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0 g UESTIONS .PRESENTED_, | o

The Petltroner brought su1t 1n Case No 201 1-CV—200971 1n the Superlor
'Court of Fulton County Georgla for VlOlatIOII of state laws L E 'v - |

Case No 2011 CV 20097lwas unlawfully removed to federal court where - o
' the U. S District Court for the Northern Dlstrlct of Georgla (“DISTRICT COURT) |
never addressed the removal and never determmed JllI‘lSdlCtlon A ser1es of V01d |
Orders and Vord Judgments were 1ssued by the DISTRICT COURT 1nclud1ng
‘ Permanent In]unct1on Orders that purported to deny Wllham M Wlndsor

(“WINDSOR) the r1ght to ﬁle any actlon m a state court anywhere in Amerrca o

WINDSOR Was denled appeals by wrongﬁll demal of In Forma Paupens status S

ThlS Petltlon arrses out of orders in the DISTRICT COURT and the U S.
: Court of Appeals for the ELEVENTH CIRCUIT (“1 lTH CIRCUIT”)

1. Isa federal court order void When junsdlctlon is never determmed‘? Ifso,
- every order of the DISTRICT COURT and- IITH CIRCUIT are 1nva11d
- and this’ Court’s task is srmple B

CIL Does a federal court Judge Iack Jurlsdlctlon to place restrlctlons on the
L operatlon of state courts‘7 ‘ - : :

III. - Is a federal court order placmg restnctlons on the operat1on of state
: courts a v01d order" : . .

Iv. ._D1d the 11TH. CIRCUIT err by denymg appeals of Wllham M Wlndsor
L (“WINDSOR”) that mcorporate the Jurlsdrctlon issue and the state court
- authorrty 1ssue‘? ' A .
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SEETE i SRR

- ;D1d the DISTRICT COURT and the IITH CIRCUIT err by denymg In
S Forma Pauperls status to WINDSOR‘7 o

Are there excep‘uonal mrcumstances that requlre th1s Court to issuea T
3 Wr1t‘? : : s :
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PART IES TO TI-IE PROCEEDING

All partles to the proceedmg 1n the court whose Judgment 1s the subJ ect of
"thls Pet1t1on are as follows

W1111am M. Wmdsor Petltloner, Appellant and Plamtlff
R (“WINDSOR”) R

S JamesN Hatten Anmva Sanders J Whlte B Guttmg, Margaret Calher B. Grutby,
' Douglas J. Mincher, Jessica Birnbaum, Judge William:S. Duffey, Judge OrindaD. "
' Evans Judge Julie E. Carnes, John Ley, Judge Joel F. Dubma Judge Ed Carnes ‘
Judge Rosemary Barkett, Judge Frank M. Hull Defendants e
| (“DEFENDANTS”)‘ L

IUDGE THOMAS w. THRASH
(“JUDGE THRASH”) |

Unlted States Dlstnct Court for the Northern Dlstrrct of Georgla i
S - (“DISTRICT COURT”) s

: Umted States Court of Appeals for the ELEVENTH CIRCUIT LT
| (“llTH CIRCUIT”) SRR |

: CORPORATE DISCLOSURE _‘STATEMENT

| Pursuant to Rule 29 6, WINDSOR states that no partres are. corporatlons

! AHDEFENDANT ‘S.<:are-_repre.sented.'by.‘_-tlle: USAttorney’sOfﬁce e
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| ‘Wmdsor V. Hatten, et al C1V1l Act1on No 2011-CV—200971 Superror Court of |

~ Fulton County Georgla

. ‘Wmdsor i Hatten etal, C1V1l Act1on No l ll-CV 01923—TWT Unlted States_.; l

" District Coutt for the Northem Dlstrwt of Georg1a Atlanta DlVlSlOIl (“01923”) -
) Judgment entered 11/ 16/2011 - . o .

5 'Wmdsor A Hatten et al APPEAL NO 22-12038—J and 22 12411-J Consohdated 1n'- -

- the United States Court of Appeals for the llTH CIRCUIT Order entered
: 04/ 13/2023 ) . , o

Windsor v. Hatten, et al, APPEAL NO. 22-12038 in the United States Court of

Appeals for the l lTH CIRCUIT Order entered 04/ 13/2023 case pendmg

Windsorv. Hatten et al APPEAL NO, 22-12411 in the Umted States Court of

‘ Wzndsor V. Haz‘ten et al APPEAL NO.11- 13214 in the Unrted States Court of -

: Appeals for the 11TH CIRCUIT, Order dlSInISSCd 09/30/201 1.as non-final orders o

[11TH CIRCUIT 11- 13214 Docket #24] Erroneous order [11TH CIRCUIT 11~. R

. 13214 Docket #26. ]

Windsor v. Hatten et al APPEAL NO. 11-13244 in the Un1ted States Court of

" Appeals for the 11TH CIRCUIT, Order dismissed 09/15/2011 clarmlng failure to E R

- pay filing fee. [1 lTH CIRCUIT 11-13244 Docket. #9.] This was ‘an Amended
. Notroe of Appeal Fee had been pa1d [01923 DOCKET #62 ] '

: Wzndsor V. Hatten etal, APPEAL NO 11 13363 in the Umted States Court of
Appeals for the 11'TH CIRCUIT, Order dlsmrssed 08/22/201 1 cla1m1ng failure to
pay. filing fee. [11TH CIRCUIT 11-13363 Docket #4.} Th1s ‘was an. Amended
| Not1ce of Appeal Fee had been pa1d [01923 DOCKET #62 ] -

Wzndsor V. Hatten et al APPEAL NO ll 13391 1n the Un1ted States Court of
Appeals for the 11TH CIRCUIT, Order dismissed 09/ 16/201 1 This'was an

'Amended Notlce of Appeal Fee had been pard [01923 DOCKET #62. ] [1 lTH N



: CIRCUIT 11 13391 Docket #6 ] ThlS was anAmended Not1ce of Appeal Fee o
_had been pa1d [01923 DOCKET #62 ] : _ R

- Wmdsor V. Hatten et al APPEAL NO 11 14021 in the Umted States Court of o
Appeals for the 11TH CIRCUIT Order entered 1/31/2012.[11TH CIRCUIT' 11- .

14021 Docket #16.] This was an Amended Notlce of Appeal Fee had been pald L

{01923 DOCKET #62 ]

Wmdsor Vi Hatten et al APPEAL NO 11 14124 in the Umted States Court of _
_ Appeals for the' llTH CIRCUIT; Order dlsmlssed 01/23/2012 due to denial of In e

- Forma Pauperls [H11TH CIRCUIT 11= 14124 Docket #19:] Net worth was shown :
- as negatwe of approx1mately $1 000 000 [11 1424 DOCKET #3 ] '

- Wlndsor V. Hatten, et al APPEAL NO 11 14202 in the Unlted States Court of

 Appels for the 11TH CIRCUIT, Order entered 12/14/2011. NITHC CIRCUIT 11-5'15-:7 -

- 021 Docket #16] [01923 DOCKET #131, 1

o Wmdsor V. Hatten et al APPEAL NO 11 14502 in: the Umted States Court of

4 - Appeals for the 11TH CIRCUIT; Order dlsmlssed 12/09/2011 for lack of L
- Junsdlctlon due to denial of In. Forma Paupens [11TH CIRCUIT 11- 14502 Docket SR |

- 7#15 ] Net Worth was shown as negatlve $1 254 574 [01923 DOCKET #131 ]

R Wzndsor V. Hatten et al APPEAL NO 11 14847 1n the Umted States Court of
| Appeals for the 11TH CIRCUIT Order dismissed 12/15/2011 due to demal ofIn

‘Forma Pauperls [11TH CIRCUIT 11:14847 Docket #15 ] Net worth was shown ‘ B

. as nogative $1,254,474. [01923 DOCKET]

. Windsor: v. Hatten et al APPEAL NO 11 1527 5in the Umted States Court of
. Appeals for the 1 ITH CIRCUIT Order dlsmlssed 01/25/2012 for: lack of

- Junsdlctlon cla1m1ng not an appealable order [1 ITH CIRCUIT 11 15275 Docket :: L
#13. b o t _, _ . |

= Wzndsor V.. Hatten et al APPEAL NO 12—10157 in the Umted States Court of
o _Appeals for the 11TH CIRCUIT Order dlstmssed 04/ 15/2013 [1 1TH CIRCUIT
S 12- 10157 Docket#60] SRR o L o S




- Windsor v. Hatten ot al APPEAL NO 18—1 1067 in the Umted States Court of
- Appeals for the 11TH CIRCUIT Judgment—entered 01/03/2019 [1 1TH CIRCUIT
' 18 11067 Docket #8 and #14 a:re Appellant’s Bﬂef 1 - S S




o vidi

TABLE OF CONTENTS
QUESTIONS PRESENTED............ 11
PARTIES TO THE PROCEEDINGS.cvrvevvsvresserssissessississsrosssisssssissn V.
CORPORATEDISCLOSURE STATEMENT ...... SR
' TABLE OF CONTENTS......co.coonn T ||
 TABLE OF AUTHORITIES. . X
| OPINIONSBELOWI o
* JURISDICTION . eceoeeeriieseesseeietosssivsesssssiossassssssessssssesssssessessiseesssisssssssnsee 2
CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS INVOLVED,.....‘.,.,....;..4 |
STATEMENT OF THE CASE.....ccovveossnssressessesissesnsscsessosssorsmsesssssisissenes6
REASONS FOR. GRANTING THE WRIT ..... ettt 26
CONCLUSION. .o ivirereie e O |
INDEX TO APPENDICES * |

APPENDIX_'l -, Order denymg Texas state guardlanshtp ﬁlmgs [01923 Docket .'_ - |
' S ,'#264] 05/26/2022 ‘ : ‘ '

APPENDIX 2 — Order denymg Texas State court actlons [01923 Docket #275]
' : L 06/30/2022 . _ o

APPENDIX 3 — Injunction order regardmg Motlon for Protect1ve Order [01923 _
' o Docket #33] 06/17/2011 a | o

APPENDIX 4 -- Injuncnon Order in Case 1 11 CV 01923—TWT Docket #74 - ".
Co . 07/15/2011 ' =

- APPENDIX 5 -- _InJunctlon Order on Mail in Case 1= 11-CV 01923-TWT Docket'
R #85 07/22/2011 o
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AP_PENDIXG-— Injunctlon Order on Summons 1n Case 1- 11 CV-01923-T WT
Docket#156 10/26/2011 I D

APPENDIX 7 -~ Verlﬁed Apphcat1on to Appeal In Forma Paupens [01923 e T
" "Docket #169.] 11/08/2011 WINDSOR explamed hlS ﬁnanclal __
posmon in great deta11 _ , Lo

’APPENDIX 8 - Order d1smlssmg Case 1- 11-CV-01923-TWT W1th prejudlce . "
| o t01923 Docket#182] 11/16/2011% R R

APPENDIX 9 - Injunctlon Order in Case 1- ll-CV 01923-TWT Docket #226 =
: mocllfylng InJunctlon 02/ 12/2018 o L

APPENDIX 10 Docket in Case 1- 11-CV-01923-TWT 05/06/2023 |
x APPENDIX 1 1~ Exarnple of a Request to Flle “

APPENDIX 12 Georgla Constl‘mtlon . | . - N _
_ APPENDIX 13 Notlce of Appeal [01923 Docket #62 ] 201 1~O7-14

‘- APPENDIX 14 -= Injunctlon agamst actmg as a Next Fnend or Attomey-m—Fact in -
o Texas - [01923 Docket #262 15 03/09/2022 ‘ - '

APPENDIX 15 - 11th C1rcu1t Order consohdatmg Appeals 22-2038 and 22-12411,

declanng not frivolous, and ordermg responses. to Jurrsdmtlonal
quest1ons 09/ 07/2022 ' ‘ :

- APPENDIX 16 ~ Notlce of Appeal in Case 1- 11 CV 01923-TWT Docket #265 — ';
o © 06/06/2023. .Appeal of 05/26/2022 Order (01923 Docket #264)
1nclud1ng 07/15/2011 InJunctlon and 02/12/2018 Modified

Injunctlon Ass1gned llTH CIRCUIT Appeal Case No 22— -
12038. - D

g APPENDIX 17 Notlce of Appeal in Case 1-11- cv-01923 TWT Docket W78~
' 07/18/2022. Appeal of 06/30/2022 Order (01923 Docket #275)
: regardmg Texas cases denymg legal rxghts to acquamtances of




WINDSOR and denymg nght to ﬁle a C1v11 Rrghts case
As31gned 1 ITH CIRCUIT Appeal Case No 22 1241 1

: 'APPENDIX 18 DEFENDANTS Motlon for Protectlve Order m Case 1 11 CV- -
. : 01923 TWT Docket#4 06/13/2011 o SR

. ‘APPENDIX 19 WINDSOR Motron to Deny Removal in Case 1 11 CV-01923- Vo

TWT Docket #7 06/ 14/2011

: APPENDIX 20 - Order denymg In Forma Pauperls in Case l 11 CV-01923 —TWT RN

|;o1923 Docket #104. ] 08/11/2011.

o APPENDIX 21 — Memorandum of Law in' Case l 11 CV 01923 TWT %01923
. . Docket#104] 08/11/2011 s o o

'APPENDIX 22 -- WINDSOR response to the Jurlsdlctlonal questlons ralsed by the
B Clerk of the Court m APPEAL NO 22—1203 8-] 10/28/2022

:.‘-'"APPENDIX 23 s Letter dated 09/22/2022 to WIN'DSOR from Dav1d A Smlth and".' e

" ‘Daving’ C. Burney-Smlth of the Dlstrlct Court Clerk’s Ofﬁce o
questmnmg Jurrsdlctlon

:APPENDIX. 24 - WINDSOR response to the Jumsd1ct1ona1 questlons ralsed by the B B

Clerk of the Court in APPEAL NO 22-1241 l-J 10/28/2022

| ‘APPENDIX 25 - Not1ce of Appeal to the 1 lTI-I CIRCUIT 07/ 1 8/2022 Case 1—
4 - 11 CV~01923-TWT Docket #27 8 07/ 18/2022

' APPENDIX 26 = Order érn llTH CIRCUIT Appeal Case No 22 12038 a;nd 22- ~
‘ s 12411 ‘§E12038 Docket #27-1 ] 04/ 13/2023
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v #131 ] ----------- ,oo.v.:"ype._ ooooooooooo Aoo,qnogo.o( ...... _ooot‘ ooooo svsses J-IIJOQ‘OI‘C- oooooooo .‘conoooo” T e

= .Wmdsor V. Hatten et al APPEAL NO 11 14847 in the Umted States Court of

Appeals for the: llTH CIRCUIT; Order dismissed 12/ 15/2011 due to denial. of N B

In Forma Pauperls [11TH CIRCUIT 11:14847 Docket #15. 1 Net worth. was..

~shown as negative $1,254,474. [01923 DOCKET..]..................-..:.....‘..._,..._} ........ 18 R

o Wzndsor V. Hatten et al, APPEAL NO ll 15275 111 the Umted States Court of
Appeals for the 11TH. CIRCUIT Order d1sm1ssed 01/25/2012 for lack of -
Jurlsdlctlon clalmmg not an appealable order [1 1TH CIRCUIT 11 15275

Docket #13....c.. 18 R
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~ “of Appeals. for the 1 1TH CIRCUIT Order entered 04/ 13/2023 case |
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o INTHE -
~ SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES
_ PETITION FOR WRIT OF MANDAMUS
L AND I OR WRIT OF PROHIBITION K i
WINDSOR respeetfully apphes pursuant to 28 U S. C § 1651 Rule 20 3 of H
' th1s Court’ S Rules, and the Court’s Inherent Power that a ert of Mandamus and/or -
a Wr1t of Proh1b1t10n issue to rev1ew the Judgments and 1nact10n below
The ert sheuld be d1rected to the Judges of the U S Court of Appeals for
E the ELEVENTH CIRCUIT JUDGE THOMAS W THRASH and all federal
o Judges in the State of Georgla |
The rehef isnot avallable frorn any other court as The Umted States L
» Supreme Court is’ the only hlgher eourt and there are no other optrons

OPINIONS BELOW

A recent opmlon of the Umted States Court of Appeals for the 11T H '_ o
" CIRCUIT appears at APPENDIX 26 to the Petrtlon and is pendlng and |

, .unpubhshed | ._ | | .

The ﬁrst Injunctlon Order of the Umted States D1strlet Court for the S i

o Northern Dlstrrct of Georgla appears at APPENDIX 3to the Pet1t10n and is __

: unpubhshed and isa vo1d order [APPENDIX 3= 06/17/2011 ]




The second InJunctlon Order of the Unrted States D1str1ct Court for the

L Northern D1strrct of Georgla appears at APPENDIX 4 to the Petltton and 1s e | B

is unpubhshed [APPENDIX 4 07/ 15/2011 |
| The thlrd Injunctlon Order of the Unlted States Dlstrlct Court for the
R Northem Dlstrlct of Georgra appears at APPENDIX 5 to the Pet1t1on and 1s g

- :Unpubhshed [APPENDIX 5- 07/22/2011]

The fourth Injunctlon Order of the Unlted States Dlstrlct Court for the o o

B | - Northern Dlstrrct of Georgla appears at APPENDIX 6 to the Petrtlon and 1s

o _Unpubhshed It charges $5 950 000 $50 000 per Summons - ‘[APPEN‘.DIX 6 - ‘i

10/26/201 1]
' The ﬁfth InJunotlon Order of the Unlted States Dlstrlct Court for the f :
B Northern D1str10t of Georgra appears at APPENDIX 8 to the Petltron and is’

o Reported on Fastcase [APPENDIX 8- 02/ 1 2/2018 ]

| o The 51xth Injunctlon Order of the Umted States Drstrlct Court for the o o

. Northern D1str1ct of Georg1a appears at APPENDIX 14 to the Petrtlon and is-

Unpubhshed It enJoms WINDSOR from actrng as a Next Frlend or Attorney—m-‘-- o

' Faot in Texas 03/09/2022

JURISDICTION

ThlS Court has Jurrsdlctlon pursuant to 28 U S C § 1651(a) and Supreme . !




CourtRule 203 | A

| Thls Court has Junsdrctron because the Orders m questlon are VOID |
- '_ORDERS The orders of the federal DISTRICT COURT placmg restrlctrons on |
| state court act1ons are, unlawful and unconst1tut1ona1 The orders of the llTH |
. CIRCUIT allowmg the DISTRICT COURT to order restrrctrons on state court :
'*‘actlons are unlawful and unconstltutlonal e e P

There is no legal authorlty, and these orders deprlve WINDSOR of

. fundamental Constrtutlonal rrghts Thls Court always has Jurlsdlctlon to deal w1th‘

- Constrtutwnal Vlolat1ons and VOld Judgments e

The llTH CIRCUIT had Jurlsdlctron pursuant to 28 U S C § 1292(a)(l)

S because the DISTRICT COURT’S orders (1) 1mposed an mjunctlon or (2) had the.-: - '_ ’j ' |

'} _ practlcal effect of an 1n3unct10n or (3) Worked a modlﬁcatlon of an 1n_]unct10n

X The most recent orders (APPENDICES 1 and 2) deny r1ghts to WINDSOR and as I

}‘_‘many as 1 OOO 000 of hlS acquamtances and 1mp11c1t1y enjom WINDSOR and
others The orders are: not allowed under the terms of APPENDICES 4 and 9

, -,‘__"I‘Injunctlons are appealable pursuant to’ 28 U S C § 1292(a)

.A-Black’s Law chtlonarv 784 (6th ed 1990) (deﬁnes “1n3unct1on as “[a]

:-“_f court order prohrbltlng someone from d01ng some specrﬁed act ot .
2 j;commandmg someone to undo some wrong or 1n_]ury”)

S '_:,';1292(a)(1) apphes to any order that has “the pract1cal effect of grantmg or - A




: denylng an TnJunctron ” so long as 1t also “mrght have a serlous perhaps

§ 1rreparable consequence and can be effectually challenged Only by 1mmed1ate s

- appea1 ” L A M Nat ’l Penszon F und Benef t Plan Av Cooper Indus Inc 789 F 2d_*‘f‘,

21 23—24 (D C Clr 1986) (mternal quotatron marks omltted)

CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS INVOLVED e

11 U SC.§ 101)

.. (15) The term entrty” 1ncludes person estate trust govemmental unlt andv. N
"Unlted States trustee RS . : . . B

| | .' '._(32) The term “msolven ” medns — (A) wrth reference to an entrty other L
~ than a partnership: and a mumclpahty, financial condltron such that the sum :

. of such entrty s debts is greater than all of such entlty s property, at a falr L

- 7va1uat10n

28USC §1651

(a) The Supreme Court and all courts estabhshed by Act of Congress may
~ issue all writs necessary or approprrate in aid of their respectrve Jurlsdlctlons
and agreeable to the usages and pnnc1ples of law : :

All erts Act

- The All Wrrts Act isa Unlted States federal statute codrﬁed at 28 U S C §

165 1, wh1ch authorrzes the Umted States federal courts to- “1ssue all ' writs -~

~ necessary or appropriate in aid of: therr respectlve Jurlsdlc‘uons and agreeable
to the. usages and pr1nc1p1es of law - : : :

Amendment V of the Umted States Constrtutlon

_ “NO person shall be deprrved of hfe hberty, Or property, wrthout due
) process oflaw ' e e ) S




" Amendment VI of the Umted States Constltutlon

- The Slxth Amendment prov1des the Constltutlonal rlght to self— R
representatron That right should be en_]oyed w1thout fear of harassment or . .
Jud1c1a1 preJudrce ‘Furthermore, no law;. regulatlon or pohcy should exist to o

-abridge or. surrept1tlously extlngulsh that right. ‘Pro Se Lrtrgants have no less” .

of a rlght to effectrve due process as: those who utrhze an attorney .

: Artlcle | of the Georgla Constltutlon

- -_Sect1onI RIGHTS OF PERSONS Paragraphl Llfe 11berty, and
- -property. No person shall be depnved of hfe hberty, or property except by
.p'due process oflaw o o

| Sectlon 1= RIGHTS OF PERSONS Paragraph XXVII Spouse s, separate
R »;property The separate property of each’ spouse ‘shall remain the separate
- property of that spouse except as otherw1se provrded by law

o Artlcle III of the Unlted States Constltutlon L o

o | }vaectlon 1 The Jud101a1 Power of the Umted States shall be Vested 1n one .
. supreme Court and in such’ 1nfenor Courts as the Congress may from tlme L
o to time ordaln and estabhsh ‘ AR

The _]lldlClal power shall extend to all cases, in law and equrty, arrsmg -

- vunder this Constltutlon, the laws ofthe. Unlted States and treatles made or N
whlch shall be rnade, under the1r authorrty o ~

R Georgla Code - -Tltle 19 Domestle Relatlons - Chapter 3- Marrlage

Generally - }Artlcle 1 General Prov1s1on - § 19—3-9 Each Spouse s Property : .~

: Separate

The separate property of each spouse shall remaiti the separate property of
| that spouse, except as prov1ded m Chapters 5 and 6 of th1s t1t1e and except
.as otherw1se prov1ded by law o : 54 _ .,




STATEMENT OF THE CASE

1. Th1s PETITION regards the Umted States D1str1ct Court for the o -
' }Northern Dlstrlct of Georgla C1v11 Actlon No 1: 11 CV 01923-TWT (“01923”)

and Appeal No. 22- 1203 8. and Appeal No 22 1241 1-J (22 1203 8-22—1241 L

L APPEALS”) whleh were consohdated by the Unlted States Court of Appeals for | _‘ v B

~ the ELEVENTH CIRCUIT Appeal No 22-12038-] was. ﬁled on 06/06/2022 but
JIlI‘lSdlCthl’l was not resolved for 3 12 days [APPENDIX 26 ] |
‘ _2. Seven (7) DISTRICT COURT orders were appealed on June 6 2022

and July 7, 2022 (APPENDICES 6 and 17) But WINDSOR is askmg that all llTH‘

| CIRCUIT orders be declared V01d These a.re APPEAL NOs Il 13363 1 1-13391

11 14021; 11 14124 11 14202 11 14502 ll 14847 11 15275 12—10157 18-

11067 22-12038;22-12411; 11- 13214 andll 13244 (“APPEALS”) 3 WINDSOR-. S

is asklng that all DISTRICT COURT orders be declared v01d These are 01923

| Orders Wlth DocketNumbers9 33 41, 53 57 58, 59, 63 67 70, 74 75, 85 90 _
97 98, 100, -103 106 1-07 110 116 '122‘ ~123‘ “124 125 126-127 '12-8 129‘-133 , .
134, 136, 141 142 143 146 147 148 149 154 155 156 174 175, 180, 181

182 183 199 200 201 202, 203 204 205 211, 212 213, 214 215, 216 221

3 These are all llTH CIRCUIT appeal numbers and each of these appeals is referenced and o

1ncorporated hereln
) 1




| 226 229 239 240 241 243 245 246 251 254 260 262 264 274 275 283 |
- 285 286 (“DC ORDERS”) There are srx (6) 1nJunctlon orders [APPENDICES 3, '-'
4,5,6,9, and 14. [APPENDIX 10 1s the Docket for 01923 ] 5 |
3. ,‘ The rehef requested hereln is prlmarlly due to the fallure of the
L DISTRICT COURT to establlsh Junsdlctron due process Vlolat1ons galore no .' |
- authorlty for a federal Judge to 1ssue an 1n3unctron to be applled to state court |
- rnatters and Vlolatlon of the Constltutlon of the State of Georgla and abuse of |
drscretlon 1n denylng In Forma Pauperls status w1th the 1 ITH CIRCUIT
' 4._-',.' Some hrstory 1s necessary for a’ full understandlng of the case . '" -'
| WINDSOR has been denred h1s Constltutlonal and legal rlghts for 12 years E .
5 | In 2005 at the age of 56 WINDSOR thought Judges were honest and
court was where Justlce 1s done | ‘ | |
v_ 6. On 08/29/2005 WINDSOR Who was retlred Was. sued in the |
_Super'ror- .Co'u_r_t of _G'wrnnett_- County :Georgra; Case No OSA-I(__)097+3;..T=he sworn - B

- complaint was cornpletely false as 'was proven by deposition testimony. v

4 These are all DISTRICT COURT Docket numbers for orders and each of these orders is

. referenced and 1ncorporated herein.

_ 5 WINDSOR has no explanation for why some DEFENDANTS are shown as. Drsmrssed on o 3
06/13/2()11 there is no such order s o L :




'_ .7 On 03/28/2006 Case No OSA—10097 3 was removed to federal court .‘ s
| where 1t became Case No 1 06 CV 00714-ODE w1th Judge Ormda D Evans
: WINDSOR qulckly dlscovered that Judge Ormda D Evans was corrupt He then L

- experlenced corruptlon w1th other federal Judges, mcludlng .TUDGE THRASH

B WINDSOR was a very experlenced and hlghly-regarded corporate executlve who : e |

| thad been Pres1dent of a Goldman Sachs company and CEO of a M1tt Romney Baln_ o o

Capltal company, and he was shocked to ﬁnd out how nalve he was about Judges o
8. The actlons of Judge OrmdaD Evans, IUDGE TI—IRASH and the

1 lTH CIRCUIT cost WINDSOR mﬂhons and w1ped out h1s ﬁnances He has

struggled ﬁnan01a11y ever smce and at age 74 is in Chapter 13 Bankruptcy (Case # .

6 21—bk—04061 in the U S Bankruptcy Court for the Mrddle Drstrlct of Florrda)

9 WINDSOR was brought up by wonderﬁ;l parents who never hed and : N

they taught h1rn thls 1mportant lesson WINDSOR has never 11ed 1n a Iegal matter

- and he became commltted to trymg to make a drfference 1n the legal system Wlth o

o those hke hlmself who could not afford attorneys

| ""10,. ‘ Blessed w1th a l\/[ENSA IQ, very strong readlng and comprehens1on

-skills, and 42~words—per—m1nute typmg speed Wlth two fingers, WINDSOR stud1ed ' o

R ,paralegal Work and n 2010 began helpmg people (at no charge) Who couId not D




o afford attorneys or paralegals (63% of the partles 1n clvﬂ courts today) 13 years =

" .later he has helped several thousand people

. 1'1. In 2008 WINDSOR began pubhshmg art1cles onhne about pro se fj o o

| 1ssues, and 1n 2009 he began hostmg an onhne radlo show for those who could not o | ’, o

‘- ,afford attorneys In 2010 he hosted an onlme Vlde() conference and was contacted | o |

‘by over 10 000 people who wanted to tell h1m thelr storles of INJustrce ThlS led to_ g "

'WINDSOR dr1v1ng to all 50 states and DC in 2012 and 2013 to ﬁlm a-

documentary about government _]UdlClal and law enforcement corruptlon The - B

'plan was’ to ﬁlm 51 people but 2 500 showed up to be ﬁlmed He managed to ﬁlm P

. 1, 500 ina year Constltuents of members of the House and Senate met WINDSOR.,; B |

| 1n D. C to personally dellver the Documentary to thelr leglslators Most were |
’v,‘hand~de11vered When constrtuents Were not avarlable the docu.mentary DVD Was' '
c "imalled to therr legrslators V1deos were posted on YouTube and Facebook |
B ) 12 Because of his work WINDSOR recelved hundreds of threats from - -
‘people on the other s1de of storles he shared It began about the t1me he managed |

: | to help get a _]udge to Vacate an order that requrred a 15-year-old grrl to have ) .

. unsuperv1sed sleepover V1srts w1th her blologrcal father who sexually molested her. o




13 In late May 2011 WINDSOR Was 1nformed by rad1o talk show hosts -
~ ofa plan to have hnn kﬂled WINDSOR not1ﬁed the F BI and spoke w1th agent R

: Harry I—Iamm1ck but 1t seems noth1ng was 1nvest1gated

4 JUDGE TI—]RASH and the Judges ofthe 11TH CIRCUIT establlshed a

B . :prejudme agamst and hatred of WINDSOR £ he never recewed due process
15 On 05/20/2()11 WINDSOR ﬁled Wzndsor V. Hatten et al C1V1l
' Actlon No 201 1CV200971 1n the Superlor Court of Fulton County Georgla

‘ 1 6.‘- On 06/ 13/2011 a Not1ce of Removal of C1V1l Act1on No ) R

| ‘201 1CV200971 was. ﬁled by the DEFENDANTS [1 1 1: CV—01923-TWT Docket S

C#1 1 The case became Wzndsor v Hatten, et al C1V1l Act1on No 1 11 CV—01923- o :.;‘

| | V,TWT U S. Dlstrlct Court for the Northem Dlstmct of Georg1a, Atlanta (“01923”) "

. '1’.7.' On 06/13/2011 the DEFENDANTS ﬁled a Motlon for Protectwe _‘? B

. ‘Order regardmg d1scovery %;?01923 Docket #4. ] On 06/ 14/2011 WINDSOR ﬁled a 3

- Mot1on to Deny Removal [01923 Docket #7 ]

_18 Nelther the motlon to deny removal nor Jurlsdlctlon were ever

" _.{'addressed by the DISTRICT COURT in 01923 Thls can be seen: on the 01923'3 o -

- ;Docket APPENDIX 10

19, On 06/17/2011 an Order grantedthe DEFENDANTS’ Motxon for .

S Protectlve Order%[APPENDIX 3 ] Whlle not addressed or requested as rehef by




the DEFENDAN TS the DISTRICT COURT ordered

':’ : “No party need respond to any ﬁhng by the Pla1nt1ff absent an Order to do " | e

80 by this Court. §3The Plaintiff'is ordéred to post a cash bond or. corporate :

i surety. bond acceptable to the Clerk inthe amount of $50 000: 00 to satlsfy f‘ "':-1:" . N
- any award of Rule 11. sanctions before ﬁltng any add1t1onal papers in thls R

o _--case w1thout the consent of the Cou % o

The DISTRICT COURT d1d not have Jlll'lSdlCthIl and vrolated due - - L

process as there Was nelther not1ce nor an opportumty to be hearda

: 21 On 06/22/201 1 an Emergency Mot1on Seekmg Modzf catzon of

o Protectzve Order Was ﬁled by the DEFENDANTS The U S Attorney asked thef"ll o

: DISTRICT COUR “, to 1nclude barrmg ﬁlmg in any court 1nclud1ng any state N

| court. . g [01923 DOCket #40 ] There s no legal bas1s for such an order ThlS o

S EMERGENCY MOTION contams a false, unsubstant1ated clalmg.
22 On 06/23/2011 WINDSOR ﬁled a Mot1on to Recuse JUDGE

: THRASH [01923 Docket #41 ] On 07/0 1/2011 WINDSOR ﬁled a Second

: f'_Supplemental Afﬁdav1t of Pre3ud1ce of JUDGE THRASH

};01923 Docket #52] -.' o

23. On 07/ 12/2011 JUDGE THRASH 1ssued an order regardmg the . SN

: | hearlng scheduled for 07/ 15/201 1 lrrmtmg documents, settmg t1rne 11m1ts at 20

o mmutes each and dlrectlng that no w1tnesses Would be called §E01923 Docket

o . #58 ] It was an ev1dent1ary hearlng Wlth ev1dence and due process demed

. : 24 On 07/ 14/2011 WINDSOR filed a Not1ce of Appeal as to six orders




12

| [01923 Docket #62 ] | o

| "25. : On 07/ 1 5/2011 a so-called hearmg was held and a permanent g
1nJunctron order was 1ssued that say's WINDSOR may not ﬁle 1awsu1ts or _'
admlnlstratrve proceedrngs “in any court (state or. federal) 7A Transcnpt of g |

‘-’"'fj*r01923 Docket #238 11 shows the Order was prepared

Proceedlngs_was 1ssued
prior to the hearmg and arguments were heard The Order reads:

“Plamtlff Wllharn M. Wlndsor and any parties actrng in concert w1th hrm
- or at his behest, are PERMANENTLY ENJOINED from filing any
| complaint or initiating any proceeding, 1nclud1ng any new. lawsuit or
‘administrative proceeding, in any court (state or federal) or agency in the
United States without first obtaining leave of a federal district court in the B
district in which the new complaint or proceedmg istobe filed. Ifthe = -
lawsuit or administrative proceeding names federal judges or court
employees, the Plaintiff must also tender a $50,000.00 cash bond ora
- $50,000.00 corporate surety ‘bond sufficient to. satrsfy‘an award of Rule11”
~ sanctions since, such actlons are presumably frrvolous » ’APPENDIX 4—P 2. ] R

| 26. ThlS permanent mJunctlon order was 1ssned after denymg rlghts to. due-_ o
process. WINDSOR understands itis a VGld Order as federal judges have no. |
Jurrsdlctlon over state courts; then there’s. the Const1tut10na1 protectlons denled
27, On 07/ 1 8/201 1, WINDSOR ﬁled an Amended Not1ce of Appeal as

to. Order on Motlon for Protect1ve Order (01923 Docket 74) and (01923 Docket o

- #70, 475, and #80).

1;01923 Docket #93 ] It Was assrgned Case # 11 13244-B
‘ -’28.- -On 07/ 19/2011 WINDSOR filed a Second Amended Notrce of

Appeal (01923 Docket #70 #75, 83 and on Protectlve Order (01923 Docket #74)




TR

2[01923 Docket #83 1 It was ass1gned Case # ll 13391-B

29, On 07/22/2011 IUDGE THRASH sua sponte entered an Order (“Marl", g

. IIl_]lll’lClZlOIl Order”) that any future Umted States ma11 rece1ved from WINDSOR or ..

a person actrng on hlS behalf w111 not be dehvered to the employee

"This appears to be a federal crlme

3"_0_. On 07/25/2011 WINDSOR ﬁled a Thlrd Amended Notlce of Appeal . =

~asto the 07/22/2011 Order §01923 Docket #87 ] It was Case # 11 13363—B
‘ '3 1. On 08/ 10/201 1 -an Apphcatlon to Appeal In F orma Pauperrs was ﬁled_’.‘
as to. the 07/ Ik 8/2011 Amended Notrce of Appeal £01923 Docket #102 1 On

B 08/1 1/2011 JUDGE THRASH demed WINDSOR’S Appllcatlon ’ﬁ01923 Docket

#104 1 Cases crted in support of thrs order were from New York Maryland and : BaEe |

-‘Alabama wh1ch are not relevant to a Georgla case The Georgla Constrtutlon and _

Georgla law dlctate that the separate property of each 1nd1v1dual in a ma.rrrage shall o

. _remarn the separate property of that person, except as spemﬁcally dlctated by other' o

laws. [APPENDIX 12 P. 3 Paragraph 27 1 There is no law that makes Georgra
‘ .separate property Jomt for an apphcatlon for In Forma Pauperls o
32. On408/ 1 1/2011 WINDSOR’S 08/02/201 l Request to file in- the state

: court was dellvered to. federal Judge Charles A Pannell Jr Perrmss1on to ﬁle was g

| denled by JUDGE TI—IRASH ; z501923 Docket #103 ] As per the InJunctlon Order -




- }. "WINDSOR ﬁled Requests to F1le wrth the Clerk but these have not been recorded

: on the Docket In hrs Requests, WINDSOR stated that the INJUNCTION ORDER,_-';" | -

:  was vord and he stated that the DISTRICT COURT d1d not have Jurrsd1ct10n over '_ - B

-_'state court matters APPENDIX ll 1s one example [P -
o 33 On 08/ 19/2011 WINDSOR was mv1ted to appear before the Fulton

| County Georgla Grand Jury for a Presentment of crlmlnal charges agamst Judge
}' Ormda D. Evans, JUDGE TI—lRASH and others The Grand Ju ury 1nstructed

' }' WINDSOR to- retum at the1r next sess1on on: 08/23/2011 to contmue h1s test1mony -

| . JUDGE THRASH conﬁrmed th1s 1n an order “The Plamtlff Was allowed to appear:;“”

- before the Grand Juryj '01923 Docket #123 P 2]

o 34,‘ On 08/22/2011 an Order was 1ssued by JUDGE THRASH denyrng

sous

5 Wrndsor s rlght to ﬁle in. state courtl;.g01923 Docket #107 ] |
' 35 On 08/23/201 1 WINDSOR returned to the Fulton County Courthouse -

"as scheduled to appear before the Grand Jury He was demed the contlnuatmn of

L h1s testrmony by Fulton Cou;nty Ass1stant Dlstrlct Attorney Waverly Settles Whenv B

o he returned to try agam at the Grand Jury 'S next seSSron on 08/30/201 l he Was - |
'removed from the courthouse and 1ssued a Crlmmal Trespass Warmng
R -36. On 08/24/2011 the 11TH CIRCUIT drsmlssed WINDSOR’ o

e Amended Notlce of Appeal of the 07/ 15/2()11 1n3unct10n order 1n Case # ll— ' > |




13363 B! clalmrng the appeal fee had not been pa1d but 1t had @01923 Docket

#110. ] APPENDIX 13 shows the appeal fee was pard and subsequent ﬁhngs show o

o 'they were amendments to that appeal WINDSOR could not afford to- pay agaln

| ‘37-.' On 08/29/011 WINDSOR ﬁled h1s Fourth Amended Appeal as to R

' erght order i 1923 Docket 114 ] | o _‘
38 WINDSOR knew the “INJUNCTION ORDER” was: VOld Desplte | e
» that fact, WINDSOR made requests before ﬁlmg to avoid. contempt | v. - |
39. On 09/01/201 I and 09/06/2011 WINDSOR dehvered documents to
'l the Clerk seekmg consent to ﬁle complamts in the Superror Court of Fulton c
County They were not docketed | S |
| 40. On 09/ 15/2011 the llTH CIRCUIT dlsmlssed WINDSOR’
, ;Amended appeal in Case # 1 1 13244-BB for faﬂure to pay the ﬁllng fee ff01923

‘Docket #1 19 ] On 09/20/201 1 the 1 ITH CIRCUIT dlsmlssed hlS Amended

- Appeal in Case #1 1-13391-B for fa1lure to pay the ﬁhng fee ] fgo-1'923 Docket |
#121.] As shown above the appeal fee had been pa1d @WINDSOR’S Apphcatlons | : |
showed a negatlve net worth of $1 254 574 11 U SC § 101 (32) says thls is -
1nsolvency -

41. On 09/22/201 I, TUDGE T HRASH den1ed permrssron to file a

Superior Court of Fulton County complamt He noted that WINDSOR’S testlmonyﬁ e




-abefore the Grand Jury JUDGE TI-IRASH was one of the people WINDSOR Was :_ff‘ TR

. seeklng to have charged crrmlnally §E01923 Docket #123 ]

o 42 On 09/27/2011 WINDSOR ﬁled a Notlce of Appeal as to four orders :

1nc1ud1ng the Order on the Motlon for Protectlve Order @[01923 Docket # 1 30 ]

. 43 v On 09/27/2011 WINDSOR ﬁled a Verlﬁed Apphcatlon to Appeal In S

i Forma Pauperls [01923 Docket #131 ] It showed a negatlve net worth of
$1, 254 574 total monthly expenses of $II 450 and mcome of $4 000 I
L 44, On 09/28/2011 the I ITH CIRCUIT dlsmrssed the Appeal 1n Case # s
11- 13214-BB for lack of Jurlsd1ct10n as non-ﬁnal orders t01923 Docket #134 ]

45 On 09/28/2011 the DISTRICT COURT denred WINDSOR

-" B permrssmn to ﬁle any attachments Wlth the Notrce of Appeal dehvered to the Clerk__f ‘_, SR

-~ 'on 09/27/201 1 and any Notrce of Appeal ﬁled hereafter a{01923 Docket #133 ]
'46 On 09/29/2011 the DISTRICT COURT demed the 09/27/2011 |

| : .Apphcatlon to. Appeal In F orma Paupens All pendlng Apphcatlons to Proceed In B

- Forma Pauperrs were DENIED ﬁ01923 Docket #136 ]

On 10/ 1 8/201 1 an Amended Notlce of Appeal Was ﬁled.i '

_Docket #152 ]

f " | 48 On 10/26/2011 the DISTRICT COURT 1ssued an Order requlrrng

WINDSOR to post a $50 000 OO cash bond or corporate surety for a summons for " 3 s .




o .each federal Judge or emPIOYee ‘._PENDIX 6. ] Due process was 1gnored
, " 4 On ll/08/2011 -8, Second Amended Not1ce of Appeal was ﬁled
_,[01923 Docket#167] g | X -~ e | : |
o 5 On l 1/08/201 1, WINDSOR ﬁled a verlfied Appl1cat1on to Appeal In
: Forma Pauperls [01923 Docket #169 ] He explamed hlS ﬁnanczal pos1t1on 1n great:

‘ detall and 1t proves IUDGE THRASH had made false and ma11c1ous statements in

“denymg In Forma Pauper1s [APPENDIX 7 ]

| 1 On 11/09/2011 the DISTRICT C.URT 1ssued an()rder denymg the R |

1 1/08/201 1 Apphcatlon to Appeal In Forma Pauperls §01923 Docket #174 ]
. ’5'2 On 1 1/15/2011 the DISTRICT COURT demed the Motlon for

Issuance of Subpoenas f01923 Docket #180 ]

) 53 On 11/16/2011 the DISTRICT COURT declared that Case 1 11— o

‘ CV-01923-TWT was dlsmlssed w1th prejudlce “The Clerk 1s d1rected not to ﬁle o

: _any papers recelved from the Plalntlff other than a Notlce of Appeal w1th no..
attachments thhout my express consent ”"’[APPENDIX 8. ] | |

‘ .54.", On 11/23/2011 the llTH CIRCUIT den1ed WINDSOR’S motlon to
| proceed In Forma Paupens %”i01923 Docket #199 ]

5 On 12/ 14/2011 the llTH CIRCUIT d1sm1ssed WINDSOR’S appeal

in Case #11- 14202-B ";«5[01923 )ocket #202] On 12/22/2011 the 11TH CIRCUIT SR




. had failed to pay the ﬁlmg and docketmg fees

BT

B dismissed-WINDSCR"s anpeal i.'nl--Case# 11-14847-B
were sua sponte for lack of _]urlsd1ctlon and 1gnored 1nJunct10ns : : :. -

- "':56. On 12/29/201 1, the 1 1TH CIRCUIT notlﬁed WINDSOR that upon
. exptratlon of 14 days from the date of the order the Pet1t10n for Mandamus would

. be dlsmlssed by the cIerk unless fees ($450) Was pald n 11 14124-B._f§;§ ?‘01923 _

| Docket #204 ] An Apphcatlon for In F orma Pauperls was ﬁled 09/08/201 1
57. On 01/06/2012 a Notlce of Appeal was. ﬁled éﬁmm Docket #206 ]

58, On 01/ 17/2012 the 11TH CIRCUIT recelved Appeal Fees $455 -

recelpt nurnber GAN100042471 m Case #1 1 14021-3 | 1__)1923 Docket #208 ]
. 59. On 01/20/2012 .TUDGE THRASH of the DISTRICT COURT sua _. '

%’»031'923 Docket #211 ]

: vsponte ordered that all pendmg motlons Were demed
60 On 01/23/2012 the llTH CIRCUIT dlsmlssed the appeal regardmg

. ___,the Petition for ert of Mandamus to the DISTRICT COURT clalmlng WINDSOR[

‘01923 Docket #212 ] H1s

Apphcatlon for In Forma Pauperls was Wrongly demed

‘?"‘15101923 Docket #203] Both —

| | 61. On 01/25/2012 the 11TH CIRCUIT d1sm1ssed the appeal sua sponte I

in Case #11 15275-B claunlng non-final orders [01923 Docket #213. ] _
- '-'6‘_2_.'- On' 01/31/2012 the llTH CIRCUIT dlsmlssed the appeal in Case b

11 14021—B [01923 Docket #214]




| | '. | ‘63 On 04/ 1 5/2013 the llTI-I CIRCUIT d1sm1ssed WINDSOR’S appeals |

- | in Case #12 lOlS7—B for fallure to adequately prosecute 01923 Docket #216 ]

| _64 In 2013 ‘an- attempt Was made to murder WINDSOR He was shot at - .

| but the bullets h1t a.car to h15 nght on the Montana Interstate He rece1ved an

| ema1l takmg credlt for the shootlng, and WINDSOR was able to trace the IP to

1dent1fy the shooter as Sean Boushle, a Montana man who had threatened |

WINDSOR hundreds t1mes because he ﬁlmed a Woman Sean Boushle hated Two i

pohce departments two sherlff’ S departments and four courts d1d nothmg |
65 On 05/05/2017 WINDSOR was: h1t at 75 m11es-per-hour by an 18- o

.wheeler HlS car was llﬁed off all four wheels and turned 180 degrees before he ‘

. was dropped to the Florlda Turnp1ke in elght hlgh speed spms He narrowly

, escaped death tw1ce and is now dlsabled He 1s m constant pam He can no longer,'_',', S

,walk has lost the use, of h1s left hand has hermated dlSCS and/or bulgmg dlscs on :
'every d1sc 1n hlS neck and back He also has a D1astas1s Rect1 abdommal 1nJury
Some belleve thls was attempted murder because Sean Boush1e was 1nvolved
| | accordmg to an. eyeW1tness who called 911 that day A | |

66 WINDSOR needs hundreds of thousands of dollars 1n surgery, but -
. corrupt Judge J effrey L Ashton d1srmssed WINDSOR’ s personal mJury case -

- (2018 CA 010270 in Nmth Judrclal Clrcult in Orange Ceunty Flonda) because he _




" -d1d not have an attorney The absence of due process in the case 1s based 1n part on-_ }' - R

Judge Orrnda D Evans JUDGE TI-IRASH and the IITH CIRCUIT

. ;'6;7; | j. On 02/05/2018 WINDSOR ﬁled a Motron to Modlfy InJunctlon

L [01923 Docket #225 ] On 02/ 12/2018 the DISTRICT COURT 1ssued an ()rder =

| .grantmg 1n part and denymg in. part the MOTION to Modlfy InJunctlon %[01923
Docket #226 ] APPENDIX 9 ] The ONLY dlfference between thrs order and the '. -

VO7/ 15/2011 order is the addltlon of these words “The above restrlctmns do not

o Tgpplv_.to»:_appeals in actlonsvjalread -miexnste'nce on 'Jiu-l'. :‘15 32011_-35c'r‘1mmal

safe Y. 7 Th1s Order 1gnored three of the four 1ssues
: vpresented 1nclud1ng the 1ssue of lack of jurlsdlctlon over state court matters

- - 68. On 03/ 19/2018 a Notlce of AppeaI was ﬂled §F01923 Docket #231 ]

.It was asmgned Case #18 1 1067—H?<*'::01923 Docket #234 ]f%The F 111ng Fee was pald B :
- $505 OO Recelpt number GAN100101518 8

‘ 69 On 01/03/2019 the llTH CIRCUIT 1ssued a “Do Not Publlsh”

' OplIllOIl n Case #18 11067 HH )’T§01923 Docket #239 ] Th1s Op1n1on 1gnored the R _

o fact that the 07/ 1 5/201 1 1nJunct10n order was unlawful and V01d The 1 lTH

: ~CIRCUIT demed the Appeal because there had been no change in the law ThlS ; o

. 1gnored the vahd laws that pre-ex1sted that requlred the grant of the Appeal




70 On 10/04/2019 a Motlon for Leave to Flle Bankruptcy Was ﬁled byl" B
| j-*.‘WINDSOR [01923 Docket #250] On 10/28/2019 the DISTRICT COURT .

;granted the Mo‘uon for Leave to F1le Bankruptcy ;,§E01923 Docket #251 ]

'71 On 09/04/2()20 a Request for Clarlﬁcatlon on Flllng Injunctlon Was';;..*_-y ol

_.,.ﬁled [01923 Docket#257] P BEPEIE L .
| '_ _- 72 Onfl 1/04/2020 the DISTRICT COURT demed WINDSOR’S Motlons
| -. ) ..for Clar1ficat10n [01923 Docket #257 and #258] Eﬁ01923 Docket #260 ] |
o .} 7 Om“§03/08/2022 a Request for Leave to F11e a Complamt was ﬁled

: [01923 Docket #261 ] 0%03/09/2022 WINDSOR’S Request Was demed

" o [APPENDIX 14. ] The demal of the rlght to ﬁle lawsults in Texas asa next fnend EE

. 'or as an atterney—m-fact constltutes an 1njunct10n and there was nelther notlce nor v '_ SRR

‘_ ’an opportumty to be heard

. ‘74 On 05/24/2022 a Request for Leave to F11e Guard1ansh1p Actlons and;, o

Appeals in Texas Was filed ;[01923 Docket #263 ]
' B

5. On 05/26/2022 WINDSOR’s Motlon for Leave to F11e Guardlanshlp Ll

Actlons and Appeals 1n Texas was DENIED 01 923 Docket #264 ]

- 6 On 06/06/2022 WINDSOR filedaNot1ce 0prpea11n01923 [01923;}_.__ R

) Docket #265 ]




On 06/08/2022 WINDSOR ﬁled three Requests for Leave o F11e in SRS

'_T-‘exas; .-1'923 Docket #269 #270 and #271 ] On 06/30/2022 the DISTRICT

.- ",COURT denled the three requests to ﬁle Texas actlons [01923 Docket #275 ]

_f7 8 On 07/ 1 8/2022 a Not1ce of Appeal to the llTH CIRCUIT was trmely L o

. ﬁled [APPENDIX 17 ] The 11TH CIRCUIT docketed the Appeal on: 07/ 19/2022 [N

. [01923 Doeket #280 ]

| 9 On 09/07/2022 an. order Was entered by the 11TH CIRCUIT on the i -

'. eonsohdated appeals [APPENDIX 15 ] It stated

. the Court ﬁnds that Appellant has ralsed a non-frlvolous 1ssue, o |
- spemfically Whether a pre-ﬁlmg m_;unctron may.-be extended to- ﬁlmgs in,

o State court. See, €., Baum V.. Blue Moon Ventures, LLC 513 F 3d 181 192

- (5th Cir. 2008) o - Chn )

vv WINDSOR was OVSI‘J oyed by thrs Order He had commumcated many :i:
| tlmes that a federal Judge has no authonty over state courts or Jurlsdlctron | |
| On 10/28/2022 WINDSOR responded to the Jurlsdrctlonal questlons : |
. ralsed by the Clerk of the Court in APPEAL NO 22 12038-J [APPENDIX 22 ]

ThlS regards the Notrce of Appeal of 4 orders [APPENDIX 16] ﬁled

¥ on ()6/06/2022 1n 01923 Docket #265 APPENDIX 16 reads

| “Thls isa pro se: clv1l actlon It is before the Court on the Plamtlff’s Motron LR

N for Leave to File: Guard1ansh1p Actions and Appeals [Doc 263] -The .
" Plaintiff’s extraordmary abuse of the: ]ud1c1al process through overly

" burdensome, vexatious, and frivolous litigiousness led the Court to 1mpose AR

. the. ﬁlmg restnctrons set forth 1n the Court’s Order of February 12 2018




L The current mot1on seeks to Vacate that Order and to allow the Plalntlff to f S

: . proceed with appeals of an action pendmg in the Texas Tenth. Court of .

. Appeals The motron, Whlch falls to; comply W1th the Court’ $L ocal Rules, . el

. ‘shows that Mr: Wmdsor s extraordlnary abuse of the Judrclal processis -

*cont1nu1ng It appears that he is engaged in; the unauthorrzed practice of lavv;' S

- The Coutrt declines the invitation to intervene in'the matfer pending in the

" Texas Tenth Court of Appeals ‘The Plaintiff’s Motlon for Leavevto Flle SRR

Guardlanshlp Actlons and Appeals [Doc 263] is DENIED o

The 07/ 15/2011 ORDER [APPENDIX 4] is a purported 1n3unctlon o

'The 02/ 12/2018 ORDER [APPENDIX 9] isa shght modlficatlon to the purported 3 _. .

_ 1n3unct10n The ONLY d1fference between the 02/ 12/2018 Order and the f e

.07/ 15/2011 Order is the addltlon of these Words “The above restrlctlons do not | R

. ‘complamts. or V_'etltlons for }: rotectlve' orders the Plamtlff feelslnecessarf to U

rotect i C ‘ i '} Y. It does not say anythlng that Would cause the |
o ()5/26/2022 ORDER in th1s actlon to be demed [APPENDIX l ] | _‘ |

] 8’4,,_ On 07/1 8/2022 a Notlce oprpeal to the 11TH CIRCUIT was tlmely
_' ﬁled [APPENDIX 25 ] The 11TI-I CIRCUIT docketed the Appeal on 07/ 19/2022
[01923 Docket #278 07/18/2022 ] : T

8 On lO/ 1 1/2022 WINDSOR recerved a letter dated 09/22/2022 from

, Dav1d A Snnth and Davma C Burney—Sm1th of the D1strrct Court Clerk’s Ofﬁce AR

- questlonlng Jurrsdlctmn [APPENDIX 23 ] It 1ncluded an’ 09/07/2022 order that

. was not sent to WINDSOR [APPENDIX 15 ]



o

| 86 On 10/24/2022 WINDSOR responded to the Jurtsdlctronal questlons -
- 'ralsed by the Clerk of the Court m APPEAL NO 22 1241 1-J [APPENDIX 24 ]
| 87, On 06/09/2022 WINDSOR ﬁled Requests for Leave by Wanda

: ',Dutschmann to F1le Mot1ons for Jud1c1al Revrew of Documentatlon or Instrument i
Purportmg to Create .a I,len or Clalm for Acduamtances to Ftle, Iand to F 1le a C1v11 a
', ‘ nghts COmplamt'ﬁtowzs Docket #s 269 270 271. ] | B |
" ,88l__' On 06/30/2022 The DISTRICT COURT granted WINDSOR’S Notlce , .
o of Appeal Construed as an Appllcatlon to Appeal In Forma Pauperls %01923

o Docket #274 ] After routlnely denymg such appl1cat10ns WINDSOR’S dlvorce " . |

' and bankruptcy mandated approval by JUDGE TI~H2ASH

‘ 89 On 06/3 0/2022 the DISTRICT COURT demed the Motlon for Leave o

to F 1le Motlons f01923 Docket #269 #270 #27 l] W1th false and malrclous elalms

by JUDGE TI-IRASH%[01923 Docket #275 ]
90 - The terms of the 07/ 15/2011 permanent 1nJunct10n are very clear

“.. _film ' any com lamt or mltlatm' an ﬁ ‘roceedm mcludm_ an A new .

‘ lawsult or admlmstratlve proceedl_g 7 APPENDIX 16 and 17 have nothlng

to do vvxth ﬁlmg a complalnt ‘a new lawsurt or ﬁlmg an adm1mstrat1ve proceedmg .
91 > On 07/ 19/2022 WINDSOR ﬁled a Notlce of Appeal as to the ‘_ a

| ‘06/3 0/2022 Order on MOthIl for Leave to Frle [i01923 Docket #27 8 ]




9. On 12/09/2022 the 11TH CIRCU.{T granted WINDSOR’s Motlon for .

2 Leave to F11e Out of Tlme Jurlsdlctlonal Question Response on Notlce of Appeal | R

(01923 Docket #265)".% g01923 Docket #285 1
93 On 01/06/2023 an IITH CIRCUIT Order granted WINDSOR’

Motlon for Leave to Flle Jurrsd1ct1onal Questlon Response Out of Tlme in Case # " : .

e

22~ 1241 1-J.; [0 1923 Docket #286 ]

STATEMENT OF RELIEF SOUGHT

94 WINDSOR respectfully prays that a ert of mandamus and/or a wr1t

_.prohlbltlon be 1ssued by th1s Court dlrected to the 1 lTH CIRCUIT

a. Vacate all orders 1n Wmdsorv Hatten, et al C1v1l Actlon No 1 11 CV- o

0 1923—TWT Order the Umted States Court of Appeals for the i lTH

:v CIRCUIT to vacate all orders in- response to C1v11 Actlon No 1 11 CV- - LT

N 01923- TWT
~b. Proh1b1t the exerclse of urllawﬁxl Jurlsdlctlon by federal courts .ove‘r state -
- _. court. rrlatters w1th Wthh 11: is. not vested by law |
. c Requ1re all Georgla federal courts to comply w1th the Georgla _:' |
Constltutlon on apphcatrons for In Forma Pauperls o

- d. ,'Estabhsh a Supreme Court precedent that makes 1t clear federal courts

: have no Jurlsd1ct10n over state courts




REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION
7 “ , . ‘9‘5 There has been a clear abuse of drscretlon and a usurpat1on of Judrcral
) power grvmg r1se to error of sufﬁcrent magmtude to Justlfy an extraordlnary ert

- 1 1 reasons for grantlng the Pet1t1on are detalled below

A FEDERAL COURT ORDER IS VOID WHEN JURISDICTION IS
NEVER DETERMINED

96 _. Fraud was comrmtted in the removal of Case No 201 1-CV-200971 1n n 'v o
» .}the Super1or Court of Fulton County Georgla Thls fraud means the DISTRICT
o COURT d1d not have Jurlsdlctron “

_' 97 | The DISTRICT COURT has commrtted fraud upon the c court as has

| the U. S Attorney The DISTRICT COURT has not followed mandatory statutory .. ‘A o

j procedures has commrtted unlawful acts has vrolated due process The

‘ DISTRICT COURT has not comphed w1th the Rules the Code of Judlclal

Conduct ot the Federal Rules of C1v11 Procedure The DISTRICT COURT d1d not : . S

have subJ ect matter Jurlsd1ct10n

98. Tt 1s clear and well-estabhshed law that a Judge must ﬁrst determme o B

whether the Judge has Jurxsdrcuon before hearrng and ruhng 1n any case The R

._DISTRICT COURT fa1led to do so, and hls so—called orders are v01d (Adams v. o A'

\‘State, No 1 07-cv 2924-WSD CCH (NDGa 03/05/2008)) (See Steel CO v




oy

Cztzzens for a Better Env t, 523 U S 83 94 (1998) see also Unzverstly of S Ala v

- The Am Tobacco Co 168 E. 3d 405 410 (1 lth Clr 1999), (Jean Dean v Wellsy"'__‘ , 1. N

'Fargo Home Mortgage No 2 10—cv~564—FtM—29SPC (MD Fla 04/21/201 1) L

- (T aylor V. Appleton, 30 F 3d 1365 1366 (1 lth Cll‘ 1994) )

L _ 99 Proceedlngs in forma pauperzs are governed by 28 U S C §
' 1915(a)(1) whlch states that an 1nd1v1dua1 may proceed w1thout prepayment of : L
- fees upon submlssmn of “an afﬁdav1t that mcludes a statement of all assets such -

prlsoner possesses that the person 1s. unable to pay such fees or glve securlty

: therefor Such afﬁdavrt shall state the nature of the act1on, defense or appeal and o

| ,afﬁant’s behef that the person 1s entltled to redress ” (Adams v State, 1 07 cv— o |
2924-WSD- CCH 3 (N D. Ga Mar 5, 2008) ) . K

' 1-00 | “A case is properly d13m1ssed for lack of subject matter Jur1sdlctlon
under Rule 12(b)(1) when the d1str1ct court lacks the statutory or constltutronal
power to adjudtcate 1t 4 Lyons V. thton Loan Servzczng LP 15 8 F Supp 3d 211
218 (S D N Y. 2016) (quotmg Makarova V. Unztea’ States 201 F. 3d 110 113 (2d |
Cir. 2000)) (Abdel—Fakhara V. State, 5 21-cv-198 9 (D Vt Sep 6 2022) )

' 10‘1 An order that exceeds the _]unsdlctlon of the court is vo1d and can be B

: _attacked in any proceedmg 1n any court where the va11d1ty of the Judgment comes e

',1nto 1ssue (See Rose V. Hzmely (1808) 4 Cranch 241 2 L ed 608 Pennoyer V. Neﬁ" - A‘




} (1877) 95 US 714 24 L ed 565 Thompson v thtman (1873) 18 Wall 457 21 1

- ED 897 Wmdsor V. McVezgh (1876) 93 US 274 23 L ed 914 McDonald v: Mabee-__-,_‘- L

- ‘(1917) 243 US 90 37 Sct 343 61 L ed 608 “If a court grants rehef whrch under | L

: ‘Jthe c1rcumstances 1t hasn t any authorlty to grant 1ts Judgment is to that extent‘ L N e

‘ VOld »? (1 Freeman on Judg ents, 120c ) “A V()ld Judgment is no Judgment at all

: and is w1thout 1egal effect ”? (Jordon v. G’zllzgan, 500 F 2d 701 710 (6th C1r 1974) . - R

“a court must Vacate any Judgment entered in excess of 1ts Jurrsdrctlon ? (Lubben V. o

,Selectzve Servzce System Local Bd No 27 453 F 2d 645 (lst C1r 1972) A V01d S

- Judgment does not create any blndlng obllgatron Federal demsrons addressmg

| 102 “When there is. no JurlSdICthl’l there can be no d1scret1on, for
d1scretlon is, 1nc1dent to Jur1sd1ct1on o Pzper V. Pearson 2 Gray 120 c1ted m
: _-Bmdley V. F zsher 13 Wall 335 20 L Ed 646 (1872)

IL. ,' A FEDERAL COURT JUDGE _DOES NOT HAVE JURISDICTION
'__.To PLACE RESTRICTI()NS ON THE OPERATION OF STATE
: COURTS : | |

: 103 Art1c1e Three of the Umted States Constltutlon establlshes the Jud1c1a1
: _:branch of the U S federal government Under Artlcle Three, the Jud1c1a1 branch

consists of the Supreme Court of the Unlted States as well as lower courts created _




o

by Congress Artrcle Three empowers the courts to handle cases or controver51es _' A

R arrsmg under federal law as Well as other enumerated areas ._ " "4 "
104 Artlcle Three grants no powers over state courts
105 A federal _]udge has no: Jurlsdlctlon over state courts, and a federal

: order for ﬁlmg restrrct1ons cannot apply to state cou:rts

106 WINDSOR has researched “ﬁlmg restrlctlons” referencmg the three -

| key federal precedents in every federal cucult court and has ﬁled the 1nformat1on :v. o

= -w1th the DISTRICT COURT He could ﬁnd NO CASE to support the actlons of
J UDGE THRASH There has never been one smgle appellate decmon that

"_'___.dlsagrees w1th the three cases - Baum v Blue Moon Ventures, LLC 5 13 F 3d

o 181 191 92 (Sth Clr 2008), Szeverdmgv Colo BarAss n, 469F3d 1340 1344;_"_'f7_?

v, (lOth Crr 2006) and Martm-Trzgona v. Lavzen 737 F 2d 1254 1263 (2d C1r
, 1984) See also Procup v Strzckland 760 F 2d 1107 (1 lth C1r 05/20/1985)
o APPENDIX 211 is a Memorandum of Law that reports on 137 apphcable federal v. i
~ cases as of 08/08/2020 - o |
107 “Federal cou:rts have bothdthe 1nherent power and the constltutronal. )
) obllgatron to protect thelr Jurrsdlctron from conduct Whlch 1mpa1rs the1r ab111ty to o )
~ carry out Artlcle III functlons ”: Procup V. Strzckland 792 F 2d 1069 1073 (1 lth -

”C1r 1986) In part1cular “[t]he court has a respon81b111ty to prevent s1ngle 11t1gants |
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' from unnecessarrly encroachlng on the JudICIaI machlnery needed by others ” Id at._'_f ) o

'1074 To that end the court may severely restrrct a 11t1gant’s ﬁhngs but 1t cannot
o completely foreclose a 11t1gant from any access to the courts Id (Watkms V..

- ‘Dubreuzl (1 lth C1r 2020) (chkey V. Umted States (1 1th Clr 2021) )
| 108. State court act1ons cannot 11:npa1r a federal court’s ab111ty to carry out |

' Artlcle III 'fu‘nctlons

109 We rev1ew the dlstrlct court’s decrs1on to 1mpose a ﬁhng 1nJunct10n or -

restr1ct1cn for an abuse of d1scret10n See leler v Donald 541 F 3d 1091 1096

« 1th C1r 2008) We rev1ew questlons of constrtutlonal law dc novo Id ’. o

1 10 We revrew 1ssues of subject matter Jurrsd1ct10n de novo (Wzllzams V. S

| Chatman, 510 F. 3d 1290 1293 (1 lth C1r 2007) (chkey V. Unzted States, supra ) )g -
o 111 There are precedents in every c1rcu1t WINDSOR has not been able to
1dent1fy a Supreme Court op1n1on on thls 1ssue | | | o
1 12 Federal case law estabhshes that a federal Judge has no Jurrsdrctlon o
over state courts, and a federal order for ﬁhng restrlctlons cannot apply to state |
~ courts. There are many 11TH CIRCUIT precedents (chcard V. Prudentzal 307 -
F. 3d 1277 1295 1n.15 (1 lth C1r 2002) (c1t1ng Procup V. Strzckland 792 F.2d 1069 3 |

: 1079 (1 lth Cir. 1986) (en banc)) Klay v Umted 376 F. 3d 1092 1099—1102 (1 lth"__ o




. C1r 2004) Dmardo V. Palm Beach Judge 199 Fed Appx 731 (1 lth C1r | |
'_ 07/ 18/2006) Martzn-T rzgona V. Shaw 986 F 2d 1384 1387 88 (1 lth C1r 1993) )

1 13 If the 02/ 12/2018 order was a Vahd order [APPENDIX 9], it only

"sllghtly changes the 07/ 15/2011 order, but it does change 1t The llTH CIRCUIT | ;_: o

accepted the appeal but 1gnored the una.nlmous law that says a federal Judge has no o . -

authorlty over state courts or Jurrsdlctlon [APPENDIX 21 ] Th1s was repeatedly

1gnored the DISTRICT COURT State and federal courts 111 Texas have used th1s Lo -

to deny the rlghts of WINDSOR and some of h1s acquamtances

1 14 As WINDSOR stated in: 01923 Docket #269 #270 and #271 “There :':4 R

' | 1s no legal authorlty whatsoever for a federal court to have Junsdrctlon over state
- court nlatters, and there is’ no legal authonty t“or alstate court to deny legal and
v' Constltutronal r1ghts based on a vo1d order by .a federal Judge =
1 15 The dec1s1ons 1n all eleven Crrcurts appear to be unanlmous 1n. e
“ prov1d1ng that federal courts are unable to approve federal courts rssumg orders o
-:that apply to state courts .'.‘ e
1 16 BUT there is one and only one elremt that has.allowed a federal |

o Judge to approve federal courts 1ssu1ng orders that apply to. state courts It’ :

3 the 11TH CIRCUIT but only m appeals mvolvmg WINDSOR




| '111’-3.4.

OPERATION OF STATE COURTS IS A VOID ORDER

1 17 V01d Judgments are those rendered by a- court whlch lacked |
Jurlsdlctron elther of the subJect matter or the partles The DISTRICT COURT o
and the 1 1TH CIRCUIT had no power to deaI wrth the state court 1ssue as state
.» courts are not W1thm the scope of the power Vested in the federal courts See Tubef_: ..
Czty ]\lmmg V. Otterson 16 Al'lZ 305 146 P 203 (1914), Wahl v Round Valley
',Bank 38 Arlz 411 300 P 955 (1931) andﬁlzllken V. Meyer 311 U S 457 61 S

| ..CT 339 85 L.Ed 2d 278 (1940)

A FEDERAL COURT ORDER PLACING_ RESTRICTIONS_ON THE " v

1 18 JUDGE THRASH has never had Jur1sd1ct1on over state court rnatters, . B

over. guardlanshlp, or over anyone acquamted w1th WINDSOR

| Iv. THE IITH CIRCUIT ERRED BY DENY]NG APPEALS OF

 WINDSOR THAT INCORPORATE THE JURISDICTION ISSUE. T

o »_,'AND THE STATE COURT ISSUE

1 19 These are among the most basm of Iegal max1ms and the 1 ITH

| 'CIRCUIT 51mply 1gnored them The Judges knew better they s1mp1y d1d 1t to hurt L

WINDSOR and Shleld the1r own. ‘_i e : L

V. IN GEORGIA A PARTY APPLYING FOR IN FORMA PAUPERIS
IS NOT REOUIRED TO MAKE F]NAN CIAL DISCLOSURES OF
THE SEPARATE PROPERTY OF A SPOUSE |




120 Denlal of In Forma Pauperls based upen WINDSOR’ s Wl fe kept o
A WIND SOR’S aPpeals from bemg cons1dered '., B .

When WINDSOR moved ﬁ'om Texas to Georgla in 2001 and h1s wrfe e |

moved from Ohlo to Georg1a in 2001 separate accounts, separat1on of assets, and G

| »_legal documents were handled by an Estate Planmng attorney because Georgla isa o SR

- separate property state

122 WINDSOR was mamed untll June 10, 2013 H1s w1fe d1vorced h1m L

after 42 years due to her fear that she, the chlldren or grandchlldren would be :
| kllled because of WINDSOR’s legal efforts o . ?‘ | | i | o | |
.. 123 The DISTRICT COURT and the llTI-I CIRCUIT repeatedly denled
- WINDSOR’S apphcatmns for In Forma Pauperls because WINDSOR drd not .

| report h1s w1fe s separate assets The DISTRICT COURT crted case law from E -

states other than Georgla [APPENDIX 20 P 3 ] 08/ l 1/2011

124 There 1s no Georgra case law, and there is no op1n10n of thls Court as .

to th1s issue, but a Georg1a husband has 1o rlghts to h1s spouse s separate property SN

125 Paragraph XXVII of the Georgra Constltutlon Brll of Rrghts prov1des IR

- “Spouse S separate property The separate property of each spouse shall remam the_f 5
| separate property of that spouse except as: otherw1se provrded by law

126 Georgla Code § 19- -9 also estabhshes that the separate property of




. each spouse shall remam the separate property of that spouse

127 WINDSOR’s first four amended notlces of appeal were tlmely and

| properly ﬁled The Clerk of the llTH CIRCUIT noted them mcorrectly on the 5 _— |

| Docket WINDSOR dld not owe addltlonal fees (See Julze Baker Zalloum 2 szer' v

Oaks Commumzy Servzces Assoczatzon Inc et al No 20 11483 (1 lth C1r 2021) ),' |

128, WINDSOR’S appl1cat10ns for In Forma Paupens should not have been L

. denled and he should not have had hlS legal rlght to ﬁle appeals stolen

._,.VI THIS CASE INVOLVES VOID ORDERS AND JUDGMENTS

- 129 Vord Orders and Vo1d Judgments have no legal force or effect

130 Law chtlonary deﬁnes V01d JUDGMENTS as “referrmg toa statute,'r: ” L

: vcontract ruhng or anythlng whlch 1s null and of no effect A law or Judgment

ﬁ'f,"‘?‘.‘d by an a
o 13 _l'. A v01d Judgment is a s1mulated Judgment devo1d of any potency

, because of Jurlsd1ct1onal defects 1n the court renderlng 1t and defect of Jurrsd1ct10n |

" eals} court to}be unconst1tutlonal is vond » em‘ hasns added ] PO

may relateto a party or partles the subJect matter the cause of act10n the questlon o _. .

tobe determrned or re11ef to be granted (Davzdson Chevrolet V. Czty and Counly
- of Denver 330 P. 2d 1116 certloran denled 79 S Ct 609 359 U S 926 )
132 A Judgment may not be rendered m. v1olat1on of Constltutlonal

- ‘protectlons The Va11d1ty of a Judgment may be affected by a fa11ure to glve the




‘ constltutlonally requlred due process notrce and an opportumty to be heard (Earle e

v, Mc Vezgh 91 US 503 23 L Ed 398 ) A v01d Judgment is not entltled to the

| | respect accorded a Vahd adjud1catlon but may be entlrely dlsregarded or declared .
. 1noperat1ve by any tr1buna1 1n whlch effect 1s sought to be grven to 1t It is attended ;

‘» " by none of the consequences of a Va11d adJudlcatlon It has no legal or b1nd1ng !
| : force or efﬂcacy for any purpose or at any place | It 1s not entrtled to enforcement_ '

All proceedmgs founded on the v01d Judgment are themselves regarded as

mvahd (30A Am Jur Judgments ) Every person is: entltled to an opportunlty to be ‘i

: heard in a court of law upon every questlon mvolvmg h1s rrghts or mterests before o

| he 1s affected by any _]UdlClal declsmn on the questlon Earle v McVezgh 91 US

503, 23 L Ed 398 A Judgment of a court wrthout hearmg the party or gwmg h1m . ', N

’ an opportumty to be heard is not a ]lelClal determmatlon of h1s rrghts Sabarzego v : o

'} Maverzck 124 US 261 31 L Ed 430 8 S Ct 461 and is. not ent1tled to respect in - | ‘ f'
B | any other tr1bunal A V01d Judgment does not create any bmdmg obl1gat10n L o
Federal dec131ons addressmg v01d state court ~u;ldgments 1nclude Kalb V. Fevuers'tem B

' (1940) 308 US 433 Ex parte Rowland (1882) 104 U S 604 26 L Ed 861 “A |
. | Judgment wh1ch is V01d upon 1ts face, and whlch requlres only an mspectlon of the. ;

Judgment roll to demonstrate 1ts wants of V1ta11ty 1s ‘a dead hmb upon the JudlClal .

"tree, wh1ch should be 1opped off 1f the power to do S0 exrsts 2. People v Greene, e




71 Cal 100 [16 Pac 197 5 Am St Rep 448] “If a court grants rehef whlch

under the 01rcumstances it hasn’t any authorlty to grant 1ts Judgment 1s to that

| extent void.” ( lFreeman on Jud&ents, 1200 ) An 111ega1 order is forever v01d An o
order that exceeds the Jurlsdlctmn of the court 1s V01d and can be attacked in any -
proceedmg in any court where the Vahdlty of the Judgment comes mto issue.

133, Cases have been c1ted above Rose V. Hzmely, Pennoyer V. Ne]j’

T hompson V. thtman, Wmdsor v McVezgh McDonald A Mabee lFreeman on:

] udgments 120c; Jordon V. Gzllzgan, Lubben V. Selectzve Servzce US V. Holtzman.
134. Th1s Court must ﬁnd the orders of the DISTRICT COURT to be
unconst1tut1onal and thus VOID

135 Black’s Law cht1ona1_y, Slxth Edltlon, page 1574

“Void Judgment One which has no legal for_ce or effect invalidit o
. which may be asserted by any person whose rights are affected atany .
time and at any place directly or collaterally Reynolds v. Volunteer Staz‘e |

Lgfe Ins. Co Tex.Civ.App., 80 S.W.2d 1087, 1092. One which from its -
~ince tlon is and forever contmues to be absolutel ' null w1thout le al

-and effect: Whatever., and mcapable of confirmation, ratlficatlon, or
3 ,enforcement in any manner or to any degree. Judgment is a “void
Judgmen 'if court that rendered Judgment lacked jurisdiction of the subj ect

 matter, or of the partles, or acted in a manner inconsistent ‘with due process. - B

(Klugh V. U S., D.C.S. C 610 F.Supp. 892, 901 ) [emphasns added ]

, 136 WINDSOR has the rlght to assert the 1nva11d1ty at any time and at any

place Black’s Law D1ct1onarV




137 V01d Judgments are those rendered by a court that lacked Jurtsdlcnon, . B

- erther of the subJ ect matter or the partres The DISTRICT COURT has never had o

§ Jurlsdrctron over state court matters over guardlanshrp, or over anyone acquamted' .

| Wrth WINDSOR srmply because they are acquamted

138 No Statute of 11m1tat1ons apphes to v01d Judgments, See Hazel-Atlas R .

o Co Id the case was vo1ded 12 years aﬁer the orrgmal Judgment See also V T. A ‘

| 1 Inv v Azrco Inc 597 F 2d 220 (10th C1r 1979) If a Judgment 1s vo1d the slate = ‘:.

_ must be w1ped clean Armstrong v Manzo 380 U S. 545 552 (1962) ”

: 139 V01d Ab Imtro mandates that a vord Judgment can never gam

| leg1t1macy because it 1s'v01d from the mceptron Therefore, thls case is snnple; as

' the Judgments are vord then all subsequent orders and Judgments are v01d as a

matter of law The fact is: that declslons 1nvolv1ng WINDSOR m Georgla, Florlda " R

', Texas Montana and Cahforma have been based on the vord Judgment | |

140 Th1s Court has Jurlsdrctlon to’ revreW the appealed—from order(s)

: ‘141 A Judgment is vord 1f 1t not consrstent w1th Due Process of law

(Ornerv Shalala, 30 F 3d 1307 1308 (C A 10 (Colo) 1994), VTA Inc . Azrcoi_. o
| ‘Inc 597 F 2d 220 221 ( 1979) ) A Judgment reached w1thout due process of 1aW 1s 3

, w1thout Jurrsdrctlon and thus vo1d (Bass v Hoaglcmd 172 F 2d 205 209 (1949) )

E 142 A vo1d Judgment may be entlrely d1sregarded w1thout a Judlcral




o declaranon that the Judgment is V01d and dlffers from a vo1dable Judgment
143 A federal court order is Vold order where _]urlsdlctlon is never
- determmed The orders of the DISTRICT COURT must be d1sregarded

' VII ) HIS CASE INVOLVES WINDSOR’S CONSTITUTIONAL DUE
PROCESS RIGHTS

144 Due Process reqmres that 01t1zens recelve falr notlce of what sort of o

: | conduct to av01d And the Order of 05/26/2022 v1olated due process as there was_.'_ '; o

1o notrce and no hearmg

145 The 05/26/2022 ORDER [APPENDIX 1] that lsasubject ofthls DR

Petltlon has nothmg to do W1th ﬁhng a complamt a new lawsult .or an : f o
S admmlstratlve proceedmg A Texas apphcatlon for guardlanshlp‘m an ex1st1ng |
' 'probate court matter 1s not the ﬁhng of a lawsmt and is not an adm1n1stratrve | " -
proceedlng And 1t is a matter over Whlch the DISTRICT COURT has no |

. Jurrsdlctlon No one has ever acted in concert w1th WINDSOR or at h1s behest

146 The ()7/ 15/2011 and 02/12/2018 orders are v01d orders They aren t I _

. -v01dable they are VOID [APPENDICES 4 and 9. 1
' 147 The Const1tut1on states only one command twrce The Flfth and
. Fourteenth Amendments say that no one shall be “deprrved of hfe, hberty or o

property w1thout due process of law % The central promlse 1s that a11 levels of PR




| government must operate w1th1n the law and prov1de fa1r procedures WINDSOR
: has been deprrved of most rrghts except the rlght to ﬂush money down the torlet

' and make ﬁhngs w1th the DISTRICT COURT and the llTH CIRCUIT

148 Due process requrres that the govemment respect all of the legal r1ghts'3j~ o

: that are owed to a person accordlng to the law JUDGE THRASH and other

) federal Judges in Georgla have shown absolutely no. respect for WINDSOR’S legal

‘ _rlghts They have 1gnored the law and the facts WINDSOR has been denled the - . '

_ most. fundamental r1ght to not have h1s legal rlghts stolen by dlshonest Judges
149 Procedural due process guarantees protectlon to everyone S0 that '
g statutes, regulatlons, and enforcement actlons ensure that no one 1s deprlved of
- g“hfe, 11berty, or property” w1thout a falr opportumty to affect the Judgment or .. o
. result JUDGE THRASH and federal Judges in Georgla have 1gnored the law and ’_ N
‘the rules ThlS 1s not abuse of dlscretlon they v1olated the Constrtutlon and laws o
_1ntent10na11y (Snyder V. Massachusetts, 291 U S.97, 105 (1934 Goldberg V.
' Kelly, 397 U S 254 267 (1970), Palko V. Connectzcut 302 U. S 3 19 (1937) )
150 In thrs civil actlon the fundamental rlght to. have the courts accept S

WINDSOR’S sworn affidav1ts as true has been vrolated (Marchant v |

. ‘.PennsylvamaRR 153US 380 386 (1894))

1510 Judges are requlred to be 1mpart1al JUDGE THRASH and federal R




o Judges in Georgla have demonstrated pervaswe b1as agamst WINDSOR IUDGE L

: THRASH and federal Judges in Georgla haven 't shown an ounce of 1mpart1a11ty

152 Judges are requlred to be neutral (Marshall v Jerrzco 446 U S 238 = o 5

o 242 (1980) Schwezker V.. McClure, 456 U S 188 195 (1982) )
153 There is no neutrahty JUDGE THRASH and federal Judges 1n

' Georgra have deprlved :- SOR of hlS mterests and rlghts

154 In h1s well—regarded artlcle “Some Kznd of Hearmg,” Judge Henry '_ :’ S

' 'F rlendly says that an, 1mportant mght of due process is “a de0131on based

,excluswely on: the ev1dence presented i The dec1s1ons of IUDGE TI-IRASH and " Lo

: federal Judges in Georgla have not been based upon the ev1dence presented

155 Due process 1s “an estabhshed course for ]udlclal proceedmgs or: ether.:‘ s

o governmental act1v1t1es des1gned to safeguard the Iegal nghts of the 1nd1v1dua 2 B |
: .Actlon denymg the process that 1s “due” 1s unconst1tut10na1
156 In th1s c1v11 actlon .TU)GE THRASH and federal Judges in Georgla

have denled the process that 1s due Thelr actlons are unconstltutlonal

157 J UDGE THRASH and federal Judges in Georgla have no supportable L

reason for 1nfr1ng1ng on. WINDSOR’s ﬁmdamental rlghts (Snyder v

';Massachusem 291 U s 97 105 (1934))

158 L1t1gants allegedly have the rtght to protectlons expressly created 1n



o

. statute and case law precedent Statutes have been v1olated and overwhelmmg
case law has been 1gnored by JUDGE THRASH and federal Judges in Georgla o
159 L1t1gants have the r1ght to equal protectlon of the law regardless of
‘race,’ creed color rel1g1on, ethnlc or1g1n, age, handlcaps, Or SeX. WINDSOR is _t :‘ -
| handrcapped and a mmonty, he has not recelved equal protectton as apro se party
160 L1t1gants have the nght to a remedy, by recourse to the laws, for all
injuries or wrongs that they may recelve in your person property, or character .
WINDSOR has been den1ed recourse. - | | “
a 161 thrgants have the r1ght to Justlce, w1thout bemg obl1ged to purchase ' ,:-3 _' |
: .‘ it; completely, and w1thout any demal promptly, and W1thout undue delay, n o
o conformance w1th the laws .TUDGE THRASH and federal Judges in. Georg1a have :
, denled Justrce and have not conformed Wlth the laws ‘
162 There is supposed to be a truth ﬁndmg process
(Mullane v Central Hanover Vi rust Co 339 U S 306 313 (1950)
(Mathews v. Eldrzdge 424U.S. 319, 344 (1976), (F uentes v, Shevm 407
- US. 67,81 (1972); (Carey v. Piphus, 435 U.S. 247, 266 —67 (1978), :
' Marshall v Jerrzco Inc 446 U S 238, 242 (1980).).
163. The term due process refers to the requlrement that the actrons of
government be conducted accordmg to the rule of law No government ean be -

E above the laW The prmc1p1e of due process of law is one of the most 1mportant

protecuons agamst arb1trary rule JUDGE THRASH and federal Judges in Georgla -




R _’_.have demed thrs fundamental rlght

164 An mherent rrght is the honesty of the Judge IUDGE THRASH and -: ‘

:'federal Judges in Georg1a have cornmltted perjury and obstructron of Justrce they o

have V1olated many canons of the Code of Judrcral Procedure as: well as rules in the

,‘S.tate Bar of Georg1a Code of Professmnal Conduct Inherent in due process is the |

v_ .' expectatlon that the Judge w1ll not v1olate crlmlnal statutes, but JUDGE THRASH

‘v_and federal Judges 1n Georg1a have vrolated cr1rn1na1 statutes o
- 165. JUDGE THRASH and federal Judges in Georgla have vrolated

. Wlndsor ] Fourth Amendment nghts

' See Wolf v: People of State ofC'olomdo 338U.S. 25,2728, 69 S.Ct. 1359 s

© 1361; 93 L.Ed. 1782 (1949), overruled on other grounds by Mapp v. Ohio,
- 367U.S. 643, 81'S. Ct. 1684, 6 L.Ed..2d 1081 (1961); (Delaware v. Prouse,: -
- 440°U.8.648; 653,99'S.Ct. 1391, 1396, 59 L.Ed. 2d.660 (1979); Marshallv.
X -Barlow s, 436 U S 307 312 98 S Ct 1816 1820 56 L Ed 2d 305 (1978)) .
166. JUDGE TH;RASH has: v1olated Wrndsor S Constrtutlonal rrghts
,JUDGE THRASH’S 06/ 17/2011 Protectlve Order obhterates WINDSOR’s legal
and Constrtutronal rlghts : | o |
' 1-6-‘7 JUDGE TI—IRASH and federal Judges 1n Georgla have v1olated —
- WINDSOR’S rlghts by usmg the1r power to mﬂlct thelr b1as : UL
168 For due process, WINDSOR has the r1ght to p1 otectrons expressly

' created in statute and case law Due process allegedly ensures that the governrnent.. L




. vvrll respect all of a person s legal rrghts and guarantee ﬁmdamental talrness and
» Justrce Due process holds the government subservrent to the lavv of the land'
" " protectrng‘ 1nd1v1dual persons from the state | o |
169 Due process redulres an estabhshed course for Judrolal proeeedmgs o

:, de51gned to safeguard the legal rlghts of the 1nd1v1dua1 Act1on denylng the

proeess that 1s “due” 1s unoonstrtutronal Inherent 1n the expectatlon of due process_,_a o

: v‘rs that the Judge W111 abrde by the rules JUDGE THRASH and federal Judges in

: .Georgra have vrolated rules for the purpose of damaglng WINDSOR

170 An 1nherent Constltutronal rrght rs the honesty of the Judge IUDGE PR

- THZRASH and federal Judges 1n Georgla have not been honest JUDGE THRASH c

) and federal Judges 1n Georg1a have v1olated the Code of Judlclal Conduct

o 171 The Constltutlon guarantees WINDSOR a farr and 1mpart1a1 Judge

"'JUDGE THRASH and federal Judges in Georgra denred WINDSOR’S guarantee to o -

| .1nﬂ1ct thelr extra~Judrc1al b1as |

L Every person “has a constrtutlonal and statutory rlght to an 1mpart1a1 and falr: .

| Judge at all stages of the proceedmg kd (Lrteky vUS., 510 US 540 ( 1994) e
(See Stone v Powell, 428 US 465, 483 n. 35, 96 S. Ct. 3037; Johnsonv.

. Mississippi, 403.U.8.212, 216 (1971) dccord ConcretePzpe&Prods V. U

e Constr Laborers Penszon, 508 u. S 602 617 (1993) (crtatron omrtted) )

172 Due process 1s supposed to guarantee basre falrness and to make - L S

people feel that they have been treated falrly




. Justlce must glve the appearance of Justrce” (Levme V. Unzted States 362
“U.S. 610, 80 S: Ct 1038 (1960) citing Offitt v. United States 348 U. S 11
14 75 S. Ct 11 13 (1954) ) (Peters A Kﬂ 407 U S. 493 502 (1972) )

173 The F1fth Amendment protects agamst abuse of government authorlty - o

‘1n a legal procedure The Frfth Amendment guarantee of due process 1s apphcable -
E only to actrons of the federal government The Fourteenth Amendment contalns
»V1rtually the same phrase but expressly apphed to the states

: 174 At a ba51c level procedural due process is essentlally based on the

. concept of “fundamental falrness ? For example m 1934 th1s Court held that due L

o process 1s Vlolated “1f a pract1ce or rule offends some prmmple of Justlce so rooted o

L in the tradrtlons and conscrence of our people as to be ranked as fundamental LA

175 Where an 1nd1v1dua1 1s facrng a (1) depmvatlon of (2) llfe, hberty, or ;" '

,property, (3) procedural due process mandates that he or she is entrtled to adequate .

-,notrce, a hearmg, and a neutral _]udge Substantlve due process refers to the r1ghts |
' granted in the ﬂrst elght amendments to the Constrtutlon The Supreme Court has

: con31stent1y held that Flfth Amendment due process means substantlally the same - |
-.,_ as Fourteenth Amendment due process | | o o | | =
E 176 JUDGE THRASH and federal Judges in Georgra have a Constrtut1ona1

' ' _duty to. WINDSOR They breached therr Constrtutronal dutres through actlon and




o 1nact10n‘ | As members .of the State Bar of Georgla have v1clated numerous
prov1srons of the State Ear of Georgla Code of Profess1onal Conduct

177 JUDGE THRASH and federal Judges in Georgla have vmlated
Wlndsor s 01v1l and const1tut10nal rlghts under color of law |

“[t]rlal before an’ unblased Judge is. essent1a1 to due process » Johnson Vo

" Mississippi, 403 U.S. 212, 216 (1971) accord Concrete Pipe & Prods. V =

Constr. Laborers Pension, 508 U. S. 602, 617 (1993) (citation omltted) -
(Levme v. United States,. 362 U.S. 610, 80 S.Ct. 1038 (1960), citing Oﬂutt

~ v. United States; 348 U. S. 11,14 (1954); Mathews V. Eldrzdge 424U S, '_; R

| -=_319 344 (1976) Peters v. Ki ]f, 407'U.S: 493, 502 (1972)

178 The due process clauses of both the Georgla and the Un1ted States o

| Constltutlons guarantee a party an 1mpart1al and dlsmterested trlbunal 1n 01v1l

cases. (Marshallv Jerrzco Inc 446US 238 242 100 S Ct l610 1613 (1980))

. ,Partlahty in favor of the government may ralse a defendant’s due process =
concerns. In re United States of . Amerzca, 441 F. 3d at: 66 (cmng Inre
: Murchzson, 349 U S 133 (1955) . L

179 J UDGE TI—]ZRASH and federal Judges in: Georg1a have effectlvely

' 'demed WINDSOR’S rlghts of the equal protectlon under the law in Artlcle VI of |

the Constltutlon Thelr actrons prove that they have exerc1sed thelr power 1n thls L |

- and other actlons for the1r own personal purposes rather than the w1ll of the law i

' thtleton . Berblmg, 468 F.2d 389, 412 (7th C1r 1972), 01t1ng Osbom v

" Bank of the Uniited. States; 9 Wheat (22U8) 738 866 6 L Ed 2()4 (1824),‘.-'3'_'_{' E G

US v, Szmpson, 927 F. 2d 1088 (9th Cir. 1990)




180 The orders 1ssued by J UDGE TI—IRASH and federal Judges in Georgla o N
, suggest the appearance of ammosrty towards WINDSOR | |
| 181 These Iatest purported orders from the DISTRICT COURT deny

: 'WINDSOR h1s fundamental Constltutlonal rlght of access to the courts |

unquestlonably a rrght of cons1derable const1tut10na1 srgmﬁcance ” ,leler v

. Donald 541 F. 3d 1091 1096 (1 1th C1r 2008)) Meamn' 'ful access to thevcourts o

isa constltutlonal ri ht (Procup v, Strzckland 792 F 2d 1069 1072 ( 1 lth C1r
1986) (per curlam) (en banc) ) eml' hasns' added ] |

182 The 02/ 12/2018 order isa V01d order as 1t faﬂs to comply w1th the All _ "

- _erts Act “[t]he Supreme Court and all courts estabhshed by an Act of Congress s a

. 'may i issue all erts necessary or: approprlate 1n a1d of thelr respectrve Jurrsdlctlons
- and agreeable to the usages and pr1n01ples of law » [APPENDIX 9. ] There 1s

| : -absolutely nothmg about a Texas state court guardlanshlp matter that a1ds federal o |

Jurrsdlctron 1n Georgla or anywhere else | | | ._ . .. o | _. | |

183 In Procup v Strzckland 792 E: 2d 1069 (1 lth C1r 1986) (en banc), we .

held that the d1strlct court’s 1n_|unctron Was overbroad and Vlolated a prlsoner 'S |

h ;rrght to access courts because 1t barred h1m from ﬁhng any case in. the dlstrlct court

Wlthout an attorney, whlch. glven the facts of h1s case, effectrvely prevented hlm -

~from ﬁhng any future suit, 792 F 2d at 1070 71,
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‘VIII THERE ARE CLEARLY EXCEPTIONAL CIRCUMSTANCES THAT o

( .UIRE THIS COURT TO ISSUE A WRIT

184 WINDSOR has been the v1ct1m of unlawful orders and Judgments for o

- 12 years. L1t1gants and state and federal courts have used the would—be 1njunct10ns - :,: S

of JUDGE THRASH and 1 1TH. CIRCUIT oplnlons to damage WINDSOR and

| deny h1s rlghts He has even been demed the rlght to seek to save. the l1fe of an o |

elderly Texas Woman who asked hrm to be her Guardlan and save herv |
185 The llTH CIRCUIT is the only court 1n Amerlca to allow a. federal

Judge to 1ssue 1nJunct10ns denylng the rlght to file legal act1ons in state courts

‘They allowed this in sprte of therr numerous precedents to the contrary - S
186. The DISTRICT COURT never estabhshed Jurlsdlctron and has acted o

as 1f there is 1o such th1ng asa rlght to due process | - | -
187 The DISTRICT COURT has blocked WINDSOR’S rrghts to In Forma-' | |

: Pauperls in the llTH CIRCUIT desplte undemable ev1dence -of mab1l1ty to pay, the

-Georgia. Constltutlon, and a Georgla statute | |
- 188.: WINDSOR’S only chance for rehef is W1th the Unlted States Supreme

| Court He has no other recourse It is the only court avarlable and WINDSOR is.

demed attempts to sue‘ Mandamus apphes when there is a want of remedies

: (Carter V. Seamans, 411 F 2d 767 (Sth C1r 1969), cert demed 397 U S 941




- (1970) WINDSOR has no other legal remedy | _
‘ -"Umted States ex rel Gzrard T rust w. Helvermg, 301 U. S 540 544 (1937),

L "vszelman Motor . Dodge 295 U.S. 89 (1935);. thttzer Vi Emmet 281 F. 2d-
- 24,28-29 (D C.Cir. 1960), Nzxon v..Sirica; 487 F.2d 700 G) C: Crr 1973)

- ':._Lovallo v. Frochlke, 468 F. 24340 (2d Cir. 1972), cert. denied, 411 Us. 918

(1973)

189 The scope of the would—be Injunctlons 1s a gross abuse of d1seret1on
The DISTRICT COURT had no facts but WINDSOR’S no: legal authorlty, no. r1ght ) K

. to 1ssue an 1nJunct1on nat10nw1de m every court m the land and no r1ght to deny

'-WINDSOR the r1ghts to take legal actlon by ordermg $50 000 payments per party B

) that the Record showed he could never pay |
| 190 The standards for rev1ew are clear, and WINDS()R meets them all |
’, .'(Umted States v. Washzngton, 853 F 3d 946 962 (9th C1r 2017) ) o |
| - l_ 1 91 Th1s is a pecuhar emergenCy, and preeedents now ex1st that are L

'absolutely unlawful and unconstlmtlonal (LaBuy 12 Howes Leather Co 352 U S

249 (1957) Unzted States V. McGarr 461 F 2d 1 (7th C1r 1972)) Mandamus may _' L

e be approprlately 1ssued to confine an mfermr court to a lawful exercrse of
: _presorlbed Jurlsd1ctlon or when there is anusurpatlon of _]udlelal power ,‘ PR
L (Schlagenhauf V. Holder, 379 U S. 104 (1964) )

192 An 1n3unct10n must be tallored to remedy the spec1ﬂc harm alleged » Ry

: _Lamb Westonv McCam Foods 941 F2d 970 974 (9th C1r 1991) The _ :




: 1n3unct10ns 1dent1ﬁed hereln are overbroad and an abuse of dlscretlon Stormans V.

| Selecky 586 F. 3dff 1 109 1140 (9th Clr 2009) (c1tat10n om1tted)

COIX.

(- [A] party may be reheved frcm a ﬁnal Judgment or decree Where 1t 1s o .o

longer equitable that the Judgment have prospective apphcatlon (quotlng e

" Rufo. Inmates. of Suﬁ‘olk Cnty.-Jail; 502 U.S. 367, 380 (1992) ) (Leobardo - L
.Moreno Galvez et al V. Lee Czssna et. al), 52 F 4th 821 (9th C1r 2022) )

THIS PETITION PRESENTS AN ISSUE OF VITAL IMPORTANCE
TO ALL CITIZENS ‘ Y :

-193 The Constltutlon is v1tal to all Amerlcans and 1t is: v1tally 1mportant o

.that courts are not allowed to v1olate 1t the Way the DISTRICT COURT and 1 1TH

o 'CIRCUIT have done

194 63% of the part1es m courts tcday cannot afford an attorney When o .
o Judges abusc thelr dlscretlon and v1olate state Constltutrons and laws to deny In L

B Forma Pauper1s many 11t1gants have lost before they ever had a chance Poor ) "._'.f:i_ | ."-_' S

‘ ‘people deserve Justlce too

o X
B .J URISDICTION AND}THERE ARE EXCEPTIONAL , :
- CIRCUMSTANCES THAT WARRANT THE EXERCISE OF THE '
L COURT’S DISCRETIONARY POWERS ADEOUATE RELIEF -

,THIS WRIT WILL BE IN AID OF THE COURT’S APPELLATE

o i,.‘CANNOT BE OBTAINED FROM ANY OTHER COURT

195 Both the state court 1ssue and the In Forrna Pauperls issue need a.

: Supreme Court precedent The factors for rehef are. all addressed above




| CONCLUSION : o o
: For all the reasons stated above WINDSOR respectfully requests that thlS
: -Court issue Wr1ts of mandamus and/or prohlbrtlon for the remedles requested
| herem Order the Unlted States Dlstrlct Court for the Northern Drstrlct of Georgla, . N
' Atlanta D1v1sron to vacate all orders in W mdsor v Hatten et al C1v11 Actlon No |
'1 :11- cv-o1923 TWT Order the Unlted States Court oprpeals for the 11TH
CIRCUIT to Vacate all orders in response to C1v11 Actlon No 1 1 1-CV-01923-
. TWT Order all Georgra federal courts to comply w1th the Georgla Constrtutlon on -
. -.appllcatlons for In Forma Pauperls A ert of Prohlbltlon must 1ssue to prevent |
‘. the exerc1se of unlawful Jurlsd;lctron by federal courts over state court matters wrth
i whrch it is not vested by law Estabhsh a Supreme Court precedent that makes 1t
clear federal courts have 1o Jurlsdlctwn over state courts And grant all other rellef
-thls Court ﬁnds 1mportant | | | | | | L | . | B
Respectfully submltted on May 8, 2023 S _- : .' . " - | RSN
- K }:Wllllam M Wmdsor i |
" 5013 SLouise Ave #1134
- Sioux Falls, South Dakota 57108

| 352:661-8472
- WmdsorInSouthDakota@yahoo com
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PROOF OF SERVICE ‘6

I W1111am M Wlndsor do swear that on th1s date, May i 2023 as requ1red 3

‘, by Supreme Court Rule 29 I have served the enclosed MOTION FOR LEAVE TO N o

PROCEED IN FORMA PAUPERIS and PETITION F OR A WRIT OF

: ‘_MANDAMUS ANI)/OR PROHIBITION on the DEF ENDANTS 1n the above -
i proceedmg or the1r counsel and on every other person requlred to be served by
'depos1t1ng an envelope contalmng the above documents in the Unlted States mall
properly addressed to each of them and w1th ﬁrst—class postage prepa1d or by‘
dehvery to a thlrd-pa:rty commer01a1 carrler for del1very w1th1n 3 calendar days :
The names and addresses of those served arel as follows :

Sol1c1tor General of the Un1ted States f =
Room 5614, Department of J ustice -
- 950 Pennsylvania Ave., NW.
Washmgton D C 20530—0001

. RYAN K BUCHANAN GABRIEL A MENDEL -
UNITED STATES ATTORNEY -“ASSISTANT U'S. ATTORNEY
S 600 Un1ted States Courthouse -~
75 Ted Turner Drive; S.W., Atlanta, Georg1a 30303
Telephone 404-581-6000 = Hacsimile: 404- 581-6181
: : Emarl gabnel mendel@ustJ gov e

In accordance w1th 28 U S C § 1746 I declare under penalty Ofp e I‘Jury that B
,the fOregomg is tl'ue and correct Lo - :

o Executed on May 4 A 2023




L 5013 S Loulse Ave #1 134
e -‘?Sloux Falls; South Dakota 57108
C L -_‘:_."352 661 8472 . 0 ' R
AT .1*WmdsorInSouthDakota@yahoo com_’_'__.. Com i



