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JURISDICTION 

RELEVANT PROVISIONS INVOLVED 

42 U.S.C.  § 1983 



 

 

 

Bankr. R. 9011(b) & (c): 



 

 

 
INTRODUCTION 



 

 

the jurisdiction to overrule an Aleppo 
Syria foreign probate court order or whether the Rooker-
Feldman doctrine applies to a foreign court order



 

 

STATEMENT 

I. Legal Background  
 

A. Aleppo Syria Probate Court Order 

Bankruptcy Court did not have jurisdiction or 
authority to overrule the Aleppo Probate Court Order, in 
Syria



 

 

 
B. Bankruptcy Trustee is a federal agent who can be 

sued under a Bivens action. 
 



 

 

C. Notice and Due Process 



 

 

D. Bankr. Rule 9011 Sanctions 



 

 



 

 

II. Factual Background and Procedural History 

she entered a default order against 
Sharif and seized all of the Trust’s assets

August 5, 2010, order
July 26, 2010, default order



 

 



 

 



 

 

REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION 
 

I. To resolve whether a United States Bankruptcy Court 
has jurisdiction to overrule foreign probate court or-
der from Aleppo Syria or whether the Rooker-
Feldman doctrine applies to a foreign court order. 

Exhibit Z-1),

how on earth can a U.S. Bankruptcy Court ob-
tain jurisdiction to overrule the Aleppo Probate Court 
Order in Syria?



 

 

II. To resolve the issue of whether a bankruptcy trustee is 
a federal agent who can be sued under a Bivens action 
because there is a split on this issue between the Third 
and Ninth Circuit Courts. 



 

 

III. To prohibit Bankruptcy Courts from exercising per-
sonal jurisdiction over a party based only on that 
party having knowledge of the action. 

A. There is no dispute that there was no service of 
process on Petitioner Haifa 



 

 

August 2009, to December 2011.

                                                 

“That's my impression too, that Mr. Sharif was cooperating 
with me.” Judge Cox en-
tered an order on default
 



 

 

B. The status of this case between December, 2011, 
when Haifa received knowledge of this case and 
the Seventh Circuit vacating the default order, in 
August 2013, show that it was impossible for la-
ches to apply because the Bankruptcy Court did 
not have jurisdiction to hear Haifa’s Motion, while 
the issue was on appeal in the District Court and 
then in the Seventh Circuit. 

                                                                                                     

 



 

 



 

 

IV. To resolve whether Bankr. Rule 9011 sanctions re-
quire a finding of one of the four 9011(b)(1)-(4) re-
quirements or bad faith or repetitive frivolous files. 
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CONCLUSION 
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