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FILED: April 25, 2023

UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS 
FOR THE FOURTH CIRCUIT

No. 22-1854
(1:21-cv-00680-LO-WEF)

JOSEPH D. GILBERTI, JR., P.E. an Individual and Licensed Professional Engineer

Plaintiff - Appellant

v.

THE PENTAGON; FEDERAL RESERVE BANK OF ATLANTA; FEDERAL BUREAU OF 
INVESTIGATION, (FBI); CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY, (CIA); U.S. SUPREME 
COURT JUSTICES OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA; U. S. SENATE; CENTERS FOR 
DISEASE CONTROL AND PREVENTION, (CDC); ANTHONY S. FAUCI, M.D.; WORLD 
HEALTH ORGANIZATION-PAN AMERICAN HEALTH ORGANIZATION, (WHO-PAHO); 
BILL GATES; TIME WARNER; FOX NEWS; CNN; WALT DISNEY; MSNBC NEWS;
BOSTON POLICE DEPARTMENT; GAVIN NEWSOM, Governor of California; RON 
DESANTIS, Governor of Florida; KAY IVEY, Governor of Alabama; BRIAN KEMP, Governor of 
Georgia; GRETCHEN WHITMORE, Governor of Michigan; RICK SNYDER, Ex-Governor of 
Michigan; CHARLIE BAKER, Governor of Massachusetts; AMERICAN SOCIETY OF CIVIL 
ENGINEERS; NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND SPACE ADMINISTRATION, U.S.A.
(NASA); U.S. DEPARTMENT OF INTERIOR; 72 PARTNERS, LLC; FLORDIA 
CONSERVATION GROUP, INC.; SARASOTA COUNTY COMMISSION

Defendants - Appellees

ORDER

The petition for rehearing en banc was circulated to the full court. No judge requested a poll

under Fed. R. App. P. 35. The court denies the petition for rehearing en banc.

For the Court

/s/ Patricia S. Connor. Clerk
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UNPUBLISHED

UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS 
FOR THE FOURTH CIRCUIT

No. 22-1854

JOSEPH D. GILBERTI, JR., P.E. an Individual and Licensed Professional 
Engineer,

Plaintiff - Appellant,

v.

THE PENTAGON; FEDERAL RESERVE BANK OF ATLANTA; FEDERAL 
BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION, (FBI); CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY, 
(CIA); U.S. SUPREME COURT JUSTICES OF THE UNITED STATES OF 
AMERICA; U. S. SENATE; CENTERS FOR DISEASE CONTROL AND 
PREVENTION, (CDC); ANTHONY S. FAUCI, M.D.; WORLD HEALTH 
ORGANIZATION-PAN AMERICAN HEALTH ORGANIZATION, 
(WHO-PAHO); BILL GATES; TIME WARNER; FOX NEWS; CNN; WALT 
DISNEY; MSNBC NEWS; BOSTON POLICE DEPARTMENT; GAVIN 
NEWSOM, Governor of California; RON DESANTIS, Governor of Florida; KAY 
IVEY, Governor of Alabama; BRIAN KEMP, Governor of Georgia; GRETCHEN 
WHITMORE, Governor of Michigan; RICK SNYDER, Ex-Governor of Michigan; 
CHARLIE BAKER, Governor of Massachusetts; AMERICAN SOCIETY OF 
CIVIL ENGINEERS; NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND SPACE 
ADMINISTRATION, U.S.A. (NASA); U.S. DEPARTMENT OF INTERIOR; 72 
PARTNERS, LLC; FLORDIA CONSERVATION GROUP, INC.; SARASOTA 
COUNTY COMMISSION,

Defendants - Appellees.

Appeal from the United States District Court for the Eastern District of Virginia, at 
Alexandria. Liam O’Grady, Senior District Judge. (1:21-cv-00680-LO-WEF)

Submitted: February 21, 2023 Decided: February 23, 2023
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Before NIEMEYER and DIAZ, Circuit Judges, and MOTZ, Senior Circuit Judge.

Affirmed as modified by unpublished per curiam opinion.

Joseph D. Gilbert!, Jr., Appellant Pro Se. Dennis Carl Barghaan, Jr., Assistant United States 
Attorney, OFFICE OF THE UNITED STATES ATTORNEY, Alexandria, Virginia, for 
Appellees.

Unpublished opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.
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PER CURIAM:

Joseph D. Gilberti, Jr., appeals the district court’s order dismissing his complaint

asserting claims against various entities and federal agencies. We have reviewed the record

and find that the district court correctly concluded it was without subject matter jurisdiction

to hear Gilberti’s claims. Accordingly, we affirm the district court’s order, Gilberti v. The

Pentagon, No. 1:21-cv-00680-LO-WEF (E.D. Va. July 14, 2022), but modify the order to

reflect that the dismissal is without prejudice. See S. Walk at Broadlands Homeowner’s

Ass’n, Inc. v. OpenBand at Broadlands, LLC,'1\2> F.3d 175, 185 (4th Cir. 2013) (“A

dismissal for lack of . . . subject matter jurisdiction . . . must be one without prejudice,

because a court that lacks jurisdiction has no power to adjudicate and dispose of a claim on

the merits.”). We dispense with oral argument because the facts and legal contentions are

adequately presented in the materials before this court and argument would not aid the

decisional process.

AFFIRMED AS MODIFIED
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF VIRGINIA 

Alexandria Division

)
)Joseph D. Gilberti, Jr.,
)
)Plaintiff,
)v.

Civil Action No. l:21-cv-00680 
Hon. Liam O’Grady

)
)The Pentagon, et al.,
)
)Defendants.
)

ORDER

Before the Court is Defendants’ Motion to Dismiss. Dkt. 12. For the reasons that follow,

the Motion is GRANTED.

I. BACKGROUND

Plaintiff Joseph Gilberti, pro se, has filed a complaint against 31 defendants, both private 

and public officials and entities, including: (1) the Governors of California, Florida, Alabama, 

Michigan, and Massachusetts; (2) news organizations, such as Time Warner, Fox News, CNN, 

and MSNBC; (3) Bill Gates; and (4) Walt Disney. With respect to the federal sector, the 

complaint names the following as party defendants: (1) the Pentagon; (2) the Federal Bureau of 

Investigation (“FBI”); (3) the Central Intelligence Agency (“CIA”); (4) the Federal Reserve 

Bank of Atlanta; (5) the National Institutes of Health; (6) Dr. Anthony Fauci, construed to be in 

his official capacity; (7) the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention; (8) the National

Aeronautics and Space Administration (“NASA”); and (9) the Justices of the United States

Supreme Court.
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At the core of Plaintiff’s complaint, Plaintiff, who refers to himself as “the Engineer,” 

maintains that he has discovered a source of “unique drinking water . . . 2000 feet below” his 

own Florida property, which will ostensibly cure cancer and other diseases, and that he wishes to 

pump via pipeline to “over 10 million taps from Tampa to Miami.” Dkt. 1 and 3-10. Plaintiff 

generally alleges that the defendants “are working in a Racketeering Enterprise with leaders, 

agencies, and land developers” to “destroy [that] water supply” on his property and thus ensure 

that Americans suffer “with higher rates of cancers, viruses, and disease.” Id. at 3-5. Plaintiff 

purports to assert claims under RICO, the Fourth Amendment, state common law civil 

conspiracy, and undetailed claims of “civil rights violations” and “fraud on the courts.”

Plaintiff does not describe the alleged conduct of most of the federal entities and officials 

that his complaint names as defendants; indeed, the complaint is silent with respect to the FBI, 

CIA, and Dr. Fauci. The complaint maintains that Congress and NASA have “known” about the 

spring water under plaintiffs Florida property and hidden the same from the American people,

id. at 7,17, 39, and that the CDC has “faked a coronavirus pandemic with the Federal Reserve,”

in order to hide the spring water from others so that the “rich [can] kill the poor and middle

class,” id. at 10.

Notably, Plaintiff has litigated numerous lawsuits in other federal courts alleging a

similar set of facts. These courts include the U.S. District Court for the Middle District of

Florida, the U.S. District Court for the Central District of California, and the U.S. District Court

for the District of Columbia. See e.g., Gilberti v. Federal Reserve Sys. et al.9 2019 WL 1901293

(D.D.C. April 29,2019); see also Dkt. 13 at 4.
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II. LEGAL STANDARD

In the Motion to Dismiss now pending before this Court, Defendants move to dismiss on 

three grounds: first, for insufficient service of process under Fed. R. Civ. P. 12(b)(5); second, for 

lack of subject matter jurisdiction under Fed. R. Civ. P. 12(b)(1); and, third, for failure to state a

claim under Fed. R. Civ. P. 12(b)(6). See Dkt. 13 at 5-12.

Insufficient Service of Process Under 12(b!(5>A.

Under Fed. R. Civ. P. 12(b)(5), Defendants may move to dismiss a complaint for 

insufficient service of process. Rule 12(b)(5) motions challenge the mode of delivery or the lack 

of delivery of the summons and complaint. See Amazon Web Servs,, Inc. v. Global Equity Mgmt.,

S.A., 2017 WL 4052381, at *3, n.9 (E.D. Va. Sept. 13,2017).

B. Lack of Subject Matter Jurisdiction Under 12(b)(1)

Under Fed. R. Civ. P 12(b)(1), Defendants may move to dismiss for lack of subject 

matter jurisdiction. Federal courts are courts of limited jurisdiction, possessing “only that power 

authorized by Constitution and statute.” Kokkonen v. Guardian Life Ins. Co. of Am., 511 U.S. 

375, 377 (1994). A federal judge may act sua sponte to dismiss claims pursuant to Fed. R. Civ. 

P. 12(b)(1) for lack of subject matter jurisdiction, see Hurt v. U.S. Ct. of Appeals for the D.C. 

Cir., 264 F. App'x. 1, 1 (D.C. Cir. 2008), including claims so “patently insubstantial” that no

federal question suitable for decision can be discerned. Best v. Kelly, 39 F.3d 328, 330 (D.C. Cir.

1994). “Patently insubstantial” claims are those that are “essentially fictitious” and “absolutely

devoid of merit,” including “bizarre conspiracy theories[.]” Id. at 330-31 (quotation marks

omitted).

3
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C. Failure to State a Claim Under 12fbV6)

Under Fed. R. Civ. P 12(b)(6), Defendants may move to dismiss for failure to state a

claim. A Rule 12(b)(6) motion tests the sufficiency of a complaint. Brockington v. Boykins, 637

F.3d 503, 506 (4th Cir. 2011). “[T)he reviewing court must determine whether the complaint

alleges sufficient facts ‘to raise a right to relief above the speculative level[,]'” and “statefs] a

claim that is plausible on its face.’” Goldfarb v. Mayor & City Council of Baltimore > 791 F.3d

500,508 (4th Cir. 2015) (quoting BellAtl Corp. v. Twombly, 550 U.S. 544, 555, 570 (2007)). A

claim is facially plausible “when the plaintiff pleads factual content that allows the court to draw 

the reasonable inference that the defendant is liable for the misconduct alleged.” Ashcroft, 556

U.S. at 678 (citing Twombly, 550 U.S. at 556).

Still, “[cjonclusory allegations regarding the legal effect of the facts alleged” need not be 

accepted. Labram v. Havel, 43 F.3d 918, 921 (4th Cir. 1995); see also E. Shore Mkts., Inc. v. 

J.D. Assoc. Ltd. P ‘ship> 213 F.3d 175, 180 (4th Cir. 2000) (“[W]hile we must take the facts in the 

light most favorable to the plaintiff, we need not accept the legal conclusions drawn from the 

facts... Similarly, we need not accept as true unwarranted inferences, unreasonable conclusions, 

or arguments.”).

Mindful that Plaintiff is proceeding pro se> this Court liberally construes his filings. 

Jackson v. Lightsey, 775 F.3d 170, 177 (4th Cir. 2014)). That a pro se complaint should be 

liberally construed neither excuses a pro se plaintiff of his obligation to “clear the modest hurdle 

of stating a plausible claim” nor transforms the court into his advocate. Green v. Sessions, No. 

I:l7-cv-01365, 2018 WL 2025299, at *8 (E.D. Va. May 1, 2018), affdy 744 F. App’x 802 (4th

Cir. 2018).
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III. DISCUSSION

Plaintiffs Service of Process was Insufficient.A.

Defendants first move to dismiss Plaintiffs complaint for insufficient service of process 

under Fed. R. Civ. P. 12(b)(5). In order to effectuate proper service on either a federal agency or 

a federal official, the Federal Rules require “a party [to] serve the United States and also send a 

copy of the summons and of the complaint by registered or certified mail to the agency, 

corporation, officer, or, employee.” Fed. R. Civ. P. 4(i)(2). To serve the United States, a party 

must (1) “deliver a copy of the summons and of the complaint to the United States Attorney for 

the district where the action is brought” or “send a copy of each by registered or certified mail to 

the civil process clerk at the United States attorney’s office”; and (2) “send a copy of each by 

registered or certified mail to the Attorney General of the United States.” Fed. R. Civ. 4(i)(l)(A)- 

(B). Defendants note that, while Plaintiff transmitted a copy of his complaint to the Office of the 

United States Attorney for the Eastern District of Virginia by certified mail, Plaintiff failed to 

transmit a copy of the summons issued by the Clerk of this Court to the Office of the United 

States. Defendants argue that, as a result, the service of process was insufficient.

The Court agrees that service of process was insufficient under the Federal Rules, and 

therefore that dismissal under Fed. R. Civ. P. 12(b)(5) is proper. Nevertheless, the Court will

proceed to analysis under Fed. R. Civ. P. 12(b)(1) and 12(b)(6).

B. The Court Lacks Subject Matter Jurisdiction.

Defendants next move to dismiss Plaintiffs complaint for lack of subject matter 

jurisdiction under Fed. R. Civ. P. 12(b)(1). As stated above, where a complaint is so “patently 

insubstantial” that no federal question suitable for decision can be discerned, a federal judge may 

dismiss for lack of subject matter jurisdiction under Fed. R. Civ. P. 12(b)(1). See Best, 39 F.3d at

5
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330 (D.C. Cir. 1994). “Patently insubstantial” claims are those that are “essentially fictitious” 

and “absolutely devoid of merit,” including “bizarre conspiracy theories[.]” Id. at 330-31 

(internal citations omitted).

Plaintiffs complaint in this case falls squarely within this description. Plaintiff asserts

that there is “unique drinking water” below his own Florida property, which will ostensibly cure

cancer and other diseases. Dkt. 1 at 3-10. He also alleges generally that the defendants “are

working in a Racketeering Enterprise with leaders, agencies, and land developers” to “destroy

[that] water supply” on his property and thus ensure that Americans suffer “with higher rates of

cancers, viruses, and disease.” Id. at 3-5. Plaintiff does not point to any evidence to support this

claim; indeed, he does not even describe the alleged conduct of most of the defendants.

Notably, Plaintiff filed a similar complaint in the United States District Court for the

District of Columbia, alleging a similar set of facts against multiple defendants, both private and

public officials and entities. The Judge in that case, Ketanji Brown Jackson, held the following:

[G]iven the nature of the claims alleged, Gilberti has failed to meet his burden to 
establish that this Court has subject matter jurisdiction, even under the ‘less stringent 
standards1 to which federal courts hold pro se litigants. The allegations that Gilberti 
makes—e.g.t that Defendants have engaged in a decades long conspiracy to hide an 
endless supply of underground drinking water for their own monetary benefit... 
dearly of the type that courts routinely dismiss as patently insubstantial under Fed. R. 
Civ. P. 12(b)(1)... Thus, this Court will dismiss the instant petition for this same reason.

See Gilberti, 2019 WL 1901293 at *2 (D.D.C. April 29, 2019) (internal citations omitted). The

United States Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit affirmed, holding that “the

merits of the parties* positions are so clear as to warrant summary action... The district court

correctly dismissed appellant's complaint because it alleged no plausible facts that would entitle

him to relief.” See Gilberti v. Fed. Rsrv. Sys., 2020 WL 1487738, at *1 (D.C. Cir. Mar. 3,

are

6
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2020), cert, denied sub nom. Gilberti v. Fed. Rsrv. Sys., Bd. of Governors, 141 S. Ct. 876,208 L.

Ed. 2d 439 (2020).

Plaintiffs complaint in this case, based on a similar set of allegations, may similarly be 

characterized as “absolutely devoid of merit” and containing “bizarre conspiracy theories,” see 

Best, 39 F.3d at 330 (D.C. Cir. 1994). As such, this Court finds that dismissal under Fed. R. Civ. 

P. 12(b)(1) for lack of subject matter jurisdiction is proper.

C. Plaintiff Fails to State a Claim Upon Which Relief Can Be Granted,

Third and finally, Defendants move to dismiss for failure to state a claim under Fed. R. 

Civ. P. 12(b)(6). To survive dismissal under this Rule, Plaintiff must “state a claim that is 

plausible on its face.*” Goldfarb, 791 F.3d at 508 (4th Cir. 2015) (quoting Twombly, 550 U.S. at 

570 (2007)). A claim is facially plausible “when the plaintiff pleads factual content that allows 

the court to draw the reasonable inference that the defendant is liable for the misconduct

alleged.” Ashcrofts 556 U.S. at 678 (citing Twombly, 550 U.S. at 556).

Here, Plaintiff fails to state a claim that is plausible on its face. Given the conspiratorial 

nature of the complaint, and the fact that Plaintiff does not point to any evidence to support his 

claims - indeed, he does not even describe the alleged conduct of most of the defendants - he 

fails to state a claim that is plausible on its face. The Court cannot draw the reasonable inference 

that the Defendants in this case are liable for the conduct that Plaintiff alleges. See Ashcroft, 556 

U.S. at 678. Therefore, the Court finds that dismissal under Fed. R. Civ. P. 12(b)(6) is

appropriate.

7
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IV. CONCLUSION

For the foregoing reasons, the Court finds that dismissal is appropriate for insufficient 

service of process under Fed. R, Civ. P. 12(b)(5); for lack of subject matter jurisdiction under 

Fed. R. Civ. P. 12(b)(1); and for failure to state a claim under Fed. R. Civ. P. 12(b)(6).

Therefore, Defendants’ Motion to Dismiss. Dkt. 12, is GRANTED. Plaintiffs two 

motions for hearings, Dkt. 11, Dkt. 18, are DENIED, as the Court finds that such hearings would

not aid in the decisional process. The matter is concluded.

It is SO ORDERED.

July 2022 
Alexandria, Virginia

Liam O’Gi^ly
United States District Judge

8



1

APPENDIX I

15

DHC kn ^a^I/DHC ThSaI . if Af Uff a i/Aifunif aIaai i/IaaI/ Ai



Case l:21-cv-00680-LO-TCB Document 10 Filed 01/18/22 Page JroH^PagelDfrrlOl-
.____  M.Mi ri'V?M

JAN I 8 2022
r„ ^, iCQUffE

AirXANCttA. VfFGiNiAUS 1)i$4-/'it4' CfiujL^r t>4~ &A$4cjl*J l/tr<
y«j{4

AfJ/'v<y4o*J

-ld$cpi (Stjbc'C-k,

puM; C*■$£ A/oj

\/<

Ihc pEtJTX£OA/tc£*.(.
/

/

(?ule PU/AT^^'S J\ JLliJ^u'rf_____

HX/a■^4rr\} cl~u P&.-C ~T)€.4au // jy^f
fedept-i fl-€ieA/<. S.^k d(- /4UaJa ^J^UJUs

gap /Hik ^ l4U\ AfJt'eJ £M^
j^jJ oQtP'fj MuvttxfiAil'h? $ Pf%H ^

(huJhJ J2T-~7 5" f^^7o

on.

P^j<c4(^jc Public /-it;-4-/A
v/M

AJt<^', Pi+t^-h'Pf, . Jo$c/\h Ait/h'odi'. P*&, A 

Ia Ct^sGzJ jyuzat* AV Ht>si$*4 4~o______ ______

/Zu4. 5~5^ _AC-CUS^) i gS ^o~>/ -bn lt Clo^e-L 4-6

-five, l4c"Wt-4r ‘ 3 66 n<U £(uc<£oUf/ 4o rhui^t
J>6$ £ Pa Ccr^4^~/^ //y>£a'~^5

toUiL'gaj h-fisoy 5ccc<l4- &M hU<U
7T fSj£~Lj hctl b dg<r4t S

A^J IfsUcfL^-rct-i A^f^Af^-P-C gy<r<J~ 4c>

Jie^J C&ppcC fir^ CKK<- duct.t
J ^A^/rS(Jr.A/f-o

UM dtcC.'sJ (jAJ CU^j

( I ") {pU&L "J4~C> ([qUJ 4> 'A i



Case l:21-cv-00680-LO-TCB Document 10 Filed 01/18/22 Page 2 of 7 PagelD# 102

_______JVfl J^-6 /Ll Ca fjr/O-SAsl-f UC~h. <- & /6 /uc (J7c/ </

(f ) The lotf (p^ /Ho l-fy-pi^e jl)kdc^J-Xi Is j'Jffod- 

Qp*Jc A (L

A«&5b

Ll q^lJ-oc *{kccej-K.'Me^
Cbo/Jr /W 4-p_____________ _____________/ 1 C.Lq5c^ j~Q
l-U^r-lr ^ Aq Uja^al

*-, 7~'t<S'-Zcic{
bj A^r_______

f-bCTf T)iS W-i c-f £ (q pAr5 f- _______
: ^ PW^ U
CiiAS b CsuAsbcs , All <>uljccJ^j% rCuj&J P<l<A^_________

^7-4/ kUU Ar^J

^y/atA/'A-f' ^ ^co/uii
0\f*

A1d<£,11

<y) Q/~1^a. y4> __
t4 6C6JS<L silc X*'J<I-eyhn'AJ

US HtliU-sy , l)?s^Ji<3 Ait J,j
Or+ljtj^ t4

/psodacj UU, <][Z_ /'Udil

t^> l-C> U/C°s* UUf^.' MdJ-i-4- 
'SU-d P<A€ 'fb&ij id- b(i ^ftifa,<l'J~<l</t$y\jJ. '^■ez /fjJtseJ

St ! 4^1 4ix sfryts4^cJ~ $WfWrl'hi P/SzP^J tiUieiMj^j 

‘~>el^ir^ Judges' Lj^yCtS Sh^l 7*£ LL(j lj>________
~(-Q <&Lj c( 'tL -C fcSy /2^ /c

Al

AL<?<r

MAC

MAfcP-U / At /4&s/Jo4-t■esS&stJ^} f

m ~2J- 4*£<5 zJwiT'^'lz \fcsi C~J
_________ Qd/S^yrKjc /-£~L. ^

Xv A h*> aX/~u ,

jAi^et- (6hz AjJ ^
Sfi-ra J. sA~£&&

p/ 7)<r£«f*e, ^er LzlU^ A'UxzUd'}
^'7f<£ex.

/fv</ s/kc ScCrcJ-
ASt

C'Y/^TSft) /W^)



Case l:21-cv-00680-LO-TCB Document 10 Filed 01/18/22 Page 3 of 7 PagelD# 103

Ph'JuU AAU1
<1 CoS-f SotfcdoLOrJ l<f PrA So

/f/^ :9fJ°^LCA Dm-ib zs:
C&Srh*y*ic l£y>)C<:4A*

iu
M<f-C I bSiOAJ ^ ZonV/X/e ^ /3W?<X

fr-nt'S4rJ

Ui^k £*i( ^ 3o s-t-tl /**(/e

^ 3 I 'V/'Ot, d.< Aj '^■y

^ 5~CX? AtftoO""/Xy-* ~^0 5>tvX

i doo^^v^ "h"($0 CiA-ciT^
X

Pori- £/g^l<-^ /3<^

lA+if>4 j PC>(L
A-\j J A'C-w^^L<^ ^c/ ^

j? z^o /3>(d(XX IX

/•~7>*X / f-OQ<l!\

^ / /3/^c Qi^ti. /r^%l$y

s', ^*4.((X - £c^<* e
i'k'1'5

i*ioo frMt^X ^5
5CCu-C< Cc

^lo-vX 4*i£ilc.03
^3) (b^/gr<.")



Case l:21-cv-00680-LO-TCB Document 10 Filed 01/18/22 Page 4 of 7 PagelD# 104

. Pp'j-ir PAC Pgo-oT^
?OZ.C>)

tLk
ssmssss

(oi Ey. $/*^t X&ify/awl** XL<>

A/e^j *Z0 /£ ^Zoo *<ul/c4I4&~ip. cd~-

$* GtoUth ( lVc^.4. liojMX L 5 I «aJa-7 C+

zu$ U(i^)(c Yf> U saX\ lw 4~

9. Aaorkt. (jJtllPitUs ji %DQr~utii'(yJ7_ LS
/;sj/u/c.(h £■

j?5oht[/s4i/e. M /o $d(i6J/hdr Cl ( /A/0,

$ io /Zilliont L*Hi M&T/Fdht U)*<,b/fyiP

/Z, /a^sJ //tv/
C!Lod fr<^ $ ibo «;//(/>*)
T

Pun^> '•- h arJl yf J ~ 7 ’)

rt/rS {L
Ev/> c Me'*.

Z£i 1 Jt i 8.(1, OAJ1 LS

/Wap



Case l:21-cv-00680-LO-TCB Document 10 Filed 01/18/22 Page 5 of 7 PagelD# 105

A4~(-'iA4 vi i- Z<LorJ7^)
Cbcc. zr^ Zaza-)

Es-t-, Es^fE'/c.■ X-Acm

i4< s /^ $ lOd Mflhoti1 LS

UoHS /^c^umxr'S X&ofotl{^/<A-3 5715' oo&
/

f/Q +4t(/cesJ M*"<cs\

jL, U/Tf3 pf^u-t-ASL <w3 Aa 3 5’Qn<l/-eA 3 5~oo H<t(u*/
Pts*J-%f7/4-S*J- P*rCrc¥ fo®(O^J

A(&J fc?!Wa -li OAJ p[/wl$ 3 IQC 3 Zoo MtKi&i)7,

pAfffc y 70 Plt^lp

(Affrfy0 f~% P

}*$> j\Jc^ fc)'X>c<- 3 3 /3i (Lo*j
*^>)/ fhz-St.ru Oj

Kill LO/OC1- ■*$%

(to - H.vts\

6ul~TM £os± 1 Li $ ‘-jff?.. 2.00,006 /-toO ,odf
Cp*Y± /3s)

('"S") (out'll
"^r' " 7_



Case l:21-cv-00680-LO-TCB Document 10 Filed 01/18/22 Page 6 of 7 PagelD# 106

PoA AU-tJj-'srlftootA

Cl>cc

Pp dccpP c^-Jr A 26% dJ,/~V C-O^e 5C/J

0 £26>P*a rZ-J. 2%$’/' 4(j£Z. dUte< f'bfft
^ 3) ^TZntOOiOOOfOOO^

@ Zo^ ‘Q; j( Z.Q,0&VjaoOJ<~&O 

6ii -Z.QC ,000,606' j/i A/4^

Js

T h^cLj CeAt^y AA Ac U&juG 2JA&
2%A % 4o )?eA 6 £Hh /fo /P?ePe-f

-/su c/^'C

f2ulfcc/ t4 ^<a{/Aaj^, &AA A</; AJA^a a>c/
Afi ^ d<? J^-A PA/ 2/^-P/O^J , y

3~f°£ P pi^AA wi4 t/P 2i(/(A^
jc(p P^Cj,(lc^ i- /fayj J %7(jij€'-CAjG'£ ^cr^^Ai
2p/4/-it<Li^^C £yc/o$U/tS rP tAlJou /Pe$coc^6L to/M#l-(-4 

J-~d' '7&£ %&2&26'j/ AlAA(c$$

PloL-irf 6/0

<i pci s pc J /Itt 5Cut <6<y //<6aj#cj/«z/lAiCXL/Af /A**' <3<U£'\/

l)Ja DctorU zrf ZOZ6

j6

Pi’XyrS&Pp*} £aj /L’/<jc5$

cf PP6jn ith-c \J~t f f, Cz .
y.Hp£5Vrrf

■f/j y to-Loop 
c^r 6U

It,.-/. j&y-tnyd 1hAfAjtrf 3373/ U( / 
llA( Oa *~t £2
-j^rppc 534/?CO



wwwr«7 nppcai. L/WWi I I IIUU. I VI»•

FILED: April 25,2023

UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS 
FOR THE FOURTH CIRCUIT

No. 22-1854
(1:21 -cv-00680-LO-WEF)

JOSEPH D. GILBERT!, JR., P.E. an Individual and Licensed Professional Engineer

Plaintiff - Appellant

v.

THE PENTAGON; FEDERAL RESERVE BANK OF ATLANTA; FEDERAL BUREAU OF 
INVESTIGATION, (FBI); CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY, (CIA); U.S. SUPREME 
COURT JUSTICES OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA; U. S. SENATE; CENTERS FOR 
DISEASE CONTROL AND PREVENTION, (CDC); ANTHONY S. FAUCI, M.D.; WORLD 
HEALTH ORGANIZATION-PAN AMERICAN HEALTH ORGANIZATION, (WHO-PAHO); 
BILL GATES; TIME WARNER; FOX NEWS; CNN; WALT DISNEY; MSNBC NEWS;
BOSTON POLICE DEPARTMENT; GAVIN NEWSOM, Governor of California; RON 
DESANTIS, Governor of Florida; KAY IVEY, Governor of Alabama; BRIAN KEMP, Governor of 
Georgia; GRETCHEN WHITMORE, Governor of Michigan; RICK SNYDER, Ex-Govemor of 
Michigan; CHARLIE BAKER, Governor of Massachusetts; AMERICAN SOCIETY OF CIVIL 
ENGINEERS; NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND SPACE ADMINISTRATION, U.S.A.
(NASA); U.S. DEPARTMENT OF INTERIOR; 72 PARTNERS, LLC; FLORDIA 
CONSERVATION GROUP, INC.; SARASOTA COUNTY COMMISSION

Defendants - Appellees

ORDER

The petition for rehearing en banc was circulated to the full court No judge requested a poll

under Fed. R. App. P. 35. The court denies the petition for rehearing en banc.

For the Court

/s/ Patricia S. Connor. Clerk

one kti aJo 1/DnET f'l'AA+AC _ riAt it At kttA i/Aamnu aai i^JaaI/ a.
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OK VIRGINIA 

Alexandria Division

)
)JOSEPH D. GILBERT!, JR.
)
)Plaintiff.
)
) Civil Action No. l:2!-cv-680 (LO/TCB)v.
)
)THE PENTAGON, ei ai,
)
)Defendants.

ORDER

This matter comes before the Court on pro sc Plaintiff Joseph D. Gilbert! Jr.'s

(“Plaintiff’ ) Application to Clerk for Entry of Default and Entry of Default Judgment (Dkt. 7) 

and Federal Defendants’ Memorandum of Law in Opposition to Plaintiffs Motion for Entry of

Default and Default Judgment (Dkt. 8). Plaintiff has not served the Defendants and has stated no

cognizable claim for relief; therefore, it is hereby

ORDERED that Plaintiffs Motion (Dkt. 7) is DENIED.

ENTERED this 24th day of January, 2022.

/ ^ n
$rfesa Carroll Buchanan j

THERE
UNITED STATES MAGISTRATE JUDGE

Alexandria. Virginia
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE 
EASTERN DISTRICT OF VIRGINIA

ALEXANDRIA DIVISION

)
Joseph D. Gilbcrli, Jr. )

)
Plaintiff )

)
) 1:21cv680-LO-TCBversus
)

The Pentagon, ct al )
)

Defendants )

ORDER

No sendee having been effected upon the defendants within 90 days of the filing of the 

complaint, it is hereby

ORDERED that within 20 days the plaintiff show cause, if any lie can. why the action should 

not be dismissed pursuant to F.R.Civ.P. 4(m).

Liam OXjVady
United Stares IDistrict Judge

Alexandria. Virginia 
September 7, 2021
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