CCt&e mv/olue-S A rv^e/nAm-evvf t V "Vo -Hve /¥m-ertc°n CcrnsrK'krWi 

UJVwcVx prcmdeiv

TVve 9svejVv^ of peapk. do be S-ecore v^v HW^tr person^ 

p ap ers awd eff-ecfs, agQtns'f onreasoncxb ?e
5Kctti nof be i//o/cfe<{f and no 

UJarranis $h~cill issc/e^ bu^ upon probably, ooLO^e( sujppor^&cl 

by oa^h or effirwvxAtonj omol par^ncuicarly c^egc. rtbwc^ fke 

pWc^. -fo be searched. an<d "-Hoe persons or~^UmcjS As &C Sorted*

TVu& case .wvolwes WW v towtm CnM*

\AJ h icK provv/es j

Worses
S-e-cvt-cV\^8 OlvncV Se rz.oces

A/q persons sHall \9e} deprived o'? hfe, U be/rfy or prop^fy 

UjvHaooV oll^e process of UcwjJ Hor sha.ll pru/a+e property
be fa ben far- pobhc use uorVhotfP jvsf cxrm p^nsafoa

Tk\g ea£re wwoWes Amendm€/i+ VI fsfWe flrncncoiKi CcmsAArWi 

UjVucW p nmoles',

In a/1 Criwmal pro&eco+umsj five. aecusecA shedl <enjoy i^hjL
f^vgVrf 4o »*• be informed of fhe na+ore Cm cl Cao^e of 4A-C 

ciccosaf on w «*

This Case lv\vj<jlves /fmerdnru/yvf X “its fhjt 

tOVucW provides',
American Consf-kfon

The powers r\cf eke leafed 4o fKe Unfed Shafts by five 

Ccrrisdtffcmj nor prohibited by it do 4-Vve. SdafeSj core reSertfeJl 

fo 4dve S-WV-es resp^0^ XvHdy / or do 4Vve pea pie t

y



STATEMENT OF THE CASE

plam-F all’eged PCS pcso

D.Cv M-e-Vro po\dcxn ^FcAica, officers, "Todd PerK/vn& 

Ractael foHiavrv boogl^S Qvrlsan| anA E/llgM-'

of VnS> FdrRTtVAr awnd J^lF^

'p-eFfPi o nen a Cam

eke pnved ^pefdxCmr^T'

A /vye/oD/vyP/uT RvgVvV' ujY\ec\ AV\ey u&ecl ex cell phone Y\oeX\mj

Vjj i4F<s<jR <X UJouvrmA's4— ^fvKcnerS ceU pFcpac 

Causing pcF-Kon-crs cct\ phone, 4o become A^otbl-ed. and

+™«S,wiV *4o ftspanfikrHs, f>*Mhon*s «W -hmt lotahan

cAevui-e, aga\n

OjVvc^C res pomdmh conducted a u^^om^ksS S+op) search

of peVvV\cm-ers person ayycL prw<Ae pTrop&Hy-

(Li$, AFcrrviej^and Resp^cfarh
cxyvgF %evz<jn_

RespcmoWfe Jodi Lazarus

J •enYufer Ai Anderson, JoVm Ramsay JoWiSan ancl

Card Judges) Fo r fe d-e d

pe+rhenven

t)<x\Aya Av tDayson Scpen (nr-

p-e’fi'han-ers privode propedy tuidWad 0WY\ej

Y\ecxr\r\cp R-eSponoUdsof cx cwiV PorfecVurbua process 

furdhey-, exfed ag 

J unsdiedum, and ArV\cl-e .1 IX sS-ctnchrwg toVuck depend

bf p&hhmer~ uy/dAocfR Ar+ide SHFam

peddioYi-ev" of WiS Si)C4h AmendmmF' Righf do be informed

5



of StKj^ "Hue, na4-uK- cmoi Ccx.u^e_ of cxcVova HEcd- 

pond-es/rhs iftihoi'kzci QgamsV p&h-hmerr 

iEe-spavYcl^V /VWri-eJ Bouuser PVycrr 

cXoVecl agaiAQ-P pe/UPon-ef' &S cl 

VO Vver-e, r-e^pavVenP iaoV-aVy lac^eol 

Cav\^V^AvAioyvcvV pouter- Pes par>o(enf also ictck^d 

T>€yyWv fV yw^v\c^YVL4YV^r C^FccVicJnsirtlp U~n4V\ p£/P4i0yieC 

CXy\c^ AVcvV *W DXv Loccd govenrwuurP oP 4W-C

/V>OY\vc\pcvV Car pcrrcx-lian Couvicil ■Vccjv&lci'V,

txC CODE SECTIONS ooVsvole of 4V. proviso

aF P iS^Tic'b oP Coluwlbjq

G+afe Governor

Gv\0

CX

ci -enac~hcm

oorV recjui^mWs oP ArW-c 1 sec+ion 1 ctauSc ^

CxY\cl VY\ vyoIccWt of /VrW \ sec/hon <8 Clause H



REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION

A- CONFLICTS UJITVA ARTICLES A Mb ACTS

"TKe, Congress osfem sF-eppeA Wve\r 'Power and AtManty u51w)

\ P elcc'fedl "Vo enadr ujvWun TVi-o Federal bvsVrvcT oF Colombia 

TVve P\'C-OCcjdYvi'ZA'n,oAi A C"P or VVve bvC, H"OME &OLE ACT ujh(cb)

\\-tgall\j deposited Sovereign 

^fi4y* because Hgtyul Rut "7 ^7era/ only applies to a STATE.

The Ho Alt Hu it ACT uialates and m trudes 6^7<^7 peditayiers

Pouter mfo a A/<m- CansttAiona)I

Fifth Amend/rmt Ho Dre process ^procedural omd SuhstantUrcJ] 

Eight A mmdfnchf protector? agamd cruel and on US era/ 

purus hirwifj and tluL TB/ortt /hrLmdrimt Right ^ Separation 

of- fou/erS \~fn 5 hr uct/enn ProleahonJ t The creator? of dice

Home Putt Act result of Congress mtenf 

attempt to re (n i/eyj-f the oippt eaten of the Co/isMuhon

the/s err

Uyithin dim Boundaries of tto federal /)/<stact of Coluynbict,

Enu mxjrofcdCongress is proVvvW'VeA From depos'd r>g 

C cmsV \ VA umcf A'coJ-ers tv\To enVAy -Vo perform ex ivncKom 

S-WA r-ecjuires PW. e>oer<u%c of a power v-es^A eAst*Ave/rc,

a

7



by AWe. Cons-Wb-Wi. SEE. u/H IT MM V. AMEKIC/f/v/ 

TRbCKWfr ASSO. IWC, Sio,S5t ^.S, VST; </7^ l&l S.C+ H03j
14°! L.-eol Rcl I (^vOoj)»»• SESSIONS R tAWAYfl, (38 s.6f

I^O^J ^00 L.col AdlS‘c/<?.' «&)18. 7Ae Z973 AC. ttOMt ROCE

AET - t\y b c L cc-e-erbeA Ake 1). C. (Avivhci poA GyrpcmGcWi CoJ/ACi 1

CXwck obepo,s\W<A Hr\4o A - Sovar'-eujn Pooie-T- TWaA cotvi not" 

CavrslvWAvffvvaAl y recewCj cmot ts <K>ly available. *fe Q. Sbcte^ 

if is an Act -+Vica+ clearly carrFl'cfs u/i-fh esAablt&Heol CaoO-

S£b, MlVRTlAJ V\ HUA/TERS LESSEE, u.S. 3o^, </ Leo( 47

dsi^ As> iM&ll as <Hvl ar-ficula'fed LatnojJao^ of *-fiuL 

Cav^si\4'jrk(sv\c\ \ AH-ick-l secWi % clause (7» eV^ctosit/e l-egislcrtlar) 

clause, *TVvev<- iV) CcYtsWv'ftan exp'-essty pto Vwbvks

a H (yfbtr*> 5ci\rc ferr -fPiL Camc/rzcsS -fo QKtraSC l-eflisUb(rL^

Pau^r mUtc federal bibfricf of- Coi(/mbi0[s 5££ also

u >.

DepartmeM~r qp trumsPortAtioA/ v. Association of 

American Railroads, S7s; u.s. i3<sT s.eb Reo|

SU, iS3(£ms).

8



A ccorA\rv0\yi TVve FeAerovl t>vgfVrudr ©P CcAumbx^

ck VlTVTCj c\wA AVu_ (\pT) mevvale-e/r JWumcipal CxrrporcMm

nofi 5

C_ouy\cv\ cxv\ cX KVcxyo'r V\as yVo SrencA-e, Wcls //^ i/or€ 

m Congress* ^IVv-ercCsre. TW tkC Corpcnochon Gxxm^l <^4

L<XuJ§. (jGkvc^7/YVcv.y'or' Ccvn no'V Ccns-Vi^oVonoiKy enot-cT

proVutaA, |0c4vHcfn©r-o CoTU^^TegoVoAc, t eVvrecV Ccnrvfr6\ or

S££, [G&E.&ofO/ v. /HH cra-FT, Sol u.S. V<S3?.' s,ef,
i US' L, ed tkd VW}« fe+rhoner ha^ be&n Sob/eo~teot

•fro C/Ac CoD£ SCcTloJV/S cjoVucW TAr btC Council cmcA

/VI ay<rr enaefy -Vo such a degree, c^H\cif kt has kc&rj ovreshd 

CavwuAecI Cm A Senfeneod 4o prison Terms pursuctrif Vo

provision^ of Tic £>. C co£>E. Congress has Knowingly

an oi Gonsb-h/htria/ /? r~h cits f an cfIgnored dfruL wS 

(^YY^jrdvnmf T 0A/t uMich ptoh\ hiis okpo^rf of fegizlafiKj

CcnslMwal -em-h+y b\j ifs cr&xhcmfuY\cfi

of ‘HxjL WW£ RULC ftCT, 7?vc D'C, C0<D6 S^CtldM5 a^Mdr

in~f> a V70/7-on

A c I b of Congress | ~TAc Congress bo AJoT fJentr VOTE on 
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THE D.C. COUNCIL'S IMITATED ENACTED VERSIONS OF
UNITED STATES STATUTES

Movant contends that the D.C. MUNICIPAL CORPORATION COUNCIL 

and MAYOR'S legislated enacted imitated versions of UNITED 

STATES D.C. STATUTES are CONSTITUTIONALLY invalid laws and 

have no lawful CONSTITUTIONAL force against Movant criminally 

as charged by U.S. ATTORNEYS indictment.

The D.C. HOME RULE ACT delegating CONSTITUTIONAL ARTICAL I 

Legislational soveregin power to a 13 member D.C. CORPORATION 

COUNCIL and MAYOR for it to lagislate and direct U.S. CITIZENS 

who have no CONSTITUTIONAL relationship with it for the 

District of Columbia is a STATUTE beyond the powers of 

CONGRESS authorithy "for any reason, is

all"...NIGRO V. UNITED STATES, 276 U.S. 332, 341, 48 S. Ct, 

388, 72 L.ED 600 (1928).

no law atI I

The UNITED STATES CONSTITUTION does not provide that the 

CONGRESS has the authority or right to legislate the 

delegation of its exclusive right of legislation for the . 

DICTRICT OF COLUMBIA away to third parties (ie D.C. COUNCIL 

and MAYOR under the D.C. HOME RULE ACT).

The Congress exclusive Right of legislation cannot 

Constitutionally be delegated to third parties.

The CONGRESS is without Authority to delegate its exclusive 

Right to a MUNICIPAL CORPORATION COUNCIL and MAYOR for it to 

do its job for it.

II



The D.C. COUNCIL and MAYOR'S legislated imitated enacted 

versions of the Congress UNITED STATES law the D.C. 

cannot be Constitutionally enforced as UNITED STATES law 

within the boundries of the DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA.

STATUTES

The D.C. MUNICIPAL CORPORATION COUNCIL and MAYOR have no

CONSTITUTIONAL relationship with Movant to legislate imitated 

versions of UNITED STATES law D.C. STATUTES to direct 

control or prohibit the actions of Movant.

Movant has a CONSTITUTIONAL Due Process Right to only be 

charged and convicted under a CONSTITUTIONALLY valid law. . 

FALLON, AS-APPLIED and FACIAL CHALLENGES and THIRD-PARTY 

STANDING, 113 HARV. L. REV.

OVERBREADTH, 1981 SUP. Ct. REV. 

v. PEARCE, 395 U.S. 711, 739, 89 S. Ct.

(1969).

. see

1321, 1331-1333 (2000); MONAGHAN, 

1, 3. see also NORTH CAROLINA

2072. 23 L.ED 2d 656

The D.C. COUNCIL and MAYOR'S enacted versions of UNITED STATES 

laws which Movant was charged and convicted of can not be made 

to be violated as was declared by the U.S. Attorneys collusive 

indictment, such laws deprive the D.C. SUPERIOR COURT

juridiction over all offenses alleged to violated by 

indictment which it believesit has where the D.C. 

versions of D.C.
COUNCILS

STATUTES offenses are not UNITED STATES law.

Where. .’.ARTICALE I SECTION 8 CLAUSE 17 PROVIES 

THE CONGRESS SHALL HAVE POWER.........

TO EXERCISE EXCLUSIVE LEGISLATION

11
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IN ALL CASES WHATSOEVER OVER SUCH 

DISTRICT(NOT EXCEEDING TEN MILES

SQUARE)

The U.S. CONSTITUTION'S ARTlCAL I section 8 clause 17 and the 

Bill of rights 10th amendment

forbids the D.C. MUNICIPAL CORPORATION COUNCIL and MAYOR from 

legislating for the DISTRICT of COLUMBIA.

Consequently, the Supreme Court declared that any law beyond 

the powers of CONGRESS,

UNITED STATES 276, U.S.

for any reason is no law at all...
NIGRO v. 332, 48 S. Ct. 388, 72 L.ED
600 (1928) .

Federalism protects the liberty of all persons by ensuring 

that Laws enacted in excess of Governmental Powers cannot 

direct or control their actions... CAROL ANN BOND v.

STATES 180 L.ED 2d 269.(2011).
UNITED

The D.C. COUNCIL and MAYOR for the DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

legislated enactments Known as D.C. CODE SECTIONS created in

contravention of FEDERALISM which Movant cannot Apply his 

individual 10th Amendment Right to the D.C. MUNICIPAL

CORPORATION COUNCIL and MAYOR'S local Government nor did 

Movant delegate the transfer or

D.C.
surrender Authority to the

COUNCIL within the boundries of the DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

as to whether the D.C. COUNCIL'S Government is FEDERAL or

STATE.

13



The D.C. COUNCIL and MAYOR'S versions of UNITED STATES Law 

cannot be made to be violated on matter how long its been

enforced.

QUESTIONS FOR THE COURT

1. CAN THE D.C. MUNICIPAL CORPORATION COUNCIL AND MAYOR

CONSTITUTIONALLY LEGISLATE AND ENACT ITS OWN IMITAIED VERSIONS 

OF THE UNITED STATES LAW (D.C. STATUTES) WHEN ARTICALE I 

SECTION 8 CLAUSE 17 EXCLUSIVE RIGHT ONLY TO CONGRESS?

2. CAN A U.S. CITIZEN HAVE A CONSTITUTIONAL RELATIONSHIP.WITH 

THE D.C. MUNICIPAL CORPORATION COUNCIL LOCAL GOVERNMENT IN THE 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA WHERE UNDER HIS/HER 10th AMENDMENT RIGHT 

DID NOT TRANSFER OR SURRENDER AUTHORITY TO IT RIGHTS NOT

SURRENDERED?

3 . CAN THE D.C. COUNCIL AND MAYOR LEGISLATE AND ENACT UNITED

STATES LAW?

CAN THE D.C. COUNCIL AND MAYOR'S VERSIONS OF UNITED STATES 

LAW BE CONSTITUTIONAL UNITED STATES LAW ?

4 .

5. CAN THE STATMENT EXCLUSIVE EXPRESSED IN ARTICALE I SECTION 

8 . CLAUSE 17 OF THE U.S. CONSTITUTION IN ANY WAY BE 

INTERPENTATED AS T^IRD PARTIES?

6. CAN A U.S. CITIZEN APPLY HIS 10th AMENDMENT INDIVIDUAL

14



RIGHT TO THE D.C. COUNCL AND MAYOR'S NON FEDERAL NON STATE

LOCAL HOME RULE POWER IN THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA?

f
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THE D.C. SUPERIOR COURT Committed Manifest Constitutional 

errors, when it failed to satisfy it self of Article III 

Jurisdiction;

Subject matter jurisdiction concerns a courts very

power to hear a case, and becaus a COURTS power to hear a case 

can never be forfitted or waived, 

jurisdiction is not subject to parties 

of estoppel 

dismiss the action.

the lack of subjectmatter 

consent or doctrines 

in any case (except to) announce the fact and

f 1

see Ex Parte McCardle 74 U.S.
506,514(1869).

The Court held in STEEL CO. that a federal

Court must determin that it has subject matter over the case, 

before it can reach the marits of a case. Id. at 89-101.

Rejecting the practice of some appellate Courts to decide the 

merits of a case based on hypothetical jurisdictionI I , theI t

Court reaffirmed the principle that subject 

jurisdiction is a necessary pre-requisite to any merits 

decision by a Court exercizing Article III Judicial

matter

Power;

The Statutoty and (especially) CONSTITUTIONAL elements of 

jurisdiction are an essential ingredient of separation of

I I

equilibration of powers, restraining the Courts from acting at 

certain times,and even restraining them from acting 

permanently regarding certain subjects.

Court necessarily acts
Id . 101. thus at I

ultra vires when it considers the 

over which it lacks subject matter

I I

merits of a case

jurisdiction... is an Article III as well as a Statutory



requirement; it functions as a ristriction on federal 

and contributes to the characterization of the federal 

sovereign. INSURANCE Corp. of IRELAND, Ltd. 456 U.S. 694, 

702(1982). Because a federal Courts subject matter

power,

jurisdiction is created -- and limited--by Article III and 

federal ststutes, no action of parties can confer subject 

matter jurisdicton upon Article 1 Court's,

I 1

the principles of 

consent ,waiver and estoppal do not apply.Id. A Article 1

f I

Court with article III judical power has a independent

obligation to assess its subject matter jurisdiction ,and it 

will raise a lack of subject matter jurisdiction on its own 

motion. Because subject matter limitations 

institutional interests,

I I serve

thay''must be policed by the Courts 

on their own initiative even at the highest level.

I I

Ruhrgas AGf I

v. Marathon Oil Co. 526 U.S. 547, 583(1999).

Movant brings to the attention of this Court and asks that it

That its subject matter jurisdiction is 

an Article III requirement first , and then a Statutory 

requirement.see Insurance Corp...456 U.S.at 702,

D.C.

takes Judical Notice.

and that the

SUPERIOR COURTS jurisdiction is created and limited 

(emphasis added) by Article III section 2 of the Constitution.

As part of D.C. SUPERIOR COURTS special obligations it must 

satisfy itself of Article III jurisdiction before reaching 

merits of the allegetions against Movant.

Article III requires a triad of elememts that must be 

and they are as follows; 1)injury; 2)causation; and 

redressability. see Lujan V. Defenders of Wildlife 504 

560 (1992) .

The record in this case(in the D.C. SUPERIOR COURT) will

the

proven

us 555,
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disclose beyond all doubt that no complainant/litigant in 

there personal private capacity even as much as alleged 

injury, causation, and redressability. Instead the record will 

reflect that the D.C. SUPERIOR COURT;1)INVOKED A HYPOTHETICAL 

JURISDICTION;2) JUDICIALLY DECREED JURISDICTION; AND 3)relied 

upon the t I statutory permission approach 

the merits of the case against Movant . All of which the

in order to reachf I

SUPREME COURT has condemmed and has stated without

equivocation that a Article 1 legislative COURT can not do. 

A) HYPOTHETICAL JURISDICTION:

Standing is a federal jurisdictional question 

the power of the Court to entertain the suit
determining 

WARTH V. SELDIN 

422 U.S. 490(1975). [A] plaintiff must demonstrate standing

for its claim. BAUER V. VENEMAN 352 F3d 625,

2003). Article III standing is a threshold guestion in every 

federal case, determining the power of the Court to entertain

I I

I I

642 n . 15(2nd

the suit. ROSS v. BANK OF AM. 524 F3d 217,222(2nd 2008). The 

Second Circuit has stated in CARVER v. NASSAU COUNTY INTERIM 

FIN. AUTH. 730 F3d at 156(2nd 2013)(Normally, in cases 

involving the issue of Article III subject matter jurisdiction 

, this issue must be addressed first.see STEEL CO. v.

FOR A BETTER ENV'T., 523 U.S.

doctrine of hypothical jurisdiction 

subject matter questions were ignored to allow the D.C. 

SUPERIOR COURT to rule,on the merits of the case when the 

merits were easily resolved)).

CITIZENS

83, 94 (1998)(striking down the 

by which difficultI I f I

Because there is no doctrin of hypothetical jurisdiction.

And because standing , the most importan of all 

jurisdictional doctrines

Id.
at 101.

proven much less alleged inwas never

11



this case or on appeal. Movant asks that this Court announce 

the fact that jurisdiction never existed in this case and move 

to dismiss this case for lack of subject matter jurisdiction, 

see Ex PARTE McCARDLE 74 U.S. 506,514(1868).

B)JUDICIALLY DECREEING JURISDICTION:

The D.C. SUPERIOR COURT is a Court of limited jurisdiction, it 

possess only the power granted to it by the CONSTITUTION and

statutes, which are not to be expanded by judicial decree. 

KOKKONEN v. GUARDIAN LIFE INS. CO. OF AM. 511 U.S.

375,377(1994).A Courtis to presume therefore,

outside its limited jurisdiction unless and until jurisdiction
»

is shown to be proper . see also BRADNER CORPS, v. V- 

FOUNDATION 75 Fed Appx. 830 at 831-32(2nd 2003). The facts in 

this case are indisputable; no litigant/complainant ever 

proved or even as much alleged injury, causation and

that a case lies

redressability. Because this is easily substantiated by a 

review of this record, this Court was without jurisdiction to 

bypass on to the merits of this case. However it is equally 

clear that the D.C. SUPERIOR Court did expand its limited 

jurisdiction by judicially decreeing it. It now becomes this

courts undeniable duty to announce this fact and move to 

dismiss this case for lack of Article Ill/subject 

jurisdiction, see Ex PARTE McCARDLE 74 U.S. 

and BENDER v. WILLIAMSPORT AREA SCHOOL DIST. 

534,541(1986).

C) STATUTORY PERMISSION APPROACH:

The D.C.

matter

506 ,514 (1868) ;

475 U.S.

SUPERIOR COURTS jurisdiction extends only to 

and controversies, U.S.
cases

Const. Art.3 sec.2 see also STEEL CO. 

Ct. at 1016; LUJAN V. WILDLIFE 504 U.S. 555(1992).118 S.

a a.
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standing is an essential and Constitutionally mandated part of 

a case or controversy requirement of Article III, see LUJAN, 

112 S. Ct. at 2136, which prevents the judicial process from 

merely being a vehicle for the vindication of the value 

interests of concerned bystanders, 1 I VALLEY FORGE CHRISTIAN

454 U.S. 464(1982). Although standing may be informed by 

prudential considerations as well, the Supreme Court has 

unambiguously defined three indispensible elements that 

comprise the

some

irreducible constitutional minimumI I required

to establish Article III standing, see LUJAN 112 S. Ct. at 

2136 IN EFFECT 1)INJURY; 2)CAUSATION; and 3)REDRESSABILITY.

I I

A few Courts have relied upon the 

approach
statutory permission

in order to obtain jurisdiction over a particular 

in the past. As it is plain that the D.C. SUPERIOR COURT

I 1

case,

has relied wholly on the 1 I Statutory permission approach'' in 

this case and especially when on litigant/complainant, in

there personal capacity ever alleged the 3 mandated elements 

Article III, standing. The statutory permission approach

fails because Congress is itself constrained by the 

Constitution. The Constitution (emphasis added) .requires a 

personalized injury and Congress cannot by legislation, waive 

that requirement, see RAINES v. BYRD 521 U.S. 811(1997) (It is

well settled that Congress cannot erase Article III1S 

requirement by statutorily granting the right to sue a

plaintiff who would not otherwise have standing. 

Courts like the D.C.
). Those

SUPERIOR COURT , that have adopted the 

statutory permission approach likely viewed the injury element 

as aprudential standing requirement that Congress could waive.

I I

Indeed, earlier Supreme Court opinion referred to waiveable

Zl



1

prudential standing requirements, see WARTH v. 

490, 95 S. Ct. 2197, 2206 N. 12(1975).
SELDIN 422 U.S.

However the Court has now stated, without equivoaction, 

particularized and personal injury is a Constitutional-- 

prudential-- standing requirement, which cannot be waived by 

legislation, see LUJAN 112 S.Ct.

that a

not a

at 2135. The D.C. SUPERIOR 

COURT adoption of the statutory permission approach may have
j

also confused Congress's power to create rights with the power 

to create standing. In no event, however, i i may Congress

abrogate the Article III minimal; A plaintiff must always have 

a distinct and palpable injury to himself'... thatsuffered'

is likely to be redressed if the requested relief is grainted.

GLADSTONE RELTORS v. VILLAGE OF BELLWOOD 441 U.S.

In light of more recent Supreme Court authority,

and LUJAN, those cases relying upon the statutory 

permission theory and the statutory permission theory itself, 

must fail.

I I 91(1979).

such as STELL
CO.

The record in this case is clear; l)no litigant or 

complainant in his/her personal capacity, ever proved or even 

alleged injury, causation and redressability; 2) THE D.C.

SUPERIOR COURT ,failed to adhere to its obligation and 

satisfy itself with subject matter jurisdiction under Article

III SECTION 2) Invoking its hypothetical jurisdiction; A) 

judicially decreeing jurisdiction; and B) relied upon the

statutory permission approach in order to pass on to the 

merits of the case against Movant and 3) in the process issued

orders and judgments in a case wherein subject matter/Article 

III jurisdiction was wholly lacking. Thereby requiring this 

court to enter an order dismissing the case for its lack of

2H
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Article III , subject matter jurisdiction, see McCARDLE 74 

506,514(1868)(Without jurisdiction a Court cannot proceed 

at all in any case [except to] announce, the fact and dismiss

U. S.

the case for lack of standing and jurisdiction); also ORNER v. 

SHALALA 30 F3d at 1310(10th 1994)(Where judgment is void, 

relief is not discretionary matterit is mandatory).

THE D.C. SUPERIOR COURT IS WITHOUT STATUTORY POWER TO HEAR AND

DETERMIN.

Movant contends that the D.C. SUPERIOR COURT acted without

statutory power to hear and determin the UNITED STATES 

Attorneys collusive action indictment. The D.C. SUPERIOR COURT

a Artical I section 8) court with executive legislative 

judicial power granted by the District of Columbia Reform

is

and

Criminal Procedure Act of (1970) which deposited Article III 

Judicia Power upon D.C. SUPERIOR COURT judges tha 

t hear and determin trials with exclusive jurisdiction 

all criminal cases brought under UNITED STATES D.C. 

legislated and enacted exclusivly by Congress.

over

STATUES

The D.C. SUPERIOR COURT being an Article I Legislative Court 

not Constitutionally receive Article III Judicial 

Power... Ex PARTE BAKELITE. . .

which

ARON v. COOPER... MOOKINI v. 

had it deposited into it ... However thoseUNITED STATES

accused and tried by D.C. SUPERIOR COURT Judges exercising 

Article III Judicial Power in its judicial functions 

deprive the accused of the guranteed protection of Article III 

and the Bill of Rights... D.C.

may not

v. COLTS,282 U.S. 63, 74 ,LED

1 S'



127,51 S.Ct. 52; CALLAN V. WILSON, 127 U.S. 540, 32 LED 223, 8

S.Ct. 1301.

Movant contends that it is an essential requirement that D.C. 

SUPERIOR COURT Judges reach the showing of Article III 

standing for a case and controversy when the Courts 

jurisdiction is invoked and that it establish its statutory 

authority on the face of the record before it proceeds to the 

merits of a case ... LANCE v..COFFMAN 549 U.S. 437 439 167 

L.ed 2d 29(2007) .

The D.C. SUPERIOR COURT failed to establish its statutory 

authorty and reach the UNITED STATES ATTORNEYS Article III

requirements of right to standing for initiating the criminal 

proceeding which must be established before the court can take 

jurisdiction over a case and proceed to the marits ... NORFLET 

V. JOHN HANDCOCK FIN SERV 422 F .SUPP 2d 346(2d Cir 2006).

Any Court exercising Article III Judicial Power as it is 

defined by the CONSTITUTION and the Supreme Court , must 

conform to all required standers that Article III defindes in 

it Judicial Functions ... GLIDDEN CO. v. ZDANOK 370 U.S. 530, 

589,598,8 LED 2d 671,82,S.Ct.1459.

The requirement of a case or controversy is derived from the 

Constitutions Article III it may not be ignored or evaded.. 

UNITED STATES V. ALASKA

If a case loses its character as an Article III case or

controversy which must exist . . . HALL v. BEALS

20



the Court loses its power to hear and determin as 

the Court can only decide cases or controversy and not 

collusive actions.

WHERE THE D.C. SUPERIOR COURT HAS NO CRIMINAL JURISDICTION TO

TRY THE OFFENSES CHARGED

Movant contends that the CONSTITUTION clearly reveals only 

jurisdiction to all cases in law and equity ,in which the D.C.

SUPERIOR COURT clearly convicted Movant under its alleged 

criminal jurisdictional authority hy its case, Where there is 

no authority, under the CONSTITUTION which could give it. 

Whereas, Article III section(2) to the U.S. CONSTUTION

provides;

JUDICAL POWER SHALL EXTEND TO ALL

CASES IN LAW AND EQUITY ... OF

ADMIRALITY AND MARTIME JURISDICTION...

TO CONTROVERSIES TO WHICH THE

UNITED STATES SHALL BE A PARTY

Consequently, the D.C. SUPERIOR COURT has no jurisdiction

criminally or at common law to proceed either expressly or 

impliedly. UNITED STATES v. HUDSON 

259(1812)... TENNESSEE v.

7 CRANCH 32, 3 L.ED 

DAVIS 100 U.S. 257 ,25 L.ED 

EX REL VUITTON ET F.LS S.A 

787.55 L.ED 2d 740 (1987) CUNNINGHAM v. NEAGLE 135,

614,619,35 L.ED 2d 36 (1973)...GODFREY v. COMMONWEALTH 3d Cir 

(2013).

648 (1880) . . . YOUNG v. 481 U.S.

U.S.

Thus, No Criminal Jurisdiction can not be made or expanded
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which the CONSTITUTION does not give ... REID v. COVERT 354 

11 L.ED 2d 1148 (1956)... VERLINDEN B.V. v. CENTRAL BANK 

OF NIGERIA 461 U.S. 480 76 L.ED 2d 81 (1983) ... AMERICAN FIRE

U.S.

& GAS CO. v. FINN 341 U.S. 6, 95 L.ED 702(1951).

Additionally limits on federal jurisdiction cannot be 

disregarded or evaded... OWENS EQUIPTMENT & ERECTION v.

437 U.S. 374
KROGER

57 L.ED 2d 274 (1978).
1

WHERE THE D.C. SUPERIOR COURT STATUTORY AUTHORITY FAILS TO 

APPEAR ON THE FACE OF THE PROCEEDINGS

Movant , contends that the D.C. SUPERIOR COURT judgment is 

wholly void and could in no way proceed against the body of 

his/her person as to detain and imprison for liablity for 

violation of any offenses in the indictment because the 

record

any

Courts

of its proceedings fails to render the statutory 

authority in which it has Power to proceed against Movant to 

render a lawful binding judgment on its record.

Consequently , Federal Courts must determin that they have 

jurisdiction before proceeding to the merits . t I LANCE v.

COFFMAN 549 U.S. 473 167 L.ED 2d 29 (2007).

Moreover, Recitals in the record are prima facie evidence of 

the facts recited to show the jurisdiction of the

I I

Court and

the record of the proceedings must show that the statutory 

authority has been pursued, which must appear on the record by 

a statement in legal and logigal form or the judgment is void

and must be reversed. I t ...COMSTOCK v. CRAWFORD 3 WALL 396 18



L.ED 34(1866)... RICH V. TOWN OF MENTZ 134 U.S. 632 33 L.ED 

1074(1890) .. .COWDERY v. CANEADEA 16 F. 532 (2d Cir 

1883) . . . MENPHIS v. CUMBERLAND TELIPH & TELEG CO. 218 U.S. 6.24 

54 L.ED 1185(1910)...BALTIMORE COUTY v. HECHINGER LIQUIDATION 

TRUST 335 F.3d 243(3d Cir 2002)...TRAVIS MILLS v. SQUARE D CO. 

67 F.R.D. 22(3d Cir 1975)...JOYCE v. UNITED STATES 474 F.2d 

215(3d Cir 1973)... MITCHELL v. MAURER 293 U.S. 237 79 L.ED 

388(1934)... MENNEN CO v. ATL MUT INS CO. 147 F.3d

312...O'CONNOR v. SANDY LANE HOTEL CO. 496 F.3d 312 (3d Cir 

2006)...GENERAL ELEC CO. v. DEUTZ AG 270 F.3d 144 150 (3d Cir

2001)...ROBERTSON v. CEASE 97 U.S. 648 24 L.ED 1057... PITTS

CINN & St LOUIS RAILWAY CO. V. RAMSEY 8 9 U.S. 322 22 L.ED 832

(1875) . . .CHASIS v. PROGRESS MFG CO. 382 F.2d 772 (3d Cir 

1967)...PATTON v. BALTIMORE & O.R. CO. 197 F. 2d 732 (3d Cir 

1952) . . .THE LESSE OF. GRIGNON et al v. ASTOR et al 2 HOWARD 319

11 L.ED 283... BIGHAM v. CABOT 3 DALL 382 1 L.ED 646... PIRONI 

Sc SLATRI 141 U.S. 121 35 L.ED 657(1895) BENDER v. WILLIAMSPORT

AREA SCHOOL 475 U.S. 534 89 L.ED 2d 501... TURNER v. BANK OF 

NORTH AMERICA 4 DALL 8 1 L.ED 718 ...TURNER v. ENRILLE 4 DALL

7 L.ED 717... Ex PARTE WATKINS 3 PETERS 193 7 L.ED 650 

(1830)... PEPER v. FORDYCE 119 U.S. 469 30 L.ED 435 (1886)... 

KEMPE'S LESSEE v. KENNEDY et al 5 CRANCH 173 3 L.ED 70

(1799)... ROBERT v. LEWIS 144 U.S. 653 36 L.ED 579

(18 92) . . .MANSFILED C&L M.R. CO. v. SWAN 111 U.S. 379 28 L.ED
452... CUNNINGHAM v. RRB 392 F.3d 567(3d Cir 2004)... Ex PARTE 

455 24 L.ED 165 (1877) ...FISHBACK v. WESTERNSMITH 94 U.S.

UNION TELEGRAPH CO. 161 U.S. 96 40 L.ED 630 (1896)... METCALF

CITY OF WATERTOWN 128 U.S.v. 586 32 L.ED 543 (1888) . . .HARRIS 

v. HARDEMAN et al 14 HOWARD 334 14 L.ED 444 WESTMORE v.



KARRICK 205 U.S. 141 81 L.ED 745 (1907)... FIRESTONE TIRE &

RUBBER CO. v. RISJIRD 449 U.S. 368 66 L.ED 2d 571(1981).

Movant contends in addition to the Court being and acting 

without jurisdiction over the act in indictment which it seeks 

to punish , the following will clearly demonstrate the courts 

abuse of power or descretion within 18 U.S.C. 401 under which 

such statute determins the court and its officials enumerated 

authorized authority upon specific crimes allowing the court 

and ots officials enumerated authority upon specific crimes 

allowing the court to act upon as only commited within their

presence and not in accordance in which Movant is presently 

held for... Whereas,

STATES 276,

federal government has

the Supreme Court in DONNELL v. UNITED 

U.S. 505 72 L.ED 676(1928) declared that ,the

and the Judges

are not permitted to define crimes for they rest solely in

NO COMMON LAW CRIMES I I

statute... VIEDRICK v. UNITED STATES 318 U.S. 236 241 87 L.ED
734(1943) .

QUESTION FOR THE COURT

1-CAN THE D.C. SUPERIOR COURT HAVE JURISDICTION OVER THE 

SUBJECT MATTER AND MOVANT WITHOUT ESTABLISHING IT ON THE 

RECORD OF ITS PROCEEDINGS AND THE JUDGMENT BE LAWFUL AND 

BINDING AGAINST MOVANT ?

2.CAN A D.C. SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE GRANT JUDGMENT OF RELIEF TO 

THE UNITED STATES COLLUSIVE ACTION WITHOUT IT STATING ANY

3 0



RELIEF TO BE SOUGHT OR DEMONSTRATING ARTICLE III STANDING

INJURY IN FACT?

3. CAN THE ARTICAL I D.C. SUPERIOR COURT WHO'S JUDGES. EXERCISE 

ARTICLE III JUDICAL POWER IGNOR AND EVADE THE REQUIRED 

PROVISIONS OF ARTICLE III STANDING IN CRIMINAL CASES AND THEIR 

JUDGMENTS BE LAWFUL AND BINDING?

4 . DO CRIMINAL PROCEEDINGS REQUIRE JUDICIAL DETERMINATION FROM 

JUDGES WHO HAVE ARTICLE III SECTION 2 POWER ?
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THE GOVERNMENT HAS NO ARTICAL III CASE AND CONTROVERSY 

STANDING TO PROSECUTE THE ACTION

Movant contends that it is a relivent requirement that the 

UNITED STATES attorney demonstrate Aritical III standing in a

case where it initiated the criminal procedure invoking the 

jurisdiction of the D.C. SUPERIOR COURT before it can proceed 

to the merits of its complaint which it seeks a judgment.

The requirements of a continuing case or controversy is 

derived from the CONSTITUTION...LINER v.

11 L.ED 2d 347, 84 S.CT. 

evaded...UNITED STATES v.

JAFCO 375 U.S. 301, 

391 (1964) it may not be ignored or

ALASKA 503 U.S. 569, 118 L.ED 2d

569, 112 S.Ct 1606 (1992).

The UNITED STATES and its attorney lack the right and 

standing to initiate the criminal proceeding. Where the 

SUPREME COURT has determin that in order for a plaintiff to 

satisfy Artical III standing it must show; 1) it has 

an injury infact (a) that is concret and particularized (b) 

that is actual or imminent not conjectual or hypothetical;

2) the injury is farly tracable to the actions of 

defendand.

Movant contends that the UNITED STATES attorney had no right 

to initiate the criminal procedure adainst him for a Civil 

Rights violation of privete persons not named party to the 

action, who lacks a judicial congnizable interest in the out 

come of the UNITED STATES attorneys collusive prosecution of

suffered

the

'b'X



MOVANT.

Further the U.S. attorney only duties defined under 

547 is to prosecute and defend for the 

actions or proceedings in which the UNITED 

concerned.

28 U.S.C.

government all civil 

STATES is

The U.S. attorney is without right and standing to 

initiate the criminal proceeding.

It is immaterial whether by law that the prosecution 

must be by indictment or action, in whatever form the state 

pursues her right to punish for offenses against her 

sovereginty ever step of the proceeding tends to one end 

compelling the defender t.o pay a pecuniary fine by way of 

punishment for the offense... WISCONSIN v.

of Movant

, the

PELICANTINS CO. OF
NEW ORLEANS 127 U.S. 265 32 L.ED 239 The govermant must have 

something at stake in the out come of any action for the 

action to survive, if the action was for the interest of the

public the government must show standing like the private 

individual, that it has an interest in the relief sought as

CUTLER v. UNITED STATES 

YOUNGER 92 F.

entitles it to move with the action...

149 U.S. 662, 37 L.ED 890... UNITED STATES v.

672 9th Cir(1899).

The U.S. attorney did not demonstrate any injury or crime 

commited against the sovereginty of the UNITED 

falied to state
STATES it

anY interest to be sought in the outcome 

it had no standing to invoke the jurisdiction
and

of the D.C.
SUPERIOR COURT pursuasion to the existance of Artical III 

standing... LUJAN v. DEFENDERS OF WILDLIFE 549 U.S. 555 560 119 

L.ED 2d 351 (1982) . No case can proceed to the merits ir
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subsequant to its initiation the dispute loses its character 

as an Artical III case and controversy, of the kind that must 

exist ... HALL V. BEALS 396 U.S. 45, 24 L.ED 2d 214, 90 S.Ct 

200 (1969).

The Government has failed to allege or meet the CONSTITUTIONAL 

burden under Artical III as to any injury or intrests of its 

own which could give it a right to initiate and bring forth 

the action against Movant by the alleged wrongful conduct 

believed to be committed by Movant, which there can be no. 

standing for the Government or for any official to invoke the 

jurisdiction of the Court in which to prosecute the alleged - 

Criminal case Not only between the Government, but by the 

cause between the Movant and the public.

Whereas, Standing is a prerequisite for a party to invoke 

federal subject matter jurisdiction, and its fundamental

I I

restriction on the D.C. SUPERIOR COURT'S authority that in the 

ordinary course, a litigant must assert his or her own legal 

rights and interests and cannot rest a claim to relief on the

legal rights or interest of third parties, and a generalized 

grievance no matter how sincere, is insufficient to cofer 

standing. A litigant riasing only a generally available

grievance about government-claiming only harm to his and 

citizen's interest in proper application of the CONSTITUTION 

and laws and seeking relief that

every

no more directly and tangibly 

benifits him than it does the public at large does not state

an Articale III case or Controversy.

HEALTH INITIATIVES 509 F.3d 517 521 (8th Cir 2007)...ALLEN v.

I 1 STALLEY v. CATHOLIC
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WRIGHT 468 U.S. 737 750 82 L.ED 2d 556 (1984)... NORFLET v. 

JOHN HANDCOCK FIN SERV 422 F.Supp 2d 346 (2d Cir 2006) . . .

LUAGAN v. DEFENDERS OF WILDLIFE 549 U.S. 555 560 119 L.ED 2d 

351 (1982)... HOLLINGSWORTH v. PERRY 570 U.S.187 L.ED 2d 768 

(2013) ... DIAMOND v. CHARLRS 476 U.S. 62 90 L.ED 2d 48

...LANCE v. COFFMAN 549 U.S. 437 439 167 L.ED 2d 29 

(2007) . . .ARIZONANS FOR OFF ENG V. ARIZONA 520 U.S. 

2d 170 (1997).
43 137 L.ED

Thus , the Third Circuit court of appeals ,"Has consistently 

refused to confer standing on plaintiffs seeking to vindicate 

merely their own generalized view regarding Constitutionlity, 

Legality or the Public intrest, failure to set forth 

injury, therefore, even in the presence of 

controversy deprives litigant of Standing.

UNITED FOR SEPERATION OF CHURCH & STATE INC v. UNITED STATES 

DEPT OF HEALTH ED 619 F.2d 252 (3d Cir 1979)...PREISER v. 

NEWKIRK 422 U.S.

any

a case or
I I ...AMERICANS

395 45 L.ED 2d 272 (1975)...DIAMLER CHRYSLER 

CUNO 547 U.S. 332 352 164 L.ED 2d 589 (2006) ... FRIENDSCORP v.

OF EARTH V. LAID LAW ENV. S 528 U.S. 167 145 L.ED 2d 600

(2000)...WARTH v. SELDIN 422 U.S. 498 45 L.ED 2d 343 (1975).

QUESTIONS FOR THE COURT
------------x. CAN THE

GOVERNMENT HAVE THE RIGHT TO BRING THE CRIMINAL ACTION AGAINST 

MOVANT OF A CAUSE BETWEEN MOVANT AND THE PUBLIC WITHOUT 

ESTABLISHING ANY INJURY OF ITS OWN ?

b 3^



WHERE THE GOVERNMENT HAS NO STANDING TO BRING OR INITIATE SAID

CRIMINAL ACTION\

Movant contends the Government is without right not only by th 

e consent of Congress to initiate said criminal, proceeding , 

but for which said criminal proceeding was brought against 

Movant was for an immoral decietful purpose, which was only 

for, if anything ,brought against Movant for the purpose only 

for the Government to collect monetary penalties civil in 

nature, and not to imprison Movant for such .

Whereas, the folluwing authorities provides: 

FEDERAL RULES OF CIVIL PROCEEDURE 2- THERE IS ONE FORM OF

ACTION CIVIL ACTION also see 28 U.S.C.S. 547 28 U.S.C.S. 1345
28 U.S.C.S. 607 28 U.S.C.S 454 CUNNINGHAM v. NEAGLE 135 U.S. 

614 43 L.ED 2d 36(1973)... GODFREY v. COMMONWEALTH (3d Cir

2013)...UNITED STATES v. URSERY 518 U.S. 267 135 L.ED 2d 549 

(1996)... KLINE v. CONSTRUCTION CO.

226(1922)...UNITED STATES v

200 U.S. 226 232 467 L.ED

ZUCKER 161 U.S. 475 40 L.ED

777(1896)... PACKAGES OF PANAMA HATS v. UNITED STATES 231 U.S.

358 58 L.ED 267 (1913) UNITED STATES V. ONE SILK RUG 

974(3d Cir 1908)...UNITED STATES v. CASTRO 883 F.2d 1018 (5th

158 F.

& 11th Cir 1989)... UNITED STATES V. YOUNGER 92 F. 672 (9th 

Cir 1899)... McCRONE v. UNITED STATE 307 U.S.

1108(1939)see also PRIGG v. PENNSYLVAINA 16 PET 339 10 L.ED 

1068 ...H.K Sc SHANGHAI BANKING CORP. v. SIMON (IN RE SIMON) 

153 F. 3d 991 (9tll Cir 1998).

61 83 L.ED
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ON RIGHT OF GOVERNMENT TO INITIATE

CRIMINAL PROCEEDING

Movant contends that the UNITED STATES Government through its 

Attorney for the DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA had no right to initiate 

the criminal proceedings against Movant not only because it 

had no standing but for a civil rights violation of private 

persons not partie to the action of its complaint indictment 

, charging the violation of D.C. MUNICIPAL CORPORATION COUNCIL 

versions of UNITED STATES LAW the D.C. STATUTE as criminal 

offenses for violating the civil rights of private persions.

The U.S. Attorney is without authority to initiate a collusive 

action as a criminal proceeding, it stated no crime against 

the UNITED STATES traceable to the actions of Movant ,it 

stated no interest in the outcome, sought no fine or 

performance as relief in its complaint indictment 

• it had no right to initiate a collusive action as a criminal 

proceeding.

The U.S. Attorney constructed and filed a legally frivolous 

false claim collusive action by indictment Nameing the UNITED 

STATES as Plaintiff against Movant bringing a collusive action 

as a criminal offense or crime against the sovereginty of the 

UNITED STATES.

The U.S. Attorney exceeded its statutory duty as defined under 

547 when it went outside the scope and limits of 

its empolyment constructing and filing a collusive action by

28 U.S.C.S.
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indictment initiating the criminal proceeding against Movant 

for the alleged civil rights violation of private persons not 

partie to the action of its complaint indictment.

The U.S. Attorneys collusive action indictment is without 

standing , without right or merit, it is associated with a 

fraudlent undisclose schem to unlawfully collect, its action 

has no character as an Artical XII case and controversy which 

must exist.

QUESTION FOR THE COURT

1. DOES THE D.C. COUNCIL LOCAL GOVERNMENT HAVE RIGHT TO

INITIATE THE CRIMINAL PROCEEDING AGAINST A U.S. CITIZEN WHO 

VIOLATES THE CIVIL RIGHTS OF PRIVATE PERSONS ?

2.DOES THE UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT THROUGH ITS ATTORNEY HAVE 

THE RIGHT TO INITIATE CRIMINAL PROCEEDINGS AGAINST A U.S.

CITIZEN

FOR VIOLATING A PRIVATE CITIZENS CIVIL RIGHTS?

3 . CAN THE U.S. ATTORNEY NAME THE UNITED STATES AS PLAINTIFF

AGAINST A U.S. CITIZEN TO INITIATE CRIMINAL PROCEEDINGS FOR A 

CIVIL RIGHTS VIOLATION OF PRIVATE PERSON NOT NAMED PARTIE TO
ITS ACTION?

4. CAN THE UNITED STATES BE NAMED AS PLAINTIFF IN A CRIMINAL 

PROCEEDING WITHOUT DEMONSTRATING ARTICALE III STANDING, OR 

THAT A CRIME WAS COMMITTED AGAINST ITS SOVEREGINTY?

L\ 3$
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The Compensation for ptivate property taken 'for public '

Constitution be a full and 

property taken. " Monorigahela gSvnigat-i nr.
312'37 L.ed 403 (1893).

must under the 5th. Amendment of the
f

.perfect equivelent for the 

v. United States 148 U.S.
■

Co

” The just compensation to which the 

public purposes is constitutional!
owner of property taken for 

entitled is the market value

taking Contemporaneously, paid .in 

246 79 L.ed 1236 (1934).

of the 

• money ..Jj.,.
• -property ..at the time’of .the' 

Olson v. United States 292 U.S.

i* _.... it res ts on equitable principles and it means substantially 

as good position pecuniary .as he would
that the 

have been if his
owner shall be put in

property had not been taken United States v.
Rogers (C.C.A. 8th Cir) 168 C.C.A. 437 257 Fed 397 400. 

He is entitled to the damages inflicted by the taking. M Sea 

299 67 L.ed 664 (1923).
Board Air Liner- R Co v. United States 261 U.S.

Additionally, M Where 

title is taken by its officers
property to which the United States 

or agents pursuant to
asserts no 

an act of Congress

an implied 

" United States v.

as private property for the public use the Government is under
obligation .to make just'compensation to the owner..
Great Falls Cn 112 U.S. 645 28 846 (1884).'

A trustee in Bankruptcy has 

money or interest paid to dlscharg

Thus » .
greater right to recover back 

e usurious loans than the bankrupt 
himself." Tiffany v. Boatman^s Institution 18 Wall 290 21

no

L.ed 868 (1874).
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CONCLUSION

The petition for a writ of certiorari should be granted.

Respectfully submitted,
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