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CfOTf,' (5a3e;23-556l4, 04/02i’2024, ID; 12874254<0ktEntry; t^l^ge 1^
■r -, '■' v ■ :v.

FILED. l^iDTiroK.Ft3Bi>riCAt!0^

UN ITED'STATGS COURT OF A PPEAtS

:fqr themnth circuit

APR 22024
WOU.V C.OWtEA ct®& 
"tl^f:OCOTT;OFAPI5SM.B

FREDERICK DAVID PINA.

PlaintifFAppellani.

No; 23*55614

DC No. 2;23-c^026?i-MCS*Sk.

V..
MEMORANDUM*-

,-STATE FARM MUTUAL AUTOMOBILE 
.INSURANCE COMPANY.

Defendant'Appel Icci

Appeal from the United Stales District Court 
for the Central District.of California 

Marie C. -Scnr?i. District Judge, Presiding

Submitted March 2$'.. 2024“

Before: TASHIMA, SILVERM AN, and KOli Circuit Judges,,

Frederick; David Pina appeals pm set ftm foe district court's judgment

dismissing his actionalleging federal claims. We have jurisdiction under 28

U.S.QJ 1291. We- review dc novo, Watisonv, Carter, 668 F.3d I IDS. I I12 {9th 

Gif, 2^2) (dismissal under*28 U.S.C, § l9l5(eK2J(B)(ii}); Stmart. v. US.

Tins disposition is not appropriate for publication and fe. not precedent 
except as provided by Ninth Circuit Rule 36-3.

The panel unanimously concludes this ease is suitable for decision 
without oral argument. See Fed. R, App. P. 34(a)(2).

•M
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Bancorp. 297 FJd 953.956 (9th Cir. 2002) (dismissal based on claim preclusion).

We a Hum.

Hie district court properly dismissed Pina’s action on the basis of claim 

preclusion because Finn's claims alleging improper conduct by State Farm’s 

counsel during Pina's personal injuiy litigation involved the same panics and 

primary right raised in a prior state court action that resulted in a final judgment on 

the merits. See Gupta v. Thai Ainvys Jut 7. Ltd.. 487 FJd 759.762 n,3 (9th Cir. 

2007) (explaining that a state court dismissal is final when a party fails to appeal 

within the time allowed I; Manufactured Name Cmtys. tnc. v. City of San done. 420 

F.3d 1022. 1031 (9th Cir. 2005) ('To determine the preclusive effect of a state 

court judgment federal courts look to state law."): I)t!SrHoldings U.C u Faerber. 

352 P.3d 378, 386 (Cat. 2015) (setting forth elements of claim preclusion under

California law).

We reject as rnetisfess Pina’s contentions that the district court acted without 

authority jn issuing its decisions, violated federal law. or was biased against 1’iila.

Pina's moiions to consolidate (Dockd Fatty Nos. 13, 14 and 15) are denied,

AFFIRMED.

2 1S-S5M4
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case: 23-55614,07/11/2024, ID: 12896550. DktEntry: 24, Page 1 of 1

FILEDUNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS’

JUL112Q24FOR THE NINTH CIRCUIT
MOLLY C. DWYER, CLERK 

D.S. COURT OF APPEALS

FREDERICK DAVID PINA, No. 23-55614

P laintiff-Appell ant DC. No. 2:23-cv-02672-MCS-SK 
Central District of California,
Los Angelesv.

STATE FARM MUTUAL AUTOMOBILE 
INSURANCE COMPANY,

ORDER

Defendant-Appellee.

Before: TASHIMA, SILVERMAN, and KOH, C ircuit Judges.

The full court has been advised of die petition for rehearing en banc and no

judge has requested a vote on whether to rehear the matter en banc. See. Fed. R.

App. P. 35.

Pina's petition for rehearing en banc (Docket Entry Nos. IS, 1.9, 20, 2 i, 22,

and 23) is denied.

No further filings will be entertained in this closed case.

OSA1SO
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APPENDIX C

In the signed judgment below for Plaintiff, Plaintiff first had to obtain

this signed judgment from the Ninth Circuit, after jumping through

various other legal hoops, to conclusively prove once and for all, that

Plaintiff s claims against the corporate defendant, were in fact; factually

and legally legitimate.

Yet, after Plaintiffs anti-corruption efforts, which were fully protected by

U.S. Supreme Court precedent and by the U.S. Constitution, the Ninth

Circuit instead bitterly retaliated against Plaintiff; in direct and willful

violation of federal anti-retaliation laws; and unethically stripped this

singular legal victory from Plaintiff; as a retaliatory means to throw out

a $1.2 Billion dollar corporation corruption appeal, merely for exposing

to the Ninth Court, the vast state government corruption within the

State of Nevada; in an unrelated criminal appeal; that also had been

pending before the Ninth Circuit. Appendix C is the only available legal

evidence in existence as of today’s date.
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FILEDUNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS

SEP 27 2023FOR THE NINTH CIRCUIT
MOLLY C. DWYER, CLERK 

U.S. COURT OF APPEALS
FREDERICK DAVID PINA, No. 23-55614

Plaintiff-Appellant D C. No. 2:23-cv-02672-MCS-SK 
Central District of" California,
Los Angelesv.

STATE FARM MUTUAL AUTOMOBILE 
INSURANCE COMPANY,

ORDER

Defendant-Appellee.

Before: BADE, LEE. and VANDYKE. Circuit Judges.

The opening brief received on August 1.2023 and the response to the July

21,2023 order to show cause demonstrate that this appeal involves lion-frivolous

issues. The order to show cause is therefore discharged, and appellant 's motion to

proceed in forma pauperis (Docket Entry No. 3) is panted. See 28 U.S.C.

§ 1915(a). The Clerk shall amend the docket to reflect appellant's in forma

pauperis status.

The Clerk shall file the opening brie f received on August 1,2023 (Docket

Entry No. 6). Because there is no appearance by appellee, briefing will be

completed upon the filing of the opening brief.

OSA145
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Pursuant to the Oourf s Order Dismissing Case and Dcnylng Ex Parte Motion, it 
is ordered, adjudged, and decreed that this case is dismissed with prejudice, ■ Plaintiff 
shall take nothing from this ■action*
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24 Dated; December 22,2023
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APPENDIX E

Crawford-El v. Britton, 523 U.S. 574 (1998)

Is a significant Supreme Court case that clarified the standards of proof 
required in cases alleging First Amendment retaliation by government 
officials. The Court held that the regular preponderance of the evidence 
standard should apply.

Of which, Plaintiff here meets all legal standards.

Preponderance of the Evidence Standard

- Standard of Proof: The plaintiff must prove their case by a

preponderance of the evidence, meaning it is more likely than not that the

defendant acted with a retaliatory motive.

Elements of a First Amendment Retaliation Claim

To succeed in a First Amendment retaliation claim, a plaintiff generally

needs to demonstrate three elements:

1. Protected Conduct: The plaintiff engaged in conduct protected by the

First Amendment (e.g., speech, petitioning the government, or other

expressive activities).

41



2. Adverse Action: The defendant took an adverse action against the

plaintiff that would likely deter a person of ordinary firmness from

continuing to engage in that protected conduct.

3. Causal Connection: There is a causal connection between the protected

conduct and the adverse action, meaning that the protected conduct was

a substantial or motivating factor for the defendant's adverse action.
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brniil - GkdysPerez v. Gabrirh Najera. Warden. et si. Case Mo. 2245279 htlpsiffni^gix^e.com'mad'u'O^^lTdiiWiab&aew-^&searctp® i

Gmail Frederick Pino ■rpina.frederickjggiinail.com*

Gladys Perez v. Gabriela Najera, Warden,-et a!. Case No. 22-15279
Fri, Mat 29, 2024 at 2:57 PMSusan Getmis <3usan_Gelmi3^ca£t.U-5court5.gov>- 

To: Frederick; Pina <pina.f7edericfc@gmail.caffl>
Cc: 'Bizzaro, AmeJa (FDy <AmeliajBiZzaro@fd.org> ''O'Heam, Katlyn (PD)’ «KaftiynjDHeam@».arji*, 
"ecf_nvnch@fd.org" <ecfjtvnch@ficl.org>, "JStitz@ag.nv,goY" <J3tB2@ag.nv.gov>. "igarate@ ag.nv.gov" 
<rg3ra‘e@aginv.gov>,''n;landreth@3g.nv.gotf" <n1landre-h@3g.nv.gov*. ,’cmartinez@ag.nv.gov"<cinarfnez<§3g.nv.gDv>, 
"me!nilier@:tg nv.gov" <merrffier@ag.nv.gov>, ‘admin@;ustjoe-)av/-center.conf <3dmfn@justice-1aw-center.com>, 
"jebirand.jic@gm3S.com'' <jeotx>nd.jic{ggmall.a>ni> Tatumwerir@gnnail,com" <tanjimvehr@gmaii.com>

i

Mr Pina

!
Your email below, sent directly to our Judges, is in violation of Circuit Rule 25-2 and is completely 
inappropriate for a variety of reasons. I have alerted our Court Security Officer and the US Marshals 
about this. You are admonished never to send any communications directly to any Judge of our Court 
again. If you do so, you risk sanctions and possible other legal consequences.

!
1

If any of the attorneys copied on this email chain represent you in any context, they would be wise to 
counsel you about the severity of consequences that you may experience if you do this again.

Susan V Gelmis

Chief Deputy Clerk
Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals

sisan_g6imis@ca9.irscours.gov

From: Frederick Pina <pmo fredenck@gmati,coni>
Sent: Thursday. March 28, 2024 5:4.1 PiV.
To: Jay 3ybee <Jay_Bybee@ca9.uscourts.gov>; Bndget.Bade@ca9.uscourts.gov;
rrchard,CLIFT0N@cs9.uso2urts.gov; Blrraro, Amelia jFD) <Ameha_8izzaro@fdorg>; o'Heam, Kaitlyn (fd)
•eKaifIyn_OHeam@tti.org>; ecf_nvnch@fd.Ofg: JStilzgng rrv.gov; rgarate@ag nv.gov;
mandreth@ac,nv,gov; cmartinez@ag.rrv.gov; memiller@ag.nv.gev; admin@justice-law-center.com;
jebbond.jtc@gnail com; tafjmwehr@gmait.com
Subject: Gladys Perez v. Gabriela Najera, Warden, et at. Case No. 22-15279

t of 2 4/2-2024.2:16 PM
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APPENDIX F

The Secret Audio Tape of Corrupt Insurance Lawyer

Michael V. Madigan deliberately lying to

Los Angeles Superior Court judge Patricia N. Nieto
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The Google Drive Link:

https://drive.google.com/file/d/lRDz8Lzh9Ms79QRcsJuDAW-
hcj2hAZ!OV/view?usp=sharing

At the 12:09 Mark, corrupt insurance lawyer Michael V. Madigan is

heard lying to Los Angeles Superior Court judge Patricia N. Nieto; that

he “...HAD NOT...” had the opportunity to Meet and Confer with

Plaintiff, etc.; yet at about 6-minutes later; at the 18:28 Mark, this same

corrupt insurance lawyer; Michael V. Madigan is also clearly heard

contradicting himself; by “informing” Judge Nieto; that he wants to be

sure, that there is “...NO LINGERING DOUBT...”, that he “...HAS...”

in fact; Meet and Conferred with my prior attorneys. And about

“...OTHER VARIOUS ISSUES...”. This is how cavalier and profuse are

their lies.

45
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APPENDIX G

Copy of Plaintiffs Motion for Relief from Memorandum and

Judgment Pursuant to Federal Rules of Civil Procedure 60(b)

and 60(b)(4)
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Case: 23-55614,07/18/2024,10:12897600, DMEritry: 28, Page1 ofS

UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS

FOR THE NINTH CIRCUIT

Frederick Pina,

Plaintiff,

VS-

State Farm Mutual Automobile insurance Company,

Defendant.

Case No. 23-55614

PLAINTIFF’S MOTION FOR RELIEF FROM MEMORANDUM AND JUDGMENT

PURSU ANT TO FEDERAL RULES OF CIVIL PROCEDURE 60(b) and 60(b)(4)

I. INTRODUCTION

Plaintiff Frederick Piiia ("Plaintiff') hereby moves this Court for relief from the Memorandum 
entered against him on April 2,2024 and the judgment Order, entered against him on July 11, 2024, 
pursuant to Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 60(b). This motion is based on the grounds of mistake, 
newly discovered evidence, and any other reason that justifies relief.

II. GROUNDS FOR RELIEF

Pursuant to Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 60(b), the court may relieve a party from a final 
judgment for the following reasons relevant to this motion:

1. Mistake, Inadvertence, Surprise, or Excusable Neglect (Rule 60(b)(1))
The dismissal of the Plaintiffs federal appeal was based on an oversight and error of the Ninth 

Circuit regarding the status of a related case against defendant State Farm that is still pending before 
the California Supreme Court and has not yet settled. This gross oversight constitutes a grave 
mistake or an inadvertence as Res Judicata was never inapplicable at the Ninth Circuit.

2. Newly Discovered Evidence (Rule 60(b)(2))
New evidence has come to light showing that the related case against State Farm is still active and 

pending before the California Supreme Court. This evidence has seemingly not been discovered 
with reasonable diligence prior to the erroneous judgments) by judges TASHIMA, SILVERMAN 
and KOH.

3. Any Other Reason that Justifies Relief (Rule 60(b)(6))
Dismissing Plaintiffs federal appeal while the related case is still pending is fundamentally unjust 

and inequitable. This dismissal denies the Plaintiff a fair opportunity to have his case heard and 
resolved in conjunction with the related matter.
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Case: 23-55614, 07/18/2024, ID: 12897600, DklEntry: 28, Page 2 of S

III. FACTUAL BACKGROUND

1. On lune 10,2024, Plaintiff electronically filed a Petition for Review against State Fann Mutual 
Automobile Insurance Company, with die California Supreme Court, alleging the same claims as 
the Ninth Circuit’s (then) federal appeaL

2. Plaintiff's related case against State Farm is still pending before the California Supreme Court 
and has not yet been settled.

4. The existence and status of the related case were not considered in the dismissal of Plaintiff's 
federal appeal at the Ninth Circuit, leading to a fundamental error.

IV. LEGAL ARGUMENT

A. Mistake. Inadvertence, or Excusable Neglect (Rule 60(b)(1))

The court’s dismissal was based on a misunderstanding of the procedural status of a related and 
unresolved case before the California Supreme Court. This mistake significantly impacted the 
Plaintiff’s right to a fair hearing.

B. Newly Discovered Evidence (Rule 60(b)(2))

Evidence regarding the ongoing nature of the related case seems to not have been discovered in 
time to present to the court before the judgment. This new information is crucial to the adjudication 
of Plaintiff’s federal appeals and warrants relief from the unwarranted and illegal judgment.

C, Any Other Reason that Justifies Relief (Rule 60(b)(6))

Given the ongoing related case, enforcing the illegal Judgment against Plaintiff would result in a 
significant injustice. The principles of equity demand that Plaintiff's case he reconsidered to ensure 
a fair and just outcome.

D. Extraordinary Circumstances Warranting Relief (Rule 60(b)(6))

Rule 60(bX6) allows the court to grant relief from a final judgment for "any other reason that 
justifies relief." This catch-all provision is reserved for extraordinary circumstances and is to be 
used sparingly. In this case, several extraordinary circumstances warrant relief under Rule 60(b)(6):

1. Parallel Proceedings: The existence of parallel proceedings in the California Supreme Court 
presents an extraordinary circumstance. The dismissal of the federal appeal while a 
substantially similar case remains active in the state's highest court creates a risk of 
inconsistent rulings and undermines the integrity of the judicial process.

2. Potential for Conflicting Judgments: If the California Supreme Court were to rule in
Plaintiffs favor on substantially similar issues, it would create an untenable situation where 
state and federal courts have reached opposing conclusions on the same matter. This 
potential conflict between state and federal judgments constitutes an extraordinary 
circumstance that threatens the consistent administration of justice.
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Case: 23-55614, 07/18/2024. ID; 12897600. DktEntry:28, Page 3 of 5

. 3. Preservation of Judicial Resources: Allowing both the state and federal cases to proceed to 
their natural conclusions would ultimately conserve judicial resources. If the state case 
results in a favorable outcome for the Plaintiff, it could render the federal dismissal moot 
and potentially necessitate further litigation to reconcile the conflicting decisions.

4. Fundamental Fairness: The dismissal of the federal appeal without consideration of the 
pending state case raises serious questions of fundamental fairness. It potentially deprives 
the Plaintiff of a Mi and fair opportuni ty to litigate his claims in the appropriate forum:

5. Novel Legal Question: The interplay between the federal appeal and tire pending state case 
presents a novel legal question that was not fully considered in die original judgment. The 
resolution of this issue is crucial not only for the parties involved but also for establishing 
clear precedent for future cases involving parallel state and federal proceedings.

6. Public Interest: There is a strong public interest in ensuring' that complex legal matters 
Involving both state and federal jurisdictions are resolved in a manner that promotes 
consistency, fairness, and respect for the dual system of courts in the United States.

E. The Memorandum and Judgment are Effectively Voided (Rule 60(b)(4)).

As exhibited in Exhibit A below. Plaintiff 's related case and Petition for Review with the California 
Supreme Court; conclusively establishes that RES JUDICATA was not only Inapplicable against 
Plaintiff’s federal appeal at the Ninth Circuit; but was effectively under Rule 60 (b)(4) of the 
Federal Rules of Civil Procedures voided. Therefore, under federal law the Memorandum dated: 
April 2, 2024 and the Order dated: July 11, 2024 are legally unenforceable and have no legal 
validity'.

V. CONCLUSION

For the foregoing reasons, Plaintiff respectfully requests that this Court grant his Motion for Relief 
from Judgment pursuant to Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 60(b), and set aside the Memorandum 
Judgment entered respectively on date(s): April 2, 2024 and July 11, 2024. Plaintiff further requests 
any additional relief the Court deems just and proper.

VL PRAYER FOR RELIEF

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff prays that this Court:

1. Grant .relief from judgment entered on April 2,2024 and July 11,2024 pursuant to Rule 60(b);
2. Set aside the dismissal order and reinstate Plaintiff ’s federal appeal;
3. Grant such other and further relief as the Court deems just and proper.

Dated: July 18,2024

/s/ Frederick Pina
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EXHIBIT A:

Cover Page of the Plaintiff’s Petition for Review with the California Supreme Court
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FILED WITH PERMISSIONS284975
No. S

IN THE SUPREME COURT 
Of THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

FREDERICK PIJ/A,

Pw Se I'lnititkff, Petitioner ami A|isiellun5,

r.

STATE FARM MUTUAL AUTOMOBILE INSURANCE COMPANY.

Dp fondant, Reniwiidmri and Appellee.

a{Ca lifornia Court of Appeal, Second District. Division Two 
Ciiai* No.: B331404

Appeal from les Angelos County Superior Conrt. 
Case No.; 2ISTCV13962
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EXHIBIT H:

Copy of the Defendant’s Fraudulent MOTION FOR EVIDENCE

SANCTIONS, which tragically was granted at the Los Angeles

Superior Court - Stanley Mosk Courthouse.
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Michael V. Madigan, State Bar'No. 113794
MARX R, WEINER & ASSOCIATES
Employ**! of Hie U« D»«fSfflent
S(a45 Farm Mutual AinomobiJ* Insurance Company
■655 North Central Avenue, 12lh Floor
Glendale, California 91203-1434
Telephone: (SIS)543*4000/FAX: (855)396.3606

Attorneys for defendants Amanda Barclay Mettlcr. tael It 
Hallier, and. Laurence Hallier A

1

J4MQ'52og2

.3 3 srir
, dfpti y4

5

%6

7 m
j8 SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

S'9 FOR THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
16 (A
11 Frederick Pina, 

Plaintiffs,

) NO. BC546729 
j Complaint Filed; May 23,2014 
) Judge: Hon, Patricia Nieto 
) Department: 91

Trial Date: March 23,2017

February 9, 2017 ’ 
1:30 p.m.

12 W
,013 V\v.

114 Amanda Mettlcr, Janelle Hallier, Laurent 
Hallier, and Does 1 to 90 inclusive,

Defendants.

) Date;
) Time:
) De-pt.:

) RES ID: 161209179985

NOTICE OF MOTION AND MOTION 
FOR EVIDENCE SANCTION FOR 
FAILURE TO OBEY COURT ORDER; 
MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND 
AUTHORITIES; DECLARTION OF 
MICHAEL V, MADIGAN 
[Code of Civil Procedure |§ 2030.290 and 
20JU003

15 91
)

16

IT

18
11

19 &
20

21

TO PLAINTIFF FREDERICK PINA IN PRO PER22

23

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that on February 9,2017, at 1:30 p.m., or as soon thereafter as

counsel may be heard in Department 91 of the above-entitled court, ioeate^at 111 North Htfl

Street, Los Angeles, California, defendants Laurence Hallier, Amanda Barclay Mettlcr, and 
y/

Janelle Hallier will move this court for aa evidence sanction for Dilute to obey a court order to 
respond to discovery. Speeificafly, defendants move the court for tin order precluding plaintiff

24

%

&

2fl

-l-
MQTION FOR EVIDENCE SANCTION

d-,-« i i » aae in - iinasiiii - one syy* « oiaca
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EXHIBIT I

Evidence confirming the Defendant’s Fraud Upon the Court,

Plaintiffs Civil Rights and Corporate Fraud.
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ihttpsr/iniail fforiole.com/irnail/(j/a?jk=17:d3396eh,0:„Gmail - HE: Pina; ME Today MfiC ME

R' Gmail iFretferfcK Prria^1riarfredeiick(®gj!teniCom>

RE: Pina (ME Today M&C IME
weamu 22, mu at iss pmMtctiael waaigan ^mtctTKeljriac4pn.usn@3ctiaiaTO.eoT!i> 

To: Frederick Pifia sDtna/rcdcrick@grriaiLoonV"

Mr. Pina,

Ail discovery issues have been resolved through the Court.

second, we are trying to get dates today, and once obtained, i will 
immediately forward to you tor you to accept the date most convenient for 
you.

From Frederick Pifta {mailtmpirea.fraterid#yiSB.«on^
Sent Wed nesday. Match 22,201710:47 AM
To: Michael Madigan <:rracliael .madigan.tlxh@stafesJarm.com>
subject: R£ Pin?. IMF Today M&C. IME

Source: Plaintiff'Pra Se’s personal Gmail account»Bated: 03/22/2017
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APPENDIX J

More evidence of the Defendant’s corporate fraud, as Defendant 
intentionally kept this information from the Judge at the 

original forum of the Los Angeles Superior Court.
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APPENDIX K

Further evidence proving the Defendant’s conspiracy to commit

fraud and federal civil rights violation(s)
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GmaO - jiw retijeat) IWpfftftoail google WJSlPGsbO,,,

M Gmail J*rederit)t Plri* «piina.1redeticki^gmsfl.cDifi»

(no subject}
Tub. .ten ss, 20l« at ll:*nMichael Madigan '-nidwcIrrwjdiannJlKf^oWsfnnrvcrrTi5'

Tfc: r-tedHtrfiFiiSa ^tRj.^ecericJ:^gnnntLccrn3>

I could not send them to you as you were represented by counsel at that 
time

From; Frcrtoirk ptnaiinji-hopina T«d<?iicii@fimfj!i i:omt
Sent: torourv 23,2016 8:39 AM
Ter Micnaal Mj£aari ■ rnicJianlmaiJigan.llkh.Q’statoliuni.cmi >
Subject:

Von »*j evitfe w etevet envmg We 5«R*aMt*il Resjorras to me wilt ihe «owt

Permi.

End at stjumptit.

Yb»n<ww cent them lams.

Look .at yew Service Lrsl.

Source: Plaintiff Pro Se's personal Gmail aecount, dated: Q1/2J/2018
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APPENDIX L

Further evidence of Defendant’s Mens Rea in this conspiracy to

commit fraud, federal civil rights violation and fraud upon the

court.
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U a * ;•» jt-t.c 043t;j ' X V £ *

@ ® 0 i<-

Certified Receipt r-*>c<

FieJetick Pina u/i-L.t, 
to >• chjd * :

I ’Cm Frederick Ptri,s • c.rn.f'tder :k g~jr com

M criael Mad gan « m-K"' m-d 3 v> tlx*' _ "tcrr'cr-n 
css-i

Goto Cec 13.2017,6:27 PM 
V.„.S'. _My d 3. >5

To

I did respond Mr Madtgan. Here's a copy oi ifie Certified 
Receipt trom ihe post otliec.

The dole confirms it.

».. ’ •|] z™JT

r*r,* i.. >0/
@ Ortifv- cl.png ^ A $

Michael Madlgan -it: .3’/ 
to mo

You are going is circles...this is what we 
received

p ,*JS O

Source: Plaintiff Pro .SV’s personal mobile device. Dated: 12/13/2017
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: Cl t ■ ^.«ro4.-h ' * JI £ O cr

© © B :

I did respond Mr. Marligan. Harp's h copy of the f* er',fieri 
Ri-< rij.t from tht post olflce

The date confirms ii.

1
fr’

.. jwm

• * 4\ ^
in >0« « . * 

P% Certihe a I png ♦ A *

Michael Madigan iL'i;ci; 
to mo ^ :

i
if rom Michosl Modigan • mscbcel-nud g^i.nxh'.-itatc^cm 

.com
To Frederick Pift3 • pra.frcder .t.'-gm_i.com 
Dote Dec 13,201?. 8 33 PM 
Q Standard encryption (TIS),

\tydctu.'

!

i

You are going is circles...this is what we 
received.

r * * :f ,i

sP D O

r '

Source: PI (tint iff Pro Se's personal mobile device. Dated: 12/13/2017
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\

,?

&3S % 6 * hr X3 Cl $ <?:■! 042''

S M Q :<-

You are going is circles. -.this is what we 
received.

>

From: Frederick Pina [tmllwtptna fr\ dtnskf^myll com] 
Sent; Wednesday. December 13.2017 5:28 PM 
To: Michael Madigam <rn.chae' madigai! tlxbtp 
si, ref&rit) tc*n>
Subject: Certified Receipt

i did respond Mr. MadKjatt. Here's e copy o; the Certified Rece.pt 
from the post office.

The date confirms It.

t &f! ~oogs.pdf

^ Thank you! J ^ DC iGreat I tanks* Groatl
___ V

D sis a
G<J V /

itource: Plaintiff Pro Se’s personal mobile device, Dated; 12/13/2017
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APPENDIX M

Copy of the Signed Affidavit from Plaintiffs prior counsel of

record with respect to affirming that Defendant’s attorneys

NEVER sent the requested documents to Plaintiffs (then) legal

representation, therefore; when Plaintiff and his prior counsel

had parted way, it was and would have been impossible for

Plaintiffs prior counsel to ever forwards those requested records

to Plaintiff, when he entered into his Pro Se capacity, as his prior

attorney-of-record never had ever received them in the first

place, and thus proving; that Defendants were highly prolific

pathological liars; that routinely lied to the judge and to the

court; just about every single thing under the sun.
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' :,iPPEJ®IX;\t.'

■THE SIGNED DECLARATIOX;^^ '■ ’ 

s PLAINTIFF!S FORMER COUNSEL (“JOHN J4HR^IARKT';) .

.1

t
3

4

S.

SUPERIOR COURT Of THE STATE OPGALFFORKfA 
COUNTYOP LOSANGELES,CfiMWl DISTRICT

a.

s
) CASENOil3CS4(i729

3 orclaration op john
I .1A11KMA KKT •

.) judge: H on. Patricia Nieto 
4. ncprmriicTH: 9t ■ ■
1. Inal Dale: April 1 Jfh. 20iy

Frederick* Pina .to individual
y 3

3« PtoimilT,:
Ve­

il

Atnands Mctltcr. jotiellc Itallicr. 'Laurent. 
Htdlier. and 13012? 1 ritroughOO, inctu.ivc, )

befeitdariis.

.12

3.1?
km *

15

J, JOHN JAHKMARKT, declare:

1. I m an attnrney m tare duty admitted (p practice (n tits State CitfilWntti

and also (be former aucniey-brreeofd fur iplainti IT herein and make this dedaiaiinii til 
siippor! of riaimtffs Motion for tin order setting aside andfei terniinnting sanctions 
against him residing (he granting MOTION FOR EVIDENCE SANCTIONS FOR 
FAILURE TO OBEY COURT Dated; Fdtroaty «. 2017.

f hav'c. Sookcd in r.v*' files and I do ntu *.‘ce flny Rupplemcntsi rcqucSl? for

16

V

ts
19
20

21

22 2.
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Case: 23-55614, 08/01/2023, JO: 12765708, DktEntiy: 6, Page 103 of 104

102

I, I have Unfed in my files ami! cm not see ftav supplementtil cccjn,*-1-- for 
pmilmMimi cd Ylnettincnm urmUrniguloncp. Ifihe-ie request,'. were served »n my vil'iuo, 
(!m-y did rwi nmlc i( into my file on (ids ruse and irihat i« ihr case it would iisvt* been * 
nsfcwkc in my office tonne have the discovery requests in die fife. 1 didnoi; respond to 
any requests fur s-cpplemerital discovery. If! Was served with these request and did not 
respond. that would K- n mistake by my offlw,

22

23

24

25

26

27

2%

WCIAItATTOVriOlWSWIIMMOll

I declare unde) penalty of perjury unde r the laws of the Stale of California, that the 
fimigoinj: is liim: ami Wired

I

2

3

Dated: January 26. 20 IS4

5
h

7

8

<7

tfl

11

12
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CERTIFICATE OF COMPLIANCE

No.

FREDERICK PINA,

Petitioner,

v.

STATE FARM MUTUAL AUTOMOBILE INSURANCE COMPANY,

Respondent.

As required by Supreme Court Rule 33.1(h), I certify that the Petition for 
a Writ of Certiorari contains 3,116 words, excluding the parts of the 
Petition for a Writ of Certiorari that are exempted by Supreme Court 
Rule 33.1(d).

I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.
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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES

No.

FREDERICK PINA,

Petitioner,

v.

STATE FARM MUTUAL AUTOMOBILE INSURANCE COMPANY,

Respondent.

PROOF OF SERVICE

I, FREDERICK PINA, do swear or declare that on this date, July 7, 2024, 
20, as required by Supreme Court Rule 29, I have served the enclosed 
MOTION FOR LEAVE TO PROCEED IN FORMA PAUPERIS and 
PETITION FOR A WRIT OF CERTIORARI on each party to the above 
proceeding or that party’s counsel, and on every other person required to 
be served, by depositing an envelope containing the above documents in 
the United States mail properly addressed to each of them and with first- 
class postage prepaid, or by delivery to a third-party commercial carrier 
for delivery within 3 calendar days.

The names and addresses of those served are as follows:

Tod M. Castronovo (SBN: 97477) 
SHAVER, KORFF 

16255 Ventura Boulevard, #850 
Encino, California 91436 

818.905.6001 voice

Counsel for Defendant "H

4
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