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IN THE
UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE SEVENTH CIRCUIT

No.96-3557

SYLVESTER JONES,
APPELLANT.

VS.

SHARP ELECTRONICS CORPORATION;

SHARP MANUFACTURING COMPANIES,

OF AMERICA; SHARP SUBSIDIARIES,
CORPORATIONS,COMPANIES; SHARP,
HOLDINGS COMPANIES; SHARP AND,

OTHER MANUFACTURING,CORPORATIONS,

AND COMPANIES OF HOUSEHOLD COOKING
EQUIPMENT,FAX MACHINES,AUDIO &
VIDEOS, EQUIPMENTS,OFFICE MACHINES,
TELEPHONES, TELEGRAPHS ETC;SHARP
EXTORT AND IMPORTS;SUEUKI HIROKA,
PRESIDENT; OSAMU ASAKAWA,EXECUTIVE,
VICE PRESIDENT;DAN INFANTI,DIRECTOR;
JOHN BLAKE,DIRECTOR;MANFRED EDELMAN,
VICE PRESIDENT;SHARP GROUP,SYSTEMS,
AND LABORATORIES OF AMERICA;INC..OF
SHARP; SHARP PLAZA,MAHWAH,NEW JERSEY,
OASIS IMAGING PR)OIDUCTS 3717 N.25TH,
AVENUE,SCHILLER ‘'ARK,ILLINOIS;
OWNERS; PRESIDENT ;CHAIRMAN AND,
MEMBERS OF BOARD OF DIRECTORS;

OASIS IMGING PRO IUCTS,COMPANIES AND
CORPORATIONS,WHO .ESALE, REMANUFACTURING,
SUPPLIES,AND ALI OTHERS,PERSONS AND
CORPORATIONS/COMPANIES CONSTITUTING
OASIS IMAGING-20HAMPSHIRE,DRIVE,
HUDSON,NEW HAMPSHIRE;A&E ELECTRONICS,
CORPORATION, ITS SUBSIDIARIES,COMPANIES,
ST LOUIS,MISSOURI;EDWARD N.SCHILLING,
PRESIDENT; WALTER C.MIXSON,CHAIRMAN OF,
BOARD OF DIRECTORS;MICHEAL DITTMAN,
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SECRETARY; PETER BRUSH,VICE PRESIDENT;
BETTY SCHOLZ,VICE PRESIDENT;AND ALL
OTHERS MEMBERS OF BOARD OF DIRECTORS;
REPAIRMEN; OFFICIALS AND EMPLOYEES,
CONSTITUTING A&E ELECTRONICS CORP.;
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT EN BANC,
EASTERN DISTRICT OF MISSOURI; EDWARD,
L.FILIPPINE,CHIEF JUDGE;ASSOCIATE,
STEPHEN N.LIMBAUGH;GEORGE F.GUNN,JR.;
JEAN C.HAMILTON;DONALD J.STIHR;CAROL,
E.JACKSON; CHARLES A.SHAW;CAPTHERINE D.
PARRY; RICHARD- WEBBER; UNITED STATES,
COURT OF APPEALS FOR THE EIGHTH CIRCUIT,
EN BANC;RICHARD S.ARNOLD,CHIEF;CIRCUIT,
JUDGE,ASSOCIATES, THEODORE McMILLIAN;
JOHN R.GIBSON;GEORGE G.FAGG;PASCO M.,
BOEMAN; ROGER L.WOLLMAN; FRANK J.MAGILL;
JAMES B.LOKEN;DAVID R.HANSEN;MORRIS S.
ARNOLD; EDWARD L.DOWD.JR.,UNITED STATES,
ATTORNEY,EASTERN DISTRICT OF MISSOURI;
JAMES. W.NELSON,HEAD AGENT,FEDERAL BUREAU,
OF INVESTIGATION,ST LOUIS MISSOURI;
ROBERT D.ST.VRAIN,CLERK,U.S.DISTRICT,
COURT,EASTERN DISTRICT OF MISSOURI;
DEPUTIES CLERKS,CYNTHA CROSS;"TIM";
UNITED STATES SUPREME COURT EN. BANC;
WILLIAM H.REHNQUIST,CHIEF,ASSOCIATES,
JUSTICES; ANTHONY M.KENNEDY; SANDRA DAY,
O'CONNER; DAVID H.SCALIA;JOHN PAUL,
STEVENS; CHARENCE THOMAS; STEPHEN D.BREYER;
RUTH BARDER GINSBURG;BYRON R.WHITE LAW,
CLERK; AUDREY J.ANDERSON;ERIC SCHEUERMAN;
RONALD J.TENPAS; STEPHENIE A.J.DANGEL;
JEFFEY MANYER;McUSIC MOLLY,LAW CLERKS;
WILLIAM H.REHNQUIST;JANET RENO,UNITED,
STATES ATTORNEY GENERAL;UNITED STATES,
MARSHALS DEPARTMENT EN BANC,ST LOUIS,
MISSOURI; FL.ODY A.KIMDROUGH;PAUK A.
RUTKOWSKI; "BROCK" ANd/OR,U.S.MARSHALS,
AND ALL OTHER MARSHALS SERVICE UNITED
STATES COURTHOUSE-ST.LOUIS,MISSOURI;
EDUARDO GONZALEZ,DIRECTOR,U.S.MARSHAL,
AGENCY,U.S.DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE,
WASHINGTON,D.C.; ELBERT A.WALTON,
ATTORNEY AT LAW-ST.LOUESiMLSSOURI;

' APPELLEES.




VIACON BROADCASTING OF MISSOURI;
JAMMIE ALLMAN,REPORTER;LARRY,
CONNORS;JULIUS HUNDER,ANCHORS;
PAGGY MILNER;JIM ROTHSCILD, -
DIRECTOR; STEVE : HEMMED, NEWS,
DIRECTOR;MARY CONNON,DIRECTOR;
DAVIS KEISER,EDIROR;PETE BARRETT,
EDITOR; STEVE HOUSTON,EDITOR;AND
ALL OTHER CONSTITUTING VIACON,
BROADCASTING OF MISSOURI-KMOV,
TELEVISION CHANNEL 4,ST LOUIS,
MISSOURI; EDWARD L.DOWD JR.,U.S.
ATTORNEY,EASTERN DISTRICT OF,
MISSOURI;JAMES W.NELSON,HEAD F.B.I,
AGENT,ST.LOUIS,MISSOURI; JANET RENO,
UNITED STATES ATTORNEY GENERAL;
LOUIS FREEH,DIRECTOR FEDERAL BUREAU,
OF INVESTIGATION:DISTRICT JUDGE,
WILLIAM D.STIEHL,U.S.DISTRICT COURT,
EASTERN DISTRICT OF ILLINOIS,
SOUTHERN DIVISION;

APPELLEES.




QUESTIONS PRESENTED

(1)

Appellant Challenges the Constitutionality of Act of Congre-

ss,under Article III of the Constitution(28 USC § 1654 and
WHETHER, the Federal éourt(S),conspiréd and agreed,against
Appellant,members of his race and class to bypass Federal
Rules,civil and Appellate Procedurals,deliberate failure to
follow the same Rules of law in Pro Se P-A-I-D case(S),in
the same manner it does pleadings&filed by attorneys,White,
Rich,Fam&us and Powerful litigants, and WHETHER such abuses
of power,deprived Appellant of Due Process and Equal Protec-

tion under the law pursuant to Haines vs.Kerner, 404 US 519, .

at 520521(1972), Reaffirmed in Estelle vs.Gamble, 429 US 97

at 106(1976); Conley vs.Gabson,* 355 US 41 at 45,46(1957);Jones

vs.Alfred H.Mayer Co, 392 US 409(1968);United States vs.Will,

449 US 200(1980) 2

(2)
Appellant Challenges the Constitutionality under Article III
of the Constitution,and 28 USC § 453 as Constitutional Error
for federal judges,justices,attorneys,c;erks,deputies,assis—
tants,and law clerks,to follow the federal Rules of Civil and
Appellate Procedurals in [ Pfo Se P-A-I-D Pleadings ] as
herein,the willful,callous and wanton failure of district),ju-
dge,William S.Stiehl to Make Findings of Fact and Conclusions
of Law as required under Rule 52 Federal Rule Civil Procedu-
ral,and WHETHER,district judge,Stiehl would have acted in the
same manner,if these Four(4) P-A-I-D Civil Rights Complain-
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t(S) had been filed by attorneys for the White,Rich,Famous,
and Powerful Litigants ?

(3)
Appellant Challenges the Constitutionality of Doctrine of Ab-
solute Immunify for federal Judges,JwBtices,énd Prosecutors/
Attorneﬁs,under Article III of the Constitution,28 USC § §
453,455 et seq.,and/or Precedent(S) that defer this power,

Bradley vs.Eisher, 13 Wall 335,20 L Ed 646(1872); Pierson vs.

Ray, 386 US 547,18 L Ed 24 288,87 S Ct 1213(1967);Stump vs.
Sparkman,435 US 349,55 L Ed 24 331,98 S Ct 1099(1978),in Com-
plaint(S) brought under the 1964 and 1991 Civil Rights Acts
(42 UsC § § 1981,1982,1983,1985,1986, and 1988),as Unconsti—.
tutional on its Face,too Broad,Discriminatory,Racists,design-
ed to sanction Class A Felony Crime(S) knowingly committed
Against Black People/Appellant’'s Civil and Constitutional

Rights With Impunity, United States vs.Will, 449 US 200(1980)

and WHETHER, Bradley,Pierson and Stump, should be Overruled,

and/or Modified ?

(4)
Appellant Challenges the Constitutionality of 28 USC § 453,
455 et seq,and Rule 12(b)(1)(2)(3)(6),Fed.R.Civ.P.,under Art-
icle(S), TII § Iand IV § 2(1),of the Constitution,Section 2
of the Thirteenth Amendment,the Due Process and Equal Prote-
ction Clauses of the Fifth and Fourteenth Amendments,as Inte-
rpreted and applied by federal Judges,in Pro Se Cases,Uncon-
stitutional on its face,Racists,Discriminatory,designed for

abuses by federal judges,in the Role as Attorneys,Counsels,
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and Representative(S) for Defendants in Pro Se Compiaints,
for the White,Rich,Famous and Powerful persons,Companies and
Corporations,United States vs.Will,supra. °?

(5)

Appellant Challenges the Constitutionality of Title 28 USC

§8§ 514,515,516,517,518,522,528,529,531,532,533,535,542,543,
544,545, [ 547(1) 1,561,563,564,566 et seq.,568 and 28 CFR
§ 50.15,as Unconstitutional on its Face,Racists,Discriminat-
ory in Pro Se Paid Civil Rights Cases,For Total Lack of En-
forcemenf of the Laws.of the United States,involving Federal
Officials, and employees Guilty of Crimes against Citizens,
and WHETHER, it is in the Public’'s Interest for Department of
Justice -to Provides Attorneys/legal assistance for these Gov-
ernment éfficials that Committed Class A Felony Crimes again-
st Citizens,and not for the Victims injured by these crimina-
1s With Impunity ?

(8)
Appellant Challenges the Constitutionality of Federal Judges
and United States Department of Justice,interpretation and
applying the Constitutional Provisions of the Fifth and Fou-
rteenth Amendments Prohibition Appellant's Right not to be
twice put in Jeopardy,Life or Limb,Nor be Deprived of Life,
Liberty or Property,Without Due Process of Law,because it is
Unconstitutional on its face,Racists,Discriminatory,designed
for the sole protection of White,Rich,Famous and Powerful,
people from their V-I-C-T-I-M-S Both Black and Poor,or intér-

racial couple/marriages as the Appellant.
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CONSTITUTIONAL PROVISION INVOLVED

Articles III § I and IV § 2 of the Constitution,Section 2
of the Thirteenth Amendment.
Amendments,1,4,5,6,7,8,13 and 14

STATUTORY PROVISION INVOLVED :

42 USC § § 1981,1985(3),1986 and 1988,28 CFR § 50.15,Title
15,et seqg.,28 USC § § 453,455 et seq.,951,955,514,515,516,
517,518,528,529,531,532,533,535,542,543,544,455 [ 547(1) 1,
561,563,564,566 et seq.,568,2255,2241,2242,2243,1915,Rules
52,58, and the entire Rules of Civil and Appellate Proced-

urals. [ Doctrine of Absolute Immunity ]
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JURISDICTIONAL. STATEMENT

Jurisdiction of the instant Court is invoked directly under
Articles III § I, and IV § 2 of the Constitution,Section 2 of
the Thirteenth Amendment,The Due Process and Equal Protection
Causes of the Fifth and Fourteenth Amendments,The Bill of Rig-
hts to the Constitution of the United States.This case,raises
from Class A Felony Crime(S) by officials and employees of Sha-
rp Electronics Manufacturing,Sells,Repairs,etc.,a multitude
of electronics equipments,such as household cooking equipment,
Fax Machine,Audio & Telephones,Telegraphs,office Machines,and
as herein complained of Sharp Copier Machines such as the Z52s
Z57s and the Z series of Copiers.Sharp Electronics,Manufac-
turing Corporations,Subsidiaries of Sharp.,does business in

[ Every State,City Counties of the United States,and Foreign
Counties,Sharp 7Z52s8,257 and Z-series: Copiers are sold,repai-
red,and its products,are sold,and remanufactured by other cor-
poerations.also Sharp,Laboratories.Therefore any Federal Judi-
cial district in the United States has subject matter Juris-

diction over this lawsuit.See e.g.,International Shoe C0.VS.

State of Washington Officé of ﬁhemployment compensation and

Placement, 326 US 310,90 L Ed 95,66 S Ct.154(1915); Stafford
vs.Briggs, 444 UsS 527,63 L Ed 24 1,100 s Ct 774(1986),Suits
for money damages against an officer or employee of the Uni-
ted States acting in his official capacity and under color of
authorities(28 USC § 1391(e)(1)(2)(3) may be brought in any.of
the 95 judicial districts.

2.This lawsuit raising from criminal violations of Federal




Laws,and Treaties between the Government of the United Statés
and foreign Corporation,such as Sharp Electronics Corporation
Hereinafter(SEC),SEC a private Japanese Corporation during
business throughout the United States of America.SEC has been
for years,and still day-by-day heretofore,Extorting owners,and/
or persons with Sharp 252 or 257, or Z-series Copiers of Bili~
ion(S) of Dollars,by its criminal Fraud,and deceptions,and its
Monopoly of the Drums and Toner Cartridges you must buy from
Sharp or one of Sharp Dealers,Violations of Title 15 et seq.,
18 Usc §§ 1,2,3,4,241,241,1001,1961,19621963,2071,2073,2075,
and 2076,but not limited too,the above.Appellant reported th-
ese crimes to the U.S.Attorney,Edward L.Dowd,Jr.,Eastern Distr-
ict of Missouri,Head F.B.I.,agent,James W.Nelson,Louis Fhreeh,
Director F.B.I.,Janet Reno,U.S.Attorney General,but the inact-
ion indecision,and omissions pgrmitted these crimes to contin-
ue heretofore unabated,Aﬁﬁéllant filed Civil suit against Sharp
SEC,P~A-I-D all €-0-S=T=5 and F-E-E-S in federal district
court,Eastern district of Missouri,but denied right to litiga-
te,despite evidence indisputable,and SEC officials and other
Defendants named in the complaint were served with Summons and
copy of Complaint,ais required under Rule 4(c)(1)(2)(m),Fed.R.
Civ.P.,District judge,Captherine D.Parry Did Without Jurisd-
iction over the case!Sua Sponte dismissed the Complaint,despi-
te she and the Court en banc vere joined Defendants pursuant

to Title 42 USC § 1986.Appellan; did included the Federal Cou-
rts up to and including the U.S.Supreme Court,The Federal Dep;

artment of Justices;and others!after there existed clear evi-
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z)dence of ongoing Coverup,that these Afficers of the Governm-—
ent knew of these crimes,and concealed them,and aided and
abated continuing commission of these Class A Felony Crimes.
Federal judges acting without subject matter jurisdiction ov-
er the action,are liable for money damages under Stump vs.
Sparkman, 435 US 349,55 L Ed 24 331,98 S Ct 1099(1978),and
the presiding judges,William D.Stiehl,did continued the on-
going multitude COnépiracies and Overt Acts/Crimes against

Appellant,other Citizens and Laws of the United States,acted

in similar manner by Unconstitutionally Sua Sponte Dismissed
this Complaint W-I-T-H - P-R-E-J-U-D-I-C-E in favor of all

Defendant,claiming lack of Jurisdiction,a willing member of

the coverup,these crimes against American's Consumers, That
judge,Stiehl,had duty as federal judge,and citizen of the
United States to report crimes,not conspire with the crimin-
als in an ongoing coverup to conceal these crimes by inter,

alia,denying Appellant access to Court,right to sué SEC,See

Jones vs.Alfred H.Mayer .Co., 392 US 409,88 S Ct 2186,20 L Ed

2d 1189(1968);Griffin vs.Breckenridge, 403 US 88,91 s Ct 1790,

29 L E4 24 338(1971); Harlow vs.Fitzgerald, 457 US 800,73

L Ed 24 396,102 s Ct 2727(1982),Nothin§ in Article III of the
Constitution,authorizes federal judges to deny access to cou-
rt to any person,citizen or otherwise,in the United States.

To deny these Constitutional Rights is crimes itself,See €.ges

0'Shea vs.Litleton, 414 US 488,38 L Ed 2d 674,94 S Ct 669

(1974); Dennis vs.Sparks, 449 US 24,66 L E4d 24 185,101 S Ct

183(1980); City of Los Angeles vs.Lyons, 461 US 95,75 L Ed 2d




&

675,103 S Ct 1660(1983);Pulliam vs.Washington, 466 US 522,80

L Ed 2d 565,104 S Ct 1970(1984),

This is About the Constitution of the United States

The Right of every citizen to be heard,freedom of speech,acc-
ess to court,give evidence,as members of the Ku Klux Klan,

See Capitol Square Review And Advisory Board vs.Pinette, Ship

op.,N0o.94-780 decided June 29,1995,o0r the 'Aryan Brotherhood

P

see Dawson vs.Delaware,ship op.,No.90-6704,decided March 9,

1992,a white Racist prison gang,and others throughout the U.S.
of America.Or other White Groups such as in Hurley vs.Irish,

Gay,Lesbian and Bisexual Group of Boston, ship op.,No.94-749,

decided June 29,1995, Us ,115 S Ct 714m130 L Ed 24 621.0r
as Narcotic Drugs Dealers,right to Due Process and Equal Pro-

tection under the law,access to court,United States vs.James,

Daniel Good Real Property, ship op.,No.92-1180 decided Decem-

ber 13,1993,This order by judge,Stiehl,the fourth of its kind
against Appellant in favor of Defendants in the cases,acting

as Attorneys,Counsels,and Representatives for Defendants,in

Violations of 28 USC § § 453 and 455 et seq.,and the Free
Speech Clause of the First and Fourteenth Amendments.See e.g..

Rosenberger vs.Rector and Visitor of 'University of Virginia,

ship op.,94-329,decided June,29,1995.Jurisdiction is well
founded in the Seventh Circuit,as it were in the United States
District Court,Eastern District of Illinois.

STATEMENT OF.FACTS

Sharp Electronics Corporations,Companies( SEC) have Extorted

Billion(S) of Dollar(S) from American,Citizens,Consumers with




its 252§,257s and all other Z-Series Copiers with the Drum
and Toner Cartridges.the~compg£ers in these copiers stops
the copiers after approkiﬁételf 9000 copies,the copier will-not
start until you repl%ce the Drum Cartridge,which costs about
[ $150.00 ] each,after 9000 copies,But what SEC are conceal-
ing from Consumers,that all SEC officials,employees/Repairmen
knows that in the back of these copiers a flat piece of eith-
er metal of plastic which you just trough with your finger
and the numbers which has reached to 9000,will return to all
Zeros and you can copy with the same Drum another 9000,you
can repeat the process as many times as you deserve,Il the
Appellant did copied [ 90,000 Copies on the same Drum ] and'.
that drum is still pn my possession to day.

2.SEC also has a replacement kit it sells to its Dealers
such as Appellees,Oasis Imaging Products,its repair Corpora-
tions such as A&E Electronics Corp.,that replaces the old tube
and sale the Drum as new.Appellant saved [ $1,340.00 1 by
using the same Drum,that the same can be saved or more de-
pends of the person,on each new drum,just by troughing the
flat piece of metal in the back of the cgpier.

3.The Toner,Cartridge;the Eomputer Stops the Copier after
300 copies,and the copief,will not start up until a new Toher
cartridge is placed into the copiers,each of these Tpner‘Car—
tridges costs approximately [ $135.00 ] each,but SEC does not
throw away these DT Toner Cartridges,on the contrary,SEC. sel-
1s replacement Toner foxr the Z—séries copiers,and also Devel-

oper,e.g.,125gm toner cost at $4.50,and: Developer 175 grams




at cost of $5.96,but not to the consumers,rather to its Dea-
lers such as Appellegs Oasis,whom sells to other dealers,
and/or,but for just $10.45 if the toner were sold to the Con-
sumers,they would get the [ 3,000 copies for just $10.45 on
each DT Toner replacement ],a saving of $129.55 on each Ton-
er replacement kit.It should further be noted: SEC acting in
concert,and Appellant believes under contract with Oasis sells
these Drums(Sharp Z52s,Z57s) to select persons,corporations,
and companies for just [ $30.95 Each ],but consumers pays

approximately [ $150.00 and/or Each ]

(4)-This appeal goes far beyond the crimes of Appellees,

it is about the Constitution of the United States,and Appell-

ant,members of his race and class under the Guarantees of th-
is document,the Bill of Rights to Due Process and Equal Pro-
tection under the Law an [ Pro Se Litigants Whom P-A=I-D all
C-0-S-T-S A-N-D F—E—Eég iﬂwfederal courts,as licensed att-
orneys for White,Rich,Famcus and Powerful Litigants ] The
Federal judges,justices,and other officers of the court,has
for the past [ Twenty One(21) consecutive Year(S) as an ongo-
ing Bias,racists and bigot pattern and roumented history,pa-
per trail,routirely and systematically D-E-N-I-E-D Appellant
access to court,Appellant only permitted outside the U.S.Dis-
trict Court,Eastern District of Missouri to Pay Filing Fees,
not to litigate,and in the Eastern district of Missouri the
federal district court En Banc Barred Appellant from Paying

filing fees,therefore,access to court,Appellant has no Civil

or Constitutional rights,no citizenship rights,despite he were




Born in St Louis Missouri,which is one of the States of the
United States, [ all of his Civil Rights Complaint(S),despite
supported by independent-evidence,indisputable,disregarded

by these federal judges as herein ,and Complaints Sua Sponte

Dismissed,but herein dismissed With-Prejudice, in violation

of ,inter .aila,Articles III § I,and IV § 2 of the Constitution,
Section 2 of the Thirteenth Amendment,the Due Process and
Equal Protection Clauses of the Fifth and Fourteenth Amendme-

nts,28 USC § § 453,455 et seq,.,, [ United States District jud-

ge,William D.Stiehl,Eastexrn District of Illinois,Southern Di-

vision ], did by its willful conduct in Four(4) consecutive
Civil Rights Complaints,filed in that district,conspired with
federal courts,district,for the Eastern,and Western districts
of Missouri En Banc,the U.S.Court of Appeals for the Eighth
Circuit En Banc,the Judicial Council for the Eighth Circuit,
the U.S.Attorney,Edward L.Dowd,Jr.,Head F.B.I.,agent,James
W.Nelson,scheduled to retire,Janet Reno,U.S.Attorney General;
Louis,Freeh,Director,F.B.I.,in this ongoing Colluded Conspi-
ratorial agreement,and Criminal overt acts to use and abuse
the power of the United States,its citizens to deprive Appell-
ant of his First Amendment Rights,Accesé to court,freedom of
speech,right to be heard,give evidence,bg parties,right to
jury trials,right to prevail pursuant to doctrine of [Prepon-
derance-of-evidence ] as all other White,Rich,Famous and Pow-
erful litigants in federal courts. [ This Appeal is further
about federal judges acting as attorneys,counsels represent-

ing White,Rich,Powerful persons,Corporations,Companies and ot-




Born in St Louis Missouri,which is one of the States of the
United States, [ all of his Civil Rights Complaint(S),despite
supported by independent-evidence,indisputable,disregarded

by these federal judges as herein ,and Complaints Sua Sponte

Dismissed,but herein dismissed With-Prejudice, in violation

of ,inter aila,Articles III § I,and IV § 2 of the Constitution,
Section 2 of the Thirteenth Amendment,the Due Process and
Equal Protection Clauses of the Fifth and Fourteenth Amendme-

nts,28 USC § § 453,455 et seq,, [ United States District jud-

ge,William D.Stiehl,Eastern District of Illinois,Southern Di-

vision ], did by its willful conduct in Four(4) consecutive

Civil Rights Complaints,filed

federal courts,district;fdr the Eastern,and Western districts

“in that district,conspired with
of Missouri En Banc,the U.S.Court of Appeals for the Eighth
Circuit En Banc,the Judicial Council for the Eighth Circuit,
the U.S.Attorney,Edvard L.Dowd,Jr.,Head F.B.I.,agent,James
W.Nelson,scheduled to retire,Janet Reno,U.S.Attorney ngera%,
Louis,Freeh,Director,F.B.I.,in this ongoing Colluded Conspi-
ratorial agreement,and Criminal overt acts to use and abuse
the power of the United St%tes,its citizens to deprive Appell-
ant of his First Amendment Rights,Accesé to court,freedom.of
speech,right to be heard,give evidence,bg parties,right to
jury trials,right to prevail pursuant to doctrine of [Prepon-
derance-of-evidence ] as all other White,Rich,Famous and Pow-
erful litigants in federal.courts. [ This Appeal is further
about federal judges acting as attorneys,counsels represent-—

ing White,Rich,Powerful persons,Corporations,Companies and ot-




hers against poor Black people in [ Pro Se Civil Rights Com-
plaint(S) ] Filed in federal district courts,sanctioned by
federal courts of Appeals heretofore,Facts not ailegations.
ARGUMENT

l-Appellant Challengés the Constitutionality of an Act
of Congress,under Article III of the Constitution(28 USC §
1654) and WHETHER,the Federal Courts,conspired and agreed,adga-—
inst Appellant,members of his race and class,to bypass Feder-
al Rules Civil and Appellate Procedurals,deliberate failure to
follow the same rules of law in Pro Se P-A-I-D cases,in the
same manner it does plead;ggs~ﬁiled by attorneys,White,Rich,
famous and powerful litigdnts,and WHETHER, such abuses of pow-
er,deprived Appellant of Due Process and Equal Protection un-
der the iaw pursuant to Haines vs.Kermer, 404 US 519 at 520,

521(1972), Reaffirmed in Estelle vs.Gamble, 429 US 97 at 106

(1976): Conley vs.Gibson, 355 US 41 at 45,46(1957); Jones vs.

Alfred H.Mayer Co., 392 US 409,88 S Ct 2186 at 2194,2195,2199

(1968); United States vs.Will,449 US 200(1980) ?

Indisputable Facts: Sharp Electronics Corporation,manufactur-
ing,and other(SEC),is a Japanese Corp.,manufacturing and dur-
ing business in each State,city etc.,in.the United States;to
include the States of Illinois and Missouri,Appellees A&E Ele-
ectronics(A&E),contractors of SEC,for repairs of consumers own
SEC products,such as Sharp Cbpiers 7Z52s,257, etc.,0asis Imging
Corp.,(0IC).contracted by SEC as an remanufacturing Corp.,to

sell SEC products such as Toner,Drums,and others,all other

Appellees herein are joined by means of Criminal Conspiracies




R “\
‘ ' a.

under Titles 42 USC §§ 1981,1985(3), 1-9-8-6,1988,Title 18
uscC §§,1,2,3,4,241,242L1O01,12§1,1962,1963(The Rico Act),2071,
2073,2075,2076, Title 15,et seq.,but not limited too.As set

forth in Statement of Facts,which is fully incorporated here-

in,SEC has been since its sale of Sharp Z50s,Z52s,S57,and all
other Z-series copiers carrying the Toner and Drum cartridges
to consumers,such as Appellant,haé knowingly,and willfully,
with reckless and callous disregards for the laws and treat-
ies of the United States of America,Extorted,Defrauded consu-
mers of [ Billion(S) of Dollar(S) ],by its Monopoly of these
Drums and DT Toner Cartridges,forcing consumers to purchase,
these items despite,prior to the need of these items,as set

forth in Statement of Facts, need not be repeated here.Appell-

ant attempted to litigate this case against SEC,and seven oth-
ers Civil Rights Complaints in the federal district court,Eas-
tern district of Missouri [ Costs and fees over $50,000 ],

to have all eight complaints dismissed by the same judge,des—
pite she/Captherine D.Parry,and the district court en banc,
were named Defendants in each of those complaints,joined un-
der 42 USC § 1986.This had been an ongoing racist pattern and
policy,and practice by the coutrt en baﬁc since 1976,to forever
deny Appellant access to court,by depriving him of his right
to be heard.See e.g.,attached as Appendix((D),copy of an en
banc order,corruptly issued,in the clear absence of all jur-,

jsdiction over the subject matter,See Stump vs.Sparkman,535

US 349(1978),the en banc order does knowingly set forth Unsup-

ported falsely manufactured L—;-E(S),without file or docket
(9)




number, just reflects [ In re Sylvester Jones June 1988 ],this
pattern of racists rules .by the court,has been throughout its
history,and paper trail,seé attached as Appendix(é),copy of
newspaper article,setting force a 12 year analysis of ruling
in [ Civil Rights Cases ] judges ruled [ More Than 95 per cent
of the times against Civil Rights and Civil Rights Plaintiffs ]
The research were by the American Civil Liberties Union,and
St Louis University Law Journal.

2.28 USC § 1654 states:

"In all courts of the United States the parties may
plead and conduct their own cases personally or by
counsel as,by the rules of such courts,respective-
ly,are permitted to manage. and conduct causes the-

rein."

In Haines vs.Kerner,supra.,404 US at 520,521 the Court held:

"We grand certiorari and appointed counsel to repre-
sent petitioner.The only issue now before us is pe-
titioner's contention that the District Court erred
in dismissing his pro se complaint without allowing
him to present evidence on his claim.Whatever may
be the limits on the scope of inquiry of courts into
:..allegations such as those asserted by petitioner,
however,inartfully pleaded,are sufficient to call
for the cpportunity to cffer supporting evidence.

We cannot say with assurance that under the alleg-
ations of the pro se complaint, which we hold to
L-E-S-S stringent standards than formal pleadings
drafted by lawyers,...w2 intimate no view whatever
on the merits of petitidher's allegations,we_concl-.
ude that he is entitled to an opportunity to offer

proof."

The holding in Haines were reaffirmed by the Court in Estelle

vs.Gamble,supra.,429 US at 106 by the following words in part:

"The handwritter: pro se document,is to be liberally
construedsAs tHe Court unanimously held in Haines
v.Kerner,404 U.5.519,92 S Ct 594,30 L Ed 2d 652(1972)
a pro se complaint,"'howéVer inartfully pleaded,'"
M-U-S-T be held to "'less stringent standards than
formal pleadings drafted by lawyers'" andcan only
be dismissed for failure to state a claim if it app-

ear ,
-10-.
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s "'beyond doubt that the plaintiff can prove
no set of facts in support of his claim which
would entitle him to relief'"

Conley vs.Gibson,supra., 355 US at 45,46,78 S Ct 99,2 L Ed

2d 80(1972).The Question,here,is WHETHER,under these United
States Supreme Court's Precedent(S), and doctrine of Stare

Decisis,Patterson vs.McLean Credit Union, 490 US 164,105 L

Ed 24 132,109 S Cﬂ 2363(1989),JdJones vs.Alfred H.Mayer Co.,su-

pra., the district judge,William D.Stiehl,deliberate failure
to adhere to the Constitution of the United States and Prec-
edent(S) of the Supreme Court,Violated Articles III § I and
IV § 2 of the Constitution,that Justices and Judges shall
hold office only during good Behavior,and IV § 2(1) The citi-
zens of each State shall be entitled to all Privileges and
Immunities of Citizens of the several States.Section 2 of the
Constitution,gives Congress the power to enforce the provi-
sions of the Civil Rights Acts,through appropriate Legislat-
ion.Here,the federal courts did exceeded the scope of all po-
wer under the Constitution,by ongoing conspiratorial Overt
Acts/Crimes,that disregards 28 USC § 1654,making the act Un-
constitutional on its face,for liter aila,total lack of enfor-
ment by federal judges,using their power of the United States
to deny citizens of the United States access to court,right
to be head,as required by the s£g£d%(28 UsSC § 1654 in Pro Se
Cases ] It is the duty of this Circuit Court,to commence the
Impeachmént process,or a failure to do so,violates title 42

UsC § 1-9-8-6, 28 USC § § 453 and 455,et seq.Article III § I.

(2)
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Appellant Challenges the constitutionality under Article III
of the Constitution, and 28 USC § 453 as constitutional Error
for federal judges,justices,attorneys,clerks,depu%ies,assist—
ants,and law clerks,to follow thé Federal Ruies of Civil and
Appellate Procedurals in [ Pro Se P-A-I-D Pleadings ],as here,
the willful,callous, and Wanton failﬁre.of district judge,Will-
iam D.Striehl to make Findings of Fact and conclusions of Law
as required under Rule 52 Federal Rule Civil Procedural,and
WHETHER, district judge,Stiehl would have acted in the same
manner,if the four(4) P-A-I-D Civil Rights complaint(S) had
been filed by attorneys for the White,Rich,Famous and Powerful ?
l-Here,four(4) Appellant's Civil Rights Complaint(S) Which
he Paid all costs and fees as other litigants,but all his four
complaints were assigned to the same judge,despite Appellant's
Motion pursuant to 28 USC § 455 et seq,which were denied by
this racist ,bias,and bigot judye,that are under the erroneous
presumption that federal judges,justices,attorneys and other
officers of the court is above the law,and to name a judge in
a civil complaint,is automaticaily Dead on Arrival to Federal
district court,subject to Sua Sponte Dismissal prior to serv-
ice upon Defendants,regardless if other.persons are also named
in the complaints.No officer of the Government is so high that

he/she is above the law.See e.g., Rutz vs.Economou, 438 US 478

at 506,57 L Ed 2d 895,98 S Ct 2894 at 2910,1911(1978);0*'Shea
vs.Littleton, 414 US 488 at 503,504,38 L Ed 2d 674,94 S Ct 669

at 679,680(1974);Dennig vs.Sparks, 449 US 24,66 L Ed 24 185,

at 191,101 S Ct 183(1980);City of Los Angeles vs.Lyons, 461 US

-12-




95,75 L E4A 2d 675,103 S Ct 1660,ship op.,No.81-1064 decided
April 20,1983 at p.p.,16,17(1983);Judges are also subject to

court costs and attorney fees,see Pulliam vs.Allen,466 US 522,

80 L Ed 24 565,104 S Ct 1970(1984);and civil money damages
under Title 42 USC 1-9-8-6 as herein when having preventive
power,knowledge that crimes or overt acts as mentioned in Tit-
le 42 USC § 1985,or that tﬁe commission of crimes or overt Act
or about to be committed,refuses to act,guilty of this section
and liable to the injured person for all the damages caused by
such refusal or neglect.

2.Rule 52(a): Rule 52 Fed.R.Civ.P.,are not discretionary,the
trial judge, Must Explicitly state findings of fact and concl-
usions of law upon which the judge bases the judgment/order,
this procedural is mandatory in non-jury trials,or trials with

advisory juries,Transmatic,Inc.vs.Fulton Industries,Inc., 53

F 3d 1270(Fed.Cir.1995),the findings must be sufficient to
indicate the factual basis for the ultimate conclusion,Liddell

vs.Board of Education of the City of St.Louis, 20 F 3d 236

(8th Cir.1994),even if the judge not addressing all the evid-

ence presented,Leaque of United Latin American Citizens Coun-

cil No.4424 vs.Clements, 986 F 2d 728(5th Cir.1993),herein th-

is case,these requirements were deliberately bypassed by judge
William D.Stiehl,in an racist attempt to block judicial offic-
ers,that did conspired with ogger Appellees herein,to conceal
and coverup their crimiﬂél'Fraud upon American,consumers.
3.Rule 52 apply to motions for summary judgment under Rule

56,motions under Rule 12(b),see e.g.,Souza va.Pina,53 F 3d

-13=




423(1st Cir.1995),such as to dismiss,to include use by trial
judge.The judge must make findings of fact and conclusions
of law,if ruling on motion for a preliminary injunction,See

Bootmen's First National Bank of kansas City vs.Kansas Public

Employees Retirement System, 57 F 3d 638(8th Cir.1995).

4.FORM:The findings of fact may be a separate document or
included in the opinion,or orally on the record,but findings
of fact must be made by the trial judge,then on appeal those
findings control over any contradictory factual statements in

the opinion,Snow Machines,Inc.vs.American Gay,Lesbian and Bis-

exual Group of boston, us ,115 s Ct 714,130 L E4d 24 621,

(1995) .Also inference from the evidence are reviewed under

the same standard as any factual findings.United States vs.

United States Gypsum Co., 333 US 354,68 S Ct 525,92 L Ed 746

(1948). CONCLUSIONS OF LAW: are fully reviewable on appeal,

United States_ For Use of_yorris Constitution vs.Aetna Cas,Inc.
908 F 2d 375 at 377(8th.éir.1990),however,judgg,William D.
Stiehl,deliberately failed to make Conclusions of law,reason,
there are no precedents,to support a federal judge uses in
four(4) Civil Rights Complaints,which he/the judge has used

its position,and power of the United States to deprive its Cit-
izen/Appellant of all Guarantees of the Constitution,the First
Amendment Right access to court,the right to be heard,and in-

ter alia,the right to offer supporting evidence,Haines vs,

Kerner,supra;Estelle vs.Gamble,supra.;Conley vs.Gibson,supra.
(3)

Appellant Challenges the Constitutionality of Doctrine of ab-

solute immunity : -14-




for federal judges,justices and prosecutors/attorneys,under

Article III of the Constitution,28 USC § § 453,544 and/or the

precedents that defer this power,Bradley vs.Fishef, 13 Wall

335,20 L Ed 646(1872); Piérson vs.Ray,386 US 547,18 L Ed 2d

288,87 S Ct 1213(1967); Stump vs.Sparkman, 435 US 349,55 L Ed

2d 331,98 S Ct 1099(1978),in Complaints brought under the 1964
and 1991 Civil Rights Acts(42 USC § § 1981,1982,1983,1985,1986,
and 1988),as Unconstitutional on its face,too Broad,Discrimin-
atory,Racists,designed to sanction Class A Felony Crimes know-
ingly committed against Black People/Appellant's Civil and Con-

stitutional Rights With Impunity,United States vs.Will, 449 US

200(1980),That should, Bradley,Pierson,Stump, and all other,

be Overruled,and/or Modified ?

l-Here‘is a list of same of Appellees' names,not all becau-
se of such a multitude of Appellees,and a list of same of the
Class A Felony Crime(S),that is indisputable evidence why.abse-—
lute immunity for judges,justices and federal attorneys are un-
constitutional: The United States District Court,Eastern Dis-

trict of Missouri En Banc,The Eighth Circuit Court of Appeals,
En Banc,District Court Western District of Missouri en banc,the
Federal Justice Department en banc,with SEC,A&E,Oasis Imaging,
0IP,Viacon Broadcasting of .Missouri(KMOV TV Channel 4 offici-
als(VBM),and other Appellees named herein:
Judges,FilippineLimbaugh,Gunn,Jr., Hamilton, Stohr,Jack-
son,Shaw,Parry,Clyde,Nangle,WébberGaitan,Circuit, judges,
Arnold,McMillian,Fagg,Bowman,Wollman,Magill,Beam,Loken,
district judges,members of theé Council,Hendren,Longstaff,
Murphy,Limbaugh,Strom,Conmy,BatteyCircuit, judges of the
Eighth Circuit,Gibson,Lay,Heaney,Bright,Ross,Henley,,Clerk,
Robert D.St.Vrain,Cross,"Tim",Justices,Rehnquist,Kennedy,

-15-




0'Conner,Scalia,David,Stevens, Thomas,Breyer,R.Ginsburg,
White,Blackmun,KMOV TV,officials,allman,Hunter,Conners,
Cohen,Milner,Rothcild,Hammed,Bell,M.Connon,Keiser,Barr-
ett,Houston,and other Appellees herein. :

CRIME(S): Engaging in an ongoing criminal enterprise,and cam-
paign,of but not limited too:

Racketeering,conspiring to committed racketeering,Obstr-
uction Justice,Conspiring to Obstruct Justice,Extortion,
of monies,Real and personal properties,without hearing,

or notices,Forgery of legal document(S),conspiring to,
Extort monies,properties,and forgery of legal documents,
Wire,mail and Interstate Fraud,conspiring to commit wire,
mail,and interstate fraud,Complicity,conspiring to commit
Complicity,Swindling Appellant and family of monies,and
conspiring to commit the act of swindling,knowingly making
and repeatedly using false,factitious and fraudulent,Doc-
uments,Statements,Writings,Entries,Representations,misapp-
lications of law and facts,and conspiring to coverup and
conceal these crimes by further judicial orders/judgments,
opinions,memorandums,Lying in material matters,Judges act-
ing in the clear absence of all jurisdiction over the sub-
ject matter,cases filed in fiederal district courts,same
knowingly sanctioned by Appellate courts, and U.S.Supreme
Court,routinely,and conspiring to conceal and coverup the
same,Federal district court en banc,Eastern district of
Missouri,conspired with Viacon Broadcasting of Missouri,
it and SEC Officials,did through SEC TV Station KNOV,

did conspired and Lounged an ongoing Character assassina-
tion campaign against Appellant of.but not limited too:
Defamation of character,Smear,Libelous and Slanderous
statements,of Lie(S) and Deceptions of the Truth,Totally
unsupported by as much as a trace of supporting evidence
in whole or part,Appellees SEC did Broadcasted over its
6:00 PM.,news program,these crimes against Appellant,and
Federal Communications Commission Agency(FCC)ignored the
complaint submitted to it by Appellant,coverup and conce-
aled these crimes against citizens of the United States.
By its inaction,indecision and omission,

Same of the laws violated by these Appellees: Articles III,and
IV § 2,Section 2 of the Thirteenth Amendment,Constitutional
Amendments-1,4,5,6,7,8,13,and 14,Title 18 UsSC §§ 1,2,3,4,241,
242,1961,1962,1963(The Rico Act), Title 15 USC et seq.,Title
42 USC § § 1981,1985(3),1986 and 1988,28 USC § § 453,455,544,

951,955,547(1),535,et seq.,528,526,et seq.,2071,2093,2075,and

-16-




2076(2071,2073,2075) of Title 18 USC.

2.The district court,Eastern Missouri,in another dispa-~
rate attempt to maintain the covefdﬁ of these crimes,by deny-
ing Appellant access to court,to be heard,district court en
banc issued another en banc order on April-10,1995,attempting
frivolously to rescind its first en banc order issued June
1988,see Appendix(D),attached “hereto(In an unrelated appeal
to the Eighth Circuit,that circuit affirmed the first en banc
order,making it law in that circuit,therefore district court
had no authority to rescind its first en banc order).However,
because Appellant had paid all costs and fees in the sum of
over [ $50,000 ],the second en banc order barred Appellant
forever right to [ Pay Filing fee to file any pleading in any
Court,State or Federal ],See en banc order NO.4:95MC00086(US~
DC of M0.1995).Appellant retained attorney,Appellee,Elbert A;
Walton,a contract were entered into Appellee,Walton and Appe-
tract agreement,Walton would charge SEC all court costs and
attorney fees,copy of that contract were signed by Appellant,
and copy of the same given to Appellant.(Please take notice,
attorney,Walton had a Sharp Z57 COpier;and Appellant did de-
monstrated in the person of Appellee,Walton the facts of the
copier as set out above in Statement of Facts,),The same were
witnessed and known by three(3) females in the office at that
time.Bﬁt after Appgllant left the Appellee's office,It is all=
eged that Appellees,juégéé,digkrict court,Missouri,entered in-

to an agreement with Walton,SEC,that Walton file no action aga-
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inst SEC,A&E, and 0IC,instead just ignore Appellant,Appellant
further alleges that SEC had Walton to come to its Headquart-
ers in New Jersey conspired with Walton to just iénore Appell-
ant because he would be protected by the federal courts from
any action attempted by Appellant.Appellant ‘heard nothing from
attorney,Walton,he wrote a letter to Walton concerning the fa-
ilure to contact him.see copy of that letter attached hereto
fully incorporated herein as Appendix(F).copy of the receipt
for $45.00 attached to Appendix(F).The next day after receipt
of Appellaht's letter,Walton telephoned Appellant,through lies
and deceptions,again agreed to contact Appellant after he retu-
rn from out of town,for two weeks,and that he would provide
Appellant with monthly reports and copies of any filings,from
that date'in August 9,1996 heretofore Appellant has not heard
from Appellee,Walton.It should also be noted: Appellant were
not permitted té proceed with his suit against SEC in the East-

ern district of Missouri,See Jones vs.Sharp Electronics,Corp..,

et al.,N0o.4:94~CV-1098(USDC of M0.1995). Suit sua sponte dism-

missed by Appellee,Parry despite lack of jurisdiction,and des-
pite judge,Parry is a named Defendapt in that case,and despite
Parry denied Appellant's Motion pursuant.to 28 USC § 455 et seq
for her to Disqualify herself.
3-The newly joined Defendant/Appellee under 42 USC § 1986,

federal judge William D.Stiehl,for his crimes,knowingly commi-
tted by his criminal conduct attempting to maintain the cover-
up by judicial orders,e.g.,one order dismissed the complaint

With-Prejudice,see Appeqdik(A);in Appendix(B) states the follow-
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ing in part:

"DECISION BY COURT. This action came before the Court
for the purpose of docket review. .

IT IS ORDERED AND ADJUDGED that judgment is entered

in F-A-V-0-R of the defendants, and against plaintiff

pursuant to the Order of this Court dated September 30,

1996. This cause of action is DISMISSED With prejudice

for want of subject matter jurisdiction DATED this lst

day of October,1996."
See copy of said order of said Appellee attached as Append-
ix(B).,See similar third order attached as Appendix(C).
For all these reasons,and the fact,that federal judges are out
of control,and believes that they are reality Above The Law,
and that they can knowinély commit crimes against citizens
of the United States With Impunity.Therefore,absolute immunity
is Unconstitutional,second reason,The United States Department
of Justice,Janet Reno,her F.B.I.,and/or will not prosecute any
officer of the court,involving poor Black people civil and
Constitutional rights,Privileges or Immunities.

4-This U.S.Supreme Court,are the most Racists,bias and with
Bigot Justices in the History of the Court, These Appellees/Ju-
stices attempted by judicial orders/opinions to turn -nback the

gains Blacks and Whites together suffered and some died for

during the 60s,by such decisions as in Wards Cove Packing Co.

vs.Atonio, 490 US 642(1989),Congress stated that the Supreme
Court's decision had weakened the scope and effectiveness of
Federal Civil Rights Protections.and in Griggs vs.Duke Power
C0.401 US 424(1971),and in the Supreme Court decision prior

to Wards Cove Packing Co.vs.Atonio,supra., congress had to

enact laws to confirm statutory authority and provide statut-
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ory guidelines Civil Rights Act of 1964 (42 USC 2000 et seq.)
and expanding the scope of relevant civil rights:statutes in
order to provide adequate protection to Victims of Discrimi--
nation.Congress call this Act [ The 1991 Civil Rights Act ]
The United States Supreme Court had the gail to knowingly
set forth falsely manufacturedL-I-E(S) and criminal Decept-
ions in its opinion bypassed Overwhelming-Documentation Evi-

dence for the sole purpose coverup and conceal the crimes set

out above,by issuing fraudulent opinion in Jones vs.ABC TV

Network,et al.,No.95-7186 Decided February 26,1996,ordered

clerk of court to return all pleadings to Appellant,the rest
of his life,comes to the Court,with Motion for leave to pro-
ceed in ggggg Pauperis,that only file pleadings accompanied
by [ $300.00 filing fee and 40 copies each of petition and
40 copies each of any Joint appendices,and prove of service
upon each Respondent ] That Appellant does not have the right
to petition the court for permission to proceed in forma pau-
peris,This criminal conduct is not interpretation of the Con-
stitution,on the contrary,[ Legislation from the Bench ] that
exceeds all authority under Article III of the Constitution,
and a criminal act against the Civil and Constitutional rights
of Appellant,absolute immunity is in fact Unconstitutional.
4(B)-Appellees,Suter,clerk of U.S.Supreme Court,did conspi-=
re with deputies clerks,Troy D.Cahill,Christophen W.Vasil,
Ellen Brondfield.and Appellees,Justices ,and an agreement we-
re made to [ Instead of Docketiné Petition(S) entitle: Jones

vs.Sharp Electronics Corp.; Jones vs.Chris Weatherford,Assist.
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Administration John Cochran V.A.Medical Center,et al., Jones

vs.Suburban Journal Newspapers,et al.These Petition(S).and

each Joint Appendices-1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9,10,11,12,13,14,15,16,
17, and 18 Ten(10) each were Destoryed, in a letter to Appell-.
ant by deputy clerk,Cahill,Lied to Appellant that those cases
were docketed under U.S.Court of -Appeals for the Eighth Circ-
uit's Docket Members, in the Supreme Court,but the only case

mentioned by the Court,were Jones vs.ABC TV Network,supra.,

and not the other three(3), and Appellant's objections to the
Court,igndred.See copy of the Joint Appendices to the Court,
attached hereto as Appendix(G).Here,are the statement,Appell-
ees,Viacon Broadcasting of Missouri,its reporter Allman Broaé—
casted in support of district court en banc,Eastern Missouri,
and judge;Parry,concerning SEC:

"Jones sued a Copier machine manufacturer because the

Toner indicator light comes on prior to the time the

toner needed to be replaced."
VBM reporters made no attempt to check the record of the cases
it broadcasted about,for findings of fact,and if the informa-
tion given them were in fact,accurate,correct,reliable to bro-
adcast to its viewers,prior to the broadcast itself.Here,is an
ongoing mass coverup by the entire Federal Judicial System,the
highest court in the United States,these are crimes not only
for impeaéhment,rather criminally prosecuted and imprisonsed
for these so-call officers of th@ courts,and these Conspirat-
orial,that did act in concert agd parﬁicipation with them.
4(C)-The U.S.Supreme Court has made it crystal clear by its

paper trail,spanning as the lower Federal courts,such as the
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U.S.Court of Appeals for the Eighth Circuit,the District Cou-
rts,Eastern and Western Districts of Missouri,and other dist-
ricts,and Appeals Courts,such as the Sixth,and Teﬁth Circuits,
that Poor Black People without money finds no justice in fed-
eral courts,or any protection from the U.S.Department of Jus-
tice.E.g.,The Supreme Court has for the .past [Twenty One(21)]
Consecutive Years,Sanctioned crimes knowingly and willfully,

committed by officers of these courts against poor Black peo-
ple With-Impunity.E.g.,in all £he cases listed above filed by
Appellant 'in district court of Missouri,,despite Paying all

Costs and fees,in district and appellate courts, in Jones vs

ABC TV Network,supra.;Jones vs.Sharp Electronics Corp.,supra.;

Jones vs.Weatherford,supra.; Jones vs.Suburban Journal Newspa-

pers,supra.; Jones vs.American Civil Liberties Union,et al.,

No.95-2561(8th Cir.1996); Jones vs.Willian H.Rehnquist,Chief

Justice,et al.,No.95-2007EMSL(8th Cir.1996); Jones vs.Jo Ann,

Farringtorni,Deputy Chief,Public Ihteqrity,Criminal Division,U.

Department of Justice,et al.,No.95-3591 EMSL(8th Cir.1996),

Appellant [ P-A-I-D over $50,000 Court Costs and Fees ]
to be deprived of right to litigate,all those complaints Sua

Spone Dismissed by the same judge,Capthérine D.Parry,despite

lack of jurisdiction,and she is a named defendant in each of
those complaints,and Motions under 28 USC § 455,et seq.requ-
esting her to disqualify herself,judge,Parry denied each mot-
ions,These crimes were sanctioned by the Eighth Circuit,Appe-

llant were denied right to appellate review,and denied right

A&

to petition the court pursuant to Rule 35 Fed.R.App.P.,to pet-
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ition the court for Hearing en banc,or consideration on the
Merits.Appellant deprived of these Constitutionél Rights on
the basis of his race,class,and to coverup and cénceal crimes
committed by these officers of the Court as set out above,be-
cause Appellant is Black,Ex-wife White,Three(3) children of
the marriage,which the evidence will show,it were the U.S.
Government that destroy Appellant's family.For the past [Twe-
nty 0ng(21) Years Appellant routinely and systemically Denied
access to Court,Right to ye Hggrd,Freedom of Speech,Right to
have his.evidence consiaéred on the merits,Right to jury triai,
and among other nothing Right not to be Discriminated Against
and Deprived of these Rights on the basis of race and class.
E.g.,Paula Corbin Jones,a white female,with her white lawyer
were ablé to go directly to the district court,and directly to
the U.S.Court of Appeals for the Eighth Circuit,and receive

appellate review immediately,See Paula Corbin Jones vs.William

Jefferson Clinton,No.95-1050 and No.95-1167(8th Cir.1996j}.

Held that Jones could sue a sitting President while in office,
which in Appellant's opinion,tctally L-U~D-I-C-R-0-U-S, wher-
reas,if citizens of the United States approximately 250 Mill-
ions,and just one% of would file sue aéainst a sitting pres-
ident,that president would be in court the rest of his/her
life,defending 1awsui£s.However,the same federal court has
denied Appellant access for the past twenty one(21) years,and
still counting heretofore.Absolute Immunity must be overruleq.
(4)

Appellant Challenges the Constitutionality of 28 USC 8§ § 453,
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455 et seq.,and Rule 12(b)(1)(2)(3)(6),under Articles III §

I and IV § 2(1),of the Constitution,Section 2 of the Thirte-
enth Amendment,the Due Process and Equal Protection Clauses

of the Fifth and Fourteenth Amendments,as interpreted and app-
lied by federal Judges,Unconstitutional on its face,Racist,
Discriminatory,designed for abuses by federal judges,in the
role as Attorneys,Counsels,and Representatives for Defendants

in the Complaints,White,Rich,Famous and Powerful,persons,Com-

panies and Corporations,United States vs.Will,supra.

l—Appeliee,William D.Stiehl,district judge,Eastern district
of Illinois,denied Appellant's Motion pursuant to 28 USC § 455
et seq.,and issued a fraudulent order which states in part:

"Before the Court is plaintiff's motion for disqua-
lification pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 455.Plaintiff
seeks this judge's disqualification because the
Court dismissed plaintiff's previously filed law-
suits.He asserts these dismissals are evidence of
conflict of interest and disregard for plaintiff's
civil rights. However,"'judicial rulings alone ne-
ver 001st1tuue valid basis for a partiality metion
,'" Liteky v r.United States,114 S Ct 1147,1157(1994).
Here,the only basis of bias or prejudice alleged is
the Court's prior rulings.This is insufficient,stan-
ding alone,to warrant recusalor disqualification un-
der § 455. Accordingly,plaintiff's motion to disqua-

lify is DENIED."

See copy of said court's order attached as Appendix(C).The
statement that Appellant's basis of his motion,based on rul-
ings alone by the judge/Appellee herein,are just known false-
1y Manufactured L-I-E(S),It is the deliberate failure of'jud~
ge Stiehl,to follow the Federal Rules of Civil and Appellate
Procedurals,and conspired with Defendants in those Complaints

whom most are Federal officers of the courts,including the US

Supreme C 24—
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Court,e.g.,see attached hereto copy of the previous Rulings
by Appellee,Stiehl,Three(3) separate and Different Civil Rig-
hts Complaints,which Appellant Paid three(3) $120.00 filing
fees,set out on one court order,in violation of both Rules
52 and 58 Fed.R.Civ.P.,Appellee/judge are stating this were
appropriate,and within the Rules of procedural ? See Appendi-
x(H).Only the cation of the order.See further copy of a Memo
for Clerk,listéd Joint Appendices-A,A2,A3,2A4,B.C.D.E.F.G.H.J.
K.,Exhibit(1) and Appendices 6A,6B, and 6C, for the court's
inspection, [ Overwhelming Indisputable Documentation Evidence
establishing guilt on the part of each Defendant,including Ju-
stices of U.S.Supreme Court,Appellees herein,Appellee Stiehl
Did Conspired Agreed and did acted in furtherance of that Con-
spiratorial Agreement,coverup and concealed those Class A Fel-
ony Crimes by judicial order.See copy of that memo attached
as Appendix(I).Appellanp_did in memo for Clerk,Requested tran-
smission of dll those records on appedal,and should be in this
Court's records and files.The coverup by Appellee/Stiehl,goes
far and beyond the scope of § 455 et seq.,the evidence against
Appellee/Stiehl,overwvhelmingly sufficient for Impeachment,re-
moval from office,prosecuted and imprisbned as other citizens
guilty of identical Class A Felony Crimes.And Liteky vs.Unit-
ed States,114 S Ct 1147 at 1157(1994), offers no support to
the crimes knowingly committed by Appeliee,Stiehl,conduct that
stooped far below the accepted conduct of a judicial officer.
2.A party has seven defenses it may assert as grounds for
dismissal.A case will be dismissed under Rule 12 if the court
lacks the statutory authority to hear and decide the dispute
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e.g.,there is no federal question at issue,the parties are
not completely diverse,or the amount in controversy does not
exceed $50,000.None of these grounds exists here,or in the
other three(3) cases dismissed in the same manner by appell-
ee,Stiehl.In resolving a facial,or technical attack on a com-
plaint's jurisdictional allegations,the court must accept the

plaintiff's jurisdictionéi allegations as true.Gibbs vs.Buck,

307 US 66,59 S Ct 725m83 L Ed 1111(1939); Holt vs.United

States, 46 F3d 1000 at 1002(10Th Cir.1995),The district court
in substahtive attacks on subject matter jurisdiction,should
not assume the truthfulness of the complaint,rather enjoys
wide discretion to consider affidavits or other documents,as
those submitted by Appellant to the court,the court should
conduct ; limited evidentiary hearing,none of these factors
were considered or passed on by district judge.An order chall-
enges subject matter jurisdiction by the court may be raised,

Emrich vs.Touche Ross & Co.,846 F 2d 1190(9th Cir.1988),But

here,Appellee in a rush to judgment by district judge,Sua
Sponte dismissed these four(4) Paid Civil Rights Complaints

With-Prejudice,such conduct in itself,clearly shows racial

bias,prejudice,and Bigotry,in favor of White,Rich,Famous and
powerful Defendants against the Appellant by the court.Appell-
ant's complaints clearly demonstrated non-frivolous claims and

based on federal law,Thomson vs.Gaskill, 314 US 442,62 S Ct

673,88 L Ed(1942); Lujan vs.Defenders of Wildife, 504 US 553,
at 561,112 S Ct 2130 at 2136ml119 L Ed 24 351(1992),Appellant
accepted his burden of establishing the element of jurisdict-

ion,in the Eastern district of Illinois.
~26-




Here,totally without any legal reason in law or fact,Appellee
judge,recklessly in a rush to judgment to conceal these crim-
es of appellees herein,sua sponte ruled the compléints paten-
tly insubstantial and dismissed them for want of subject matt-
er jurisdiction,Hogans vs.Lauine, 415 US 528 at 436-37,94 S Ct
1372 at 1378-79,39 L E4d 2d 577(1974) ,From the Complaints them-
selves,and the Joint Appendices/evidence in support,no fair
minded judge would have considered the complaints without mer-
its.Bell vs.Hood 327 US 678 at 682-83,66 S Ct 773 at 776,90

L Ed 939(1946),noting that actions may sometimes be dismissed
for lack of jurisdiction where the federal claim "clearly app-
ears to be immaterial and made solely for purpose of obtaining
jurisdiction ,or where such claim is wholly insubstantial and

frivolous." See Boock vs.Shalala, 48 F 3d 348 at 353(8th Cir.

1995),that federal claims,although "clearly meritness”,were
not so patently frivolous that they failed to confer subject

matter jurisdiction.Heaith Cost Controis vs.:Skimner; 44 F 34

535(7th Cir.1995),Holding that subject matter dismissals is

proper only where allegations are frivolous.Heitzke vs.Williams,

490 US 319 at 337,n.6,109 S Ct 1827 at 1832 n.6,104 L Ed 24

Ak .

338(1989),St.Paul Mercury Indemnity Co.vs.Red cab.,303 US 283,

58 S Ct 586,82 L Ed 845(1938),ruling that dismissal only pro-
per where it appears,to a legal certainty,that claim is truly
for less than the jurisdiction amount.NLFC,Inc.vs.Deucon Mid-

America,Inc., 45 F 3d 231 at 237(7th Cir.1995),cert.Denied

Us ,115 S Ct 2249,231 L Ed 24 258(1995),noting that amount

in controversy alleged, in good faith,by plaintiff is decisive
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as to jurisdiction amount,unless it appears to a legal cer-
tainty that the true claim falls below the $50,000 threshold.

Super Sack Mig.Corp.vs.Chose Pockaging Corp.,57 F 3d 1054(Fed.

Cir.1995), Rule 12(b)(1),motion motion granted
controversy had been removed and the remaining

rendered moot.Scheuer vs.Rhodes, 416 US -232,94

Ed 24 90(174); Murphy vs.UOnited States,45 F 3d
1995),cert.denied, us 115 S Ct 2581,132 L

Licata vs.United States,Postal Service,33 F 3d

where actual
issues had been
S Ct 1683,40 L
520(1st Cir.

Ed 24 831(1995);

259(3d Cir.1994),

In evaluating whether subject matter jurisdiction exists,the

court construes the complaint liberally and accepts all uncon-

troverted,well-pleaded federal allegations as true.But all is
absence from the four(4) bias,racially,Prejudice and Wanton or-
ders issued by Appellee judge ,Stiehl herein and the other thr-
ee(3) Civil Rights Complaints filed by Appellant.Deliberate
failure to follow the Federal Rules Civil and Appellate Proce-

durals.See Valhal Corp.vs.Sullivan Assocs.,Inc.,48 F 3d 760,

(3d Cir.1995),0bserving that the threshold necéssary to with-
stand Rule 12(b)(1l) scrutiny i& lower than that necessary to
survive dismissal under Rule 12(b)(6).

3-REMEDY: Generally courit will permit‘a party to amend unl-
ess is clear that subject matter jurisdiction cannot be truth-

fully averred.Leaf vs.Supreme Court of Wiscomnsin, 979 F 24 589,

at 595(7th Cir.1993),Leave to amend defective allegations of
subject matter jurisdiction should be freely given.

4 .EXTRINSIC MATERIALS: The parties may produce affidavits

and other materials to support their positions on subject mat-
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ter jurisdiction,and the court should be free to weigh such
evidence in assessing its power to decide the case.Moran Vs.

Kingdom of Saudi Arabia, 27 F 3d 169(5th Cir.1994),the court

may consider evidence beyond the pleadings,such as affidavi-

ts,additional discovery,and oral testimony.Osborn vs.United

States, 918 F 2d 724(8th Cir.1990).

5.PREJUDICE ON DISMISSAL: A dismissal for lack of subject

matter jurisdiction,as herein,usually not a decision on the
merits,and generally will not preclude the plaintiff from in-
stituting the claim in a court that may properly hear the dis-

pute.Land vs.Dollar, 330 US 731,67 S Ct 1009,91 L Ed 1247(1947);

St.Clair vs.City of Chico,880 F 2d 199(9th Cir.),cert denied

493 US 993,110 S Ct 541,107 L Ed 2d 539(1989) .Here,Appellee,
judge,Stiehl,by means of Hate,Prejudice against Appellant and
his causes of actions,knowingly bypassed Article III of the
Constitution and 28 USC § § 453, and 455 et seq,Sua Sponte
Dismissed the Complaint [ With-Prejudice in Favor of all Defe-
ndants/Appellees ] See Appendices(A)(B) and (C)‘attached here-
to.

6 .APPEALABILITY: A dismissal premised upon a lack of subject

matter jurisdiction is ordinarily considered a "final order™
subject to immediate review by the court of appeals.Carson

Harbor Village Lid.vs.City of Carson,37 F 3d 468,471 n.3(9th.

Cir.1994).

7.IN REM AND QUASI IN REM ACTIONS: A party may use this pro-

vision to challenge the court's in rem and quasi In Rem juris-

diction,as well as its personal jqrisdiction.Newhard,Cook &
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Co.vs.Inspired Life Centers,Inc., 895 F 24 1226 at 1228 n.2,

(8th Cir.1990).

8 .BURDEN OF PROOF: The burden lies with Appellaht and/or

the party invoking the court's jurisdiction to establish the

existence of jurisdiction.Francosteel Corp.,Unimetal-Normandy

vs.M/V Charm,Tiki,Mortensen & Lange, 19 F 3d 624(11th Cir.1994)

Mylan Laboratories,Inc.vs.Akzo,N.V.,2 F 3d 56(4th Cir.1993);

United Elec.Rodio & Mach.Workers of America vs.Pleasant Str-

eet Corp., 987 F 24 39(lst Cir.1993).Burden of Proof,were not

an option of Appellant,when the Appellee judge,Sua Sponte Dig-

missed the Four(4) Civil Rights Complaint(S) With-Prejudice,
and in favor of Defendants,despite Defendants had no change

to respond to the Complaints.
[ TEST 1]

The nature of the court's inquiry on a Rule 12(b)(2)
challenge depends upon how the motion is supported.
If the motion rests upon the pleadings alone,or on
affidavits and a cold record,the court will hold the
plaintiff to merely & prima facie standard obligat-
ing the plaintiff to make a proffer which,if credi-
ted the factfinder,would be sufficient to confer pe-
rsonal jurisdiction. Alternatively,in those instanc-
es where the court finds it unfair to obligate a de-
fendant to attend and participate in the trial prior
to a conclusive ruling on personal jurisdiction,the
court may convene an evidentiary hearing.In that ca-
se,the plaintiff will have establish personal juris-
diction by a preponderance of the evidence.Or the
court might adopt a middle course,known as the
"likelihood" standard,during which the court makes
no conclusive ruling on personal jurisdiction,but
requires plaintiff to come forward with evidence,sh-
owing a likelihood that personal jurisdiction exists.

Mylan Laboratories,Inc.vs.Akzo,N.V.,supra. 2 F 3d 56 at 60

(4th Cir.1993);United Elec.Radio & Mach.Workers of America vs.

163 Pleasant Street Corp.,supra.,987 F 2d 39 at 44(lst Cir.1993).
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Foster-Miller,Inc.vs.Babcock & Wilcox Canada, 46 F 3d 138

(1st Cir.1995),discussing three(3) levels of inquiry under
Rule 12(b)(2).
When personal jurisdiction is challenged by motion
or responsive pleading,and absent a factfinging by
the court,the court generally draws all reasonable
inferences and resolves all factual disputes in fav-
or of the party invoking federal jurisdiction.
And that person,the Appellant,not the Appellees,whom had no
say in the court/Appellee judge's action in this case.Exactly
what level of inquiry made by district judge,Stiehl herein ?
[28 U.S.C. § 455 et seq.]
As a result of three(3) previous Hate Crimes Order/Rulings
by district judge,William D.Stiehl/Appellee herein,against
Appellant's Civil and Constitutional Rights,Privileges and
Immunities,in Complaints,see Appendix(H),attached hereto,App-
ellant filed with the cémplaint,Motion pursuant to 28 USC §
455 et seq.,See copy of the same in the record,transmitted to
this Circuit,requesting that judge,Stiehl,disqualify himself,
and asked that the case by assign another judge,and that App-
ellant be notified if he may proceed with his obligation under
Rule 4(c)(1)(m),Fed.R.Civ.P.,Furthermore,the motion were prior
to the Clerk assigning the case to any judge,however,disregar-
ding the Motion,and the statute itself which states in part:
(a) Any justice,judge,or magistrate of the United
States shall disqualify himself in any procee-
ding in which his impartiality M-I-G-H-T rea-
sonably by questioned."

Whether or not to disqualify himself were not left solely upon

the judge,on the contrary,the party making the challenge,but

Appellee,Stiehl had himself assigned this case,for the sole
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purpose of during here,what he/judge Stiehl did in the thre-
e(3) previous Civil Rights Complaints,only this time,herein
he not only sua sponte dismissed this case With—PEejudice,but
issued another order for judgment in favor of Defendants.See

Appendices(A)(B) and(C),attached hereto.In United States vs.

Will,supra., 449 US at 213,the Court make clear,that § 455
requires a judge to disqualify him/herself from a case whereas
exists conflict of interest.The Court spoke of the Rule of
"Necessity" a well-settled principle at common law,that,as
Pollack put it:
"talthough a judge had better not,if it can be avoid-

ed,take part in the decision of a case in which he

has any personal interest,yet he not only may but must
- do so if the case cannot be heard otherwise.'"
Judge,William D.Stiehl,were not the only district judge,in the
Eastern District of Illinois,at East St.Louis,another judge,

sua sponte disqualified himself,from one of the three(3) cas-

es thereafter assigned appellee/Stiehl,see Jones vs.Missouri

Bar Administration Committees,et al.,No.96-668(USDC of ILL.

1996),See appeal in this Court,No.96-3262(7th Cir),pending,The
Statute requires the judge to disqualify himself,if a reason-
able person knowing all the circumstances,would harbor doubts

about his impartiality.Fredonia Broadcasting Corp.vs.RCA Corp.

569 F 2d 521(5th Cir.),cert denied 439 US 859,99 S Ct 177,58

L Bd 2d 167(1978),Disqualification of federal judges and jus-
tices in the courts,86 Harv.L.Rev.736,745(1973).Law-Clerks are
soundiné boards for tentative opinions and legal researchers
who seek the authorities’ that éffect decisions.Clerks are privy

to the judge's thoughts in a way that neither parties to the
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jawsuit nor his/her intimate family members may be.The Clerks
is forbidden to do all that is prohibited to the judge.Price

Brothers Co.vs.Philadelphia Gear Corp., 629 F 24 444 at 447,

(6th Cir.1980),cert.denied 454 US 1099,102 S Ct 674,70 L Ed 2d
641(1981).It is the duty of the clerk as much as that of the
judge to avoid any contact outside the record that might aff-

ect the outcome of the litigation.Kennedy vs.Great Atlantic,

& Paxific Tea Co., 551 F 2d 593 at 596(5th Cir.1977).See also

Laird vs.Tatum, 409 US 824,34 L Ed 2d 50,93 S Ct 7(1972).The
overall cdnduct of district judge,William D.Stiehl/appellee
herein,has made the Constitution of the United States of Amer-
ica,a document better for the protection of rodents,than Black
People,both poor and Black.The failure of judge,Stiehl to disg-
ualify himself,knowing his purposes for wanting to decide th-
ese cases,are Unconstitutional and subject to Impeachment re-
moval from office,In fact its robe white not black.

(5)
Appeliant Challenges the Constitutionality of Title 28 USC § 8§
514,515,516,517,518,522,526,528,529,531,532,533,535,542,543,
544,545, 547(1),561,563564,566,et seq,568,and 50.15 Code of
Federal Regulations(CFR),,as Unconstitutional On Its Faces,Rac-
ists,Discriminatory,Lack of Enforcement of Laws of The united
States involving Federal officials,and employees guilty of cri-
mes, and WHETHER it is in the delic’s interest for Department
of Justice provides Atzorneys for officers of the Government,
that committed Class A Felcny Crimes against Citizens,and not

to the Victims,the Injured Citizens as Appellant herein ?
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28 USC § 547(1)(2)¢t5),states in part:
"Except as otherwise provides by law,each United States'

attorney,within his district shall-(1) prosecdﬁe for
all offenses against the United States;(2),prosecute
or defend,for the Government,all civil actions,suits
or proceedings in which the United States is concern-
ed;...(5),make such reports as the Attorney General
may direct.n”

28 USC § 544:Each United States attorney,assistant Unit-
ed States,and attorneys appointed under section 543
of this title,before taking,office,shall take an Oath
to execute faithfully his duties."
Since June 1976 whereas these federal crimes begin in the Fed-

eral district Court a criminal trial entitled United States

vs.Sylvester and Judith Jones,No.S-1-76-100 Cr. Court No.1l,

U.S.vs.dones,545 F 2d 1112(8th Cir.1976), cert.denied No.76-~

896 (US Supreme Court) See 97 S Ct 814(1977).In that trial the
trial judge,ordered Appellant and wife( A White Female ) att-
orneys off the case,and over the objections of Appellant,which
is set out in the transcript of the trial,and appointed attor-

neys J.Martin Hadican and Michael A Forst to represent Appell-

ant and wife.that formed the beginning of multitude Criminal
Conspiracies and Criminal Overt Acts,beginning with Trial jud-
gezJames H.Mereidth,federal prosecutor,Richard E.Coughlin,the
two appointed attorneys,Special DEA Ageﬁts,Randall D.Oitker;
Steven D.Stoddard;James D.McDowéll,Supervisor,Thomas Smith,
attached two St Louis County,detectives,Dennis Backer and_Mic—
hael Adams,[ One Four Time Felon Ronald L.Connon,] U.S.Magis-
trate,William S.Bahn,and others,these criminal together DID
e.g., Forged a search Warrant's Inventory,Suppressed the Ori-

ginal Warrant's inventory from the jury,But either of which
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were presented to the jury.Suppressed [ A11 ] Defense Evide-
nce including the testimonies of witnesses,absolutely [NO]
witness were intéerviewed or call to testify for ;he defense
despite it were numerous witnesses that could have testifi-
ed.[ Known Double Hearsay Testimonies permitted in the trial
unchallenged by two court appointed at£orneys.Appointed att-
orney,J.Martin Hadican,assisted the prosecutor,Michard E.
Coughlin,to knowingly elicit known Perjury testimony from
Ranold L.Connon,four(4) time Felon,who had just been charg-
ed,irTwo%CQunt{federal indictment with his two Co-Conspir-
actors With Possession of Heroin and Conspiring to Distribute
the same,made a deal with assfstant federal prosecutor,that

( all charges be dismissed against him,if he assist the Gov-
ernment in conviction of Appellant and wife.),as a result,
over Seventy One Crime(S) Documented committed in the trial
against Appellant,the Constitution and laws of the United St-
ates by officer(S) of the Court ],evidence of these crimes
has on numerous occasion(S) representedrto the federal cour-
ts in 28 USC § § 2255s Motion(S) 2241,2242,2243s Petition(s)
Supported by Overwhelming-Indisputable Documentation—Evidencg
to the federal court(S),from the district up to the United
States Supreme Court,from the U.S.Attorneys up to the U.S.,
attorney General(S),Solicitor General(S), Director(S) F.B.I.
U.S Inspector(S) General(S), The entire House and Senate Co-
mmittees on the Judiciary,but inactions,indecisions and Omis-

sion(S) permitted these crimes to continue in coverup(S) to

conceal With Impunity Heretofore.
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2.In a four page letter/complaint to then President George
Bush,dated March 25,1991,outlining the crimes same of which
set out above on p.(16),President Bush did not response dir-
ectly to the Appellant,but he DID on National Television,Fired
U.S.Attorney,Thomas E.Dittmeier,U.S.Chief district judge,John
F.Nangle whom had conspired with its clerk of court,Eyvon Men-
denhall,and with clerk of U.S.Court of Appeals for the Eighth
Circuit,Robert D.St.Vrain,now Clerk of U.S.District Court as
a result of these crimes.District court clerk,Mendenhall Fired
Chief U.S.District judge,Nangle forced to retire,Reason for
these events,the district court had fraudulently issued an En
Banc order against Appellant,knowingly setting forth Known
Falsely Manufactured L-I-E(S) on all four corners.Appellant
filed Notice of Appeal and Motion for leave to appeal the
district court's En Banc order in forma pauperis,Chief dist-
rict judge,Nangle granted leave to appeal in forma pauperis,
but after the order issued,these same judicial officers con-
spired to B-L-0-C-K the appeal from being Briefed,Chief Dis-
trict judge,Nangle,conspired with clerk Eyvon Mendenhall the

two Did Forged several legal Document(s) in Appellant's name,

e.g.,a Civil Rights Complaint entitled Sylvester Jones VS.

United Postal Services,et al., Motion and affidavit for per-

mission to proceed in forma pauperis,and a Notice of Appeal.
These Forged documents were Consolidated with another case,
that should have already been on appeal to the Eighth Circuit,

Sylvester Jones vs.J.Martin Haican,Court Appointed Attorney,

et al.(Other Officers of the federal Court) (It should be not-
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ed this case is cited in the district court's eﬁ banc order,
as No.86-1251 C (3).

3.Appellant would not have known of these criéinal acts,
if Senior Deputy Clerk,Linda L.Penberthy,U.S.Court of Appea-
1ls for the Eighth Circuit,hadn't discovered these crimes and
write a letter to clerk,Mendenhall of district court,and for-
warded Appellant a copy,See copy of Number(l) order grant-
ing Leave to appeal the en banc order in forma pauperis as
Appendix(J), and Number(2) copy of Senior,Clerk,Penberthy's
letter to clerk,Mendenhall.as Appendix(K) ,attached hereto.
To Appellant's knowledge,clerk,Mendenhall or chief district
judge,Nangle responded to Clerk,Penberthy's letter,heretofore.

4 .Robert D.St.Vrain whom were clerk of Eighth Circuit at

that timé,conspired with district court,judge and clerk,and

acted in furtherance of the criminal conspiracy,by [ N-O-T
issuing Docket Number and Briefing Schedules to Appellant,
instead cohspired with Circuit Judges,to further Block the
appealifrom district court's en banc order, by éeliberate fai-
lure to follow Fed.R.App.P.,and its duty under 28 USC § 951.
Without docket number or briefing schedule Appellant were un-
able to brief the appeal,or knowledge £hat the appeal had
been docketed in the Eighth Circuit,no brief were filed.
5.Despite appeal not docketed in the Eighth Circuit,and
no docket number issued by clerk,St.Vrain,Judges of the Eigh-
ht Circuit,Did Conspired,agreed and acted in furtherance of
its conspiratorial agreement,by issuing a fraudulent nonjudi-

N

cial [ Incoherent and Rambling Order ] E.g.,Order states"
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court,copy
dix(M) .The

order from

"Sylvester Jones' appeal from‘order entered by the Un-
ited States District Court for the Eastern District
of Missouri on April 12,1988 is dismissed as untimely."

The attempt by these federal circuit judges,in which to cov-
er crimes committed by judicial officers,were beyond Appella-
nt's comprehension,not proven facts.Copy of said fraudulent
court order attached hereto as Appendix(L),The so-called April

12,1988 untimely appeal,is Sylvester dJones vs.City of St.Louis,

Missouri et al.,No.88-255 C (1), chief district judge,Nangle's

appeal were not untimely,Appellant received the

appeal the very next day to clerk,Mendenhall at the time.

What that complaint were about:

Appellant and wife obtained a License from City of St.
Louis to buy and sell general merchandise,purchased

a building located 4271 Olive St.St.Louis,Missouri,
further purchased $250.00 Stocks,prior to opening for
business,Appellant and wife attempted to take a week's
vVacation in Los Angeles Ca.,However,shortly after che-
cking into a hotel he received a telephone call from
the babysitter,informing Appellant that city police

officer(S) were at that time inside their home and busi-

ness,were Television Cameras over the news,showing off
the items seized by them.Appellant and wife returned

to the city retained two attorneys,One of the attorne-
ys called the police station,no charges made against

Appellant,the officers furthered their investigation,

to £find that all the items($250,000) were legally owned
by Appellant,but instead of returning it upon several
of Appellant's requests,refused,and Two(2) months later
S-0-L-D Appellant's private Property at a City Auction
Sale and keep the proceeds. |

Without Notice or Hearing to Appellant,in violation of both
Fourth,Fifth and Fourteenth Amendments to the Constitution of
the United States,the same crimes coverup by the federal cour-

ts,that repeatedly denied Appellant access to court,right to
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clerk of district court,and mailed off notice of




heard,Further in these cases Assistant U.S.Attorney,Joeeph
B.Moore,Did conspired with two(2) alleged U.S.Marshals,and
Forged a legal document,and later Did illegally ;sed said For-
ged document to seize monies from Appellant's wife and three-
(3) minor Children [ Without Notice or Hearing ] On a second
occasion the same so-called assistant U.S.Attorney,Joseph B.
Moore Did used its office and power of the United States to
Distort $2,000 from Appellant's Wife and three(3) minor chil-
dren,Without Notice or Hearing. It should be noted: the money
mentioned above seized by Assistant U.S.Attorney,Moore,were
from the sale of Appellant's family house,which were immunity
property(Wife's and minor children.) These crimes goes on and
on for the past Twenty one Years with impunity,Overwhelming
Documentation evidence has been furnished to each U.S.Attor-
ney General,since 1977,up to and including Janet Reno,her dir-
ector,Louis Freeh,by U.S.Certified mail,1000 of pages of legal
federal court document(S),estaklishing Beyond any Doubt the
crime(S) and Guilt of these officers of the court,yet Reno's
inaction,indecision and omissions,has aided and abated the con-
tinuous of these crimes aga%nst Appellant,the Constitution and
Laws of the United States.E;g., Appellaﬁt contacted U.S.Atto-
rney Edward L.Dowd Jr.,Eastern district of Missouri,Head F.B.I.
agent,James W.Nelson,F.B.I.Director,Louis Freeh,Janet Reno,and
informed them of the manner SEC were Extorting Billion(S) of
Dollars,from American Consumers,and citizens of Foreign Coun-

tries,with Purchases of Drums and DT Toner Cartridges for th-

eir 252s,257s and Z-series Copier Machines,as set out above,
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But instead of the Federal Government taking affirmative ac-
tion against SEC and prétect citizens of the United States
from being defrauded by foreign Government's Corporations,
these authorities ignored Appellant and his evidence against
these Appellees,and the Federal Government turned on Appell-
ant for exposing this Fraud upon Citizeéns of the United Stat-
es,which the Federal officials knew of and permitted it to
continue heretofore,with impunity.

6.Appellant P-A-I-D all C-0-S-T-S and F-E-E(S) to file

and serve all Defendants in Sylvester Jones vs.Sharp Electr-

ones. Corp.,et al.,No.4294-CVv-1098 (USDC E:of M0.1995),but
after Appellant had served all Defendants,with Summons and
copy of Complaints,Filed Motions/affidavits pursuant to Rule

4(d)(2) and (d)(5),Fed.R.Civ.P.,see e.g.,United States vs.

First Midwest Bank,No0.94-C-7365,(1995) WL 447762 (N.D.ILL.

1995); Mathon vs.Marine Midland Bank,N.A., 875 F.Supp.986,

({E.D.N.Y.1995),for collection of costs and attorney's fee.
But district judge,Captherine D.Parry,despite a named Defen-
dant in the amended. complaint under 42 USC § 1986,and despite
Appellant had submitted Motion(S) pursuant to 28 USC § 455 et
seq.,for each judge constituting the U.S.District Court En
Banc,to disqualify him/herself,judge Parry denied the Motion

and Without subject matter jurisdiction Sua Sponte Dismissed

THE Complaints in favor of all Defendants,without Ruling on
Appellant's Motion(S) under Rule 4(d)92) and (d)(5).Fed.R.Civ.
P.See copy of that Complaint,demanding [ Trial by Jury ] att-

ached hereto as Appendix(N).These crimes has been knowingly
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sanctioned by the U.S.Court of Appeals for the Eighth Circuit,
the U.S.Supreme Court,Janet Reno and her U.S.Department of Ju-
stice,Depriving Appellant of Due Process and equa1 Protection
under the Constitution and laws of the United States.
7.The Order from the U.S.Court:of Appeals for the Eighth

Circuit further states:

*"Treating the Petition for injunction and Declarati--

on of Judgment as an Appeal from district court’'s

..en bane.order«of Juné-17,1988,the matter is dismis-
e sed as frivolous. The motion for stay is denied."

See Appendix(L) attached hereto..as Appellant stated above,
Appellee,St.Vrain did not issue docket number or briefing sch-
edule to Appellant,indicating the notice of appeal were dock-
eted in the Eighth Circuit,the judges of that circuit knew of
this fact,and in its attempt to camouflage and block Appell-
ant from briefing the appeal,again spoke to unrelated plead-
ings in that court,no docketing number issued for the notice
of appeal,no rules followed by either the clerk or judges of
the appellate court,yet it set out on paper,its fraudulent
statement/order,Treating petition for injunction and Declara-
tion Judgment as an appeal from district court's en banc order
were a deliberate criminal act,subject to impeachment,removal
from office,criminally prosecuted and imprisoned as other cit-
izens of the United States committed crimes against citizens

of the United States and the United States.See e.g.,0'Shea vs.

Littleton,Supra., 94 S Ct at 679,680; Stump vs.Sparkman,supra.

S Ct 98 at 1104,1105; Dennis vs.Sparks,supra., 66 L Ed 24 at

191; City of Los Angeles vs.Lyons,supra.,661 US 95,Ship op.,
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No.81-1064 decided April 20,1983 at. p.p.,16,17.;Pulliam vs.
Allen,supra?d;466 US 522,ship op.,No.82-1432 decided May 14,

1984 at p.17,18.;Butz vs.Economou,supra., 438 US 478,98 S Ct

at 2910,2911,No man in this Country,from the lowest to the

highest is above the law,Griffin vs.Breckenridge,supra.,457

Us 800; Haflow vs.Fitzgerald,supra.,The-above cited federal
Statutes is grossly Unconstitutional on their face,racists,
discriminatory,discriminates against Black People,especially
the poor blacks,which the federal judiciary system has know-
ingly conépired against them,in favor of White,Rich,Famous,
and powerful litigants.The deliberate failure of the U.S.De-

partment of Justice to adhere to inter alia.,28 USC § 547(1)

The Appellees here,0fficers of the Federal Courts,private per-
persons/Appellees,Guilty as Principals in these crimes of,but
not limited too: As Aiders and Abatters,counsels incitors in

the commission of these crimes which has spanned over Twenty

Black,middle and poor classes.See e.g.,Wyatt vs.United States

388 F 24 395(10th Ccir.1968). 28 UsC § § 1,2,3,4,5,6,241,242,

152,It is documented evidence,demonstrated by the U.S.Supreme
Court,and federal courts below,that has éaused the growing raci-
sm and hate crimes in this Country,and the deliberate failure
of the United States Department of Justice to take affirmative
action against these federal judges,justices and other officers
of the court,that continuously to carry the banner of racist pol-
ices and Discriminatory practices in the United States,citizen

against citizen based solely on the basis of race,class and col-
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(6)
Appellant challenges the Coﬂsﬁitutionality of Federal Judg-
es,Justices and U.S.Department of Justice,interpretation and
applying the Constitutional Provision of the Fifth and Four-
teenth Amendments Proﬂibition of a person's Right not to be
twice put in Jeopardy Life or Limb,nor be deprived of life,
liberty,or property,without due process of law,Because it is
Unconstitutional on its face,racist,Discriminatory,designed
for the sole protection of White,rich,famous,and powerful Peo-
ple from £heir V-I-C-T-I-M-S,Both Black and poor,or interrac-

ial couple/marriages as the Appellant..

1.This is a challenge,not a question,United States vs.

Will.sggra.,to the Constitutionality of the Double Jeopardy
Clause of the Fifth and fourteenth Amendments.Since Appell-
ant's Tainted from the core,federal criminal trial,convict-
ion upon a documented total lack of any likelihood of legal
suppotting evidence in whole or part,fact or circumstance,ra-
ther based entirely upon Forged Documen(S),known Possession
of ( all ) Defense evidence,including testimonies of Defend-
ants Witnesses,to including a prosecuto;'s witness,whom home
were searched and [ Nonincriminating Items Seized Without
Warrant or Probable Cause,and despite items illegally seized
were City of St Louis' Tax-returns,personal canceled check of
Mary K.Joplin,and other Business papers from a prior business
of Appellant,Double Hearsay uncorporated Perjury Testimony
from a Drug Dealer,Four(4) time Felony,whom had just prior to

the Appellant's trial,arrested for Possession of heroin and
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Conspiring to Distribute,in a two count federal indictment,
made a deal with assistant U.S.attorney Richard E.Coughlin,
and Connon's trial jury,that all the two charges be dismiss-
ed against.him,and he/Connon would assist the Government in
falsely manufacturing ‘trial and conviction over Appellant,a
Black Busineséman respected in ﬁhe community,his/wife White
Three{3}ithiltdren of the marriage.Appellant served Ten(10)
é;;;é;;t£;; Years in federal prisons,and Eight(8) Consecut-
ive Years on Federal Parole,until February 19,1986,from 1986
heretofore,the federal courts en banc,Eastern district of Mi-
ssouri,Eighth Circuit court of appeals en banc,the judicial
council for the Eighth circuit of the United States,the U.S.

district court en banc for the district of columbia,en banc,

The appeals court for the district of columbia,the Judiecial

council for the D.C.Circuit,the U.S.Supreme Court,U.S.Depart-
ment of Justice,from the district attorney up to and including
Janet Reno,her Federal Bureau of Investigation,House and Sen-~
ate Committees on the Judiciary of the United States,and oth-
ers,has since June 1986 conspired in multitude criminal cons-
piracies,that overt acts of continuous pattern of Punishing
Appellant time and again for the same tainted crimes which

he served [ Eighteen(18) Consecutive Years in federal custody
and continuously service time,] by the courts routinely and
systematically Denies:Appellant access to Court,barred him
from [ Paying filing fees ] to have his pleadings filed,fede-
ral district court en banc eastern Missouri,issued a Second

En Banc order,without juriédiction,that bars Appellant from
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Paying Filing fee in any Court,State or Federal in the Unit-
ed States,See en banc order,No.4:95ﬁC00086 CDP(1995) ,despite
totally Unconstitutional on its face,exceeds the scope of all
power/authority under Article III of the Constitution,Racist,
Grossly Discriminatory,criminal,because issued in attempt to
coverup and conceal Class A Felony Crime(S) knowingly comm-
itted by these same federal judges,attorneys,clerks,law-cle-
rks,deputies and assistant,clerks.See copy of the twenty(20)
page en banc order attached as Appendix(0).
b-For éhe past Twenty one(21) Years the federal district

court,Eastern district of Missouri,has routinely and system-
atically Denied Appellant an Evidentiray Hearing pursuant tb
28 USC § § 2255,2241,2242,2243, the all Writs Act,See above

p.-p.:6,7,and to Sanders vs.United States, 373 US 1,10 L Ed

2d 148,83 s Ct 1068(1963); Townsend vs.Sain, 372 US 293,9 L

Ed 2d770,83 S Ct 745(1963); McQueen vs.Swenson(1),498 F 2d

207(8th Cir.1974); McQueen vs.Swenson(II), 560 F 24 959(8th

Cir.1977); Strickland vs.Washington, 466 US 668,80 L Ed 2d
674,104 S Ct 2052(1984),the fraudulent affidavit,that set for-
th wall to wall unsupported L-I-E-S on all four Corners,under
the warrant cause of the Fourth Amendment,and Franks vs.Dela-
are, 438 US 154,57 L Ed 24 667,98 S Ct 2674(1978);Federal co-
urts Must issue writs of Habeas Corpus,when it has been shown
by indepepdent [ Overwhelming Documentation Evidence,court re-
cords and files,affidavit(S) of witnesses and others ] that
Appellant were in custody in violation of the Constitution and

laws of the United States,Peyton vs.Roew, 391 US 54,20 L Ed
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