








UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
Plaintiff,
V. Criminal Action No. 20-165-JEB

KEVIN CLINESMITH,

Defendant.

CHRISTOPHER EARL STRUNK, EXECUTOR AND SETTLOR FOR THE EXPRESS
DEED IN TRUST TO THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, MAKES THIS BIRTHER
CONFESSION AS TO OUTRAGEOUS ACTS OF FACTITIOUS DISORDER IMPOSED
ON ANOTHER, IN LIEU OF EQUAL TREATMENT OF A 18 USC §1001 CURE TO
CONVICT SENIOR EXECUTIVE SERVICE SCAPEGOAT DEFENDANT ALSO
KNOWN AS KEVIN CLINESMITH, PROFFERS THE CRIMINAL ACCESSORY
INFORMATION EXPERTISE AND INSIGHT FOR JAMES EMANUEL BOASBERG'S
SECRET SOCIETY LIES AND CONCEALMENT IN U.S. SENATE CONFIRMATION

1. I, Christopher Earl Strunk in esse sui juris (Strunk / Affiant / SETTLOR), am domiciled at
141 Harris Avenue Lake Luzerne New York 12846 with phone: 518-416-8743, email:
strunk@leader.com, and am the sole beneficiary for the entity registered in commerce

CHRISTOPHER EARL STRUNK; and

2. Further, Strunk is the EXECUTOR AND SETTLOR FOR THE EXPRESS DEED IN
TRUST TO THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA duly registered on 29 April 2014 by the
Lamar County Georgia Superior Court at 1:20 PM in BPA Book 32 Pages 716 through 754

with a redacted copy herewith marked Sub-exhibit A of Exhibit 1 with sub-exhibits A

through D; and
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Further, Strunk as shown at Exhibit 1 Sub-exhibit B, on the 23 January 2009 served
NOTICE TO THE AGENT IS NOTICE TO PRINCIPAL NOTICE TO PRINCIPAL IS
NOTICE TO AGENT RE: OFFER OF CONTRACT Received 20 January 2009 and received
21 January 2009 FOR THE RECORD RETURN and REDRAFT TIMELY WITHOUT
DISHONOR WITH THE RESTRICTED SPECIAL APPEARANCE NOT A
CORPORATION The Living-Soul, with Attachments: *Oath of 20 January 2009 offer for
contract / Returned & Redrafted,* Oath of 21 January 2009 offer for contract / Returned &
Redrafted,* Notice to the Clerk of Records Judicial Notice (page 1 of 2),*Judicial Notice
(page 2 of 2); along with the proof of service by registered mail, and that on January 23,
2009, Affirmant privately did duly fire BARACK HUSSEIN OBAMA I, for being ineligible
to POTUS and Commander-in-chief, and did duly serve notice upon he and his agents
accordingly to no avail of law to date see the eight (8) page document marked by me as
"Exhibit B" at the lower left hand corner of each of the pages is an exact, true and correct

copy of the original; and

Further, Strunk is the original and only true BIRTHER of record per se in that the Indonesian
SOEBARKAH was exposed by Plaintiff's FOIA case 08-cv-2234 (RJL) (see Exhibit 2) to
the chagrin of the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) that their agent USURPER is not born
on soil of U.S. Citizens parents must be stripped of his office emoluments by claw-back
without personal immunity from prosecution notwithstanding his SENIOR EXECUTIVE
SERVICE (SES) and or CIA status nevertheless the USURPER still runs the government

with his SES traitors; and

Further, as shown at Exhibit 1 sub-exhibit C, on 23 January 2009 Strunk's full time devotion

to remove the POTUS USURPER sought early beneficial use of Social Security funds vested
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since 1990 rather than wait until age 67, and as such have dwindled my life time expectation
as an expense for which I gave notice to the USURPER, Attorney General, Secretary of
Commerce and Secretary of Treasury of intent to file a replevin demand for my USA
property beneficial interest as personal damages that on November 10, 2009 quo warranto
case 10-cv-00486 (RCL) did file in the United States District Court for the District of
Columbia Judicial Notice of Replevin Demand with compensatory damages of
$21,656,250.00 in the Washington District of Columbia as a result of damages incurred by
Petitioner from after January 20, 2009 with USURPER incumbent ineligibility for office of
POTUS failure to leave when "fired" herewith shown at Exhibit 1 with Sub-exhibits Exhibit

C by SETTLOR with the original record stored at Ogden Utah; and

In my ballot access challenge in the trial court at an IAS Term, Part 27 of the Supreme Court
of the State of New York, Justice Arthur M. Schack held in and for the County of Kings, at
the Courthouse, at Civic Center, Brooklyn, New York, on the 11th day of April 2012 for
Index No: 6500-2011 decision and order that STRUNK in the matter of Natural Born
Citizen and associated conspiracy to be baseless claims about defendants which are fanciful,

fantastic, delusional and irrational (see Exhibit 3); and

Further, on 4 March 2014 the New York State Supreme Court Appellate Division for the
Second Department Judicial panel sitting in review of Appellant's Amicus motion in Appeal
Cases 2012-05515, 2013-06335 and 2014-00297 from orders in the trial court for Index No:
6500-2011, to my demand that it provide "for civilian due process of law" rather than the
continued martial due process of law under statutory direct authority of the POTUS

Commander-in-chief over the de facto Federal and New York State Unified Court System
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10.

courts under statutory authority of 12 USC §95 and 50 USC App. §5(b) ORDERED to deny

"for civilian due process of law" as shown at Exhibit 1 Sub-exhibit D; and

Further, Strunk has been outrageously branded a delusional frivolous BIRTHER by orders in
the trial court for Index No: 6500-2011 with the largest fines ever imposed in New York
history in excess of $177,000 and as a full citizen, has been denied free access to the state

courts due process without permission; and

Further, Strunk has been denied NBC adjudication in any court that now further emboldens
the traitorous CIA and Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) to enlist U.S. Senator
KAMALA DEVI HARRIS born in Oakland California on October 20, 1964 to be
Democratic National Committee (DNC) Vice Presidential candidate along with Chinese

Communist Party (CCP) / DNC sinecure Presidential candidate JOSEPH R. BIDEN; and

Further, despite the fact that U.S. Senator Harris may be a "Anchor Baby" or a "Birth Right
Citizen" that at best arguendo grants dual allegiance under the 14th Amendment provision of
Federal jurisdiction over the birth in California when both non U.S. Citizen parents were on
foreign student visas to study in California in that the mother is from India and the father is
from Jamaica as her Alameda County Birth Certificate (see Exhibit 4) shows her Jamaican
Student Father at birth in California is under The Jamaica Constitution ) Order in Council
1962 made on 23rd July 1962 when laid before Parliament 24th July 1962 coming into
Operation-Section 3(2) of the Order in Council, and sections 80, 81, 94(1) and (2), 103, 104,
111, 124 and 125 (in part) of the Constitution on the 25th July 1962 with the remainder
immediately before the 6th August 1962 at the Court at Buckingham Palace, the 23rd day of

July, 1962 Present, THE QUEEN'S MOST EXCELLENT MAJESTY IN COUNCIL Her

! https://pdba.georgetown.edu/Constitutions/Jamaica/jam62.html
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11.

12.

13.

Majesty, by virtue and in exercise of the powers in that behalf by subsection (1) of section 5
of the West Indies Act, 1962 or otherwise in Her vested, is pleased, by and with the advice of
Her Privy Council 1962 Jamaican Constitution designates KAMALA DEVI HARRIS is a
Jamaican Citizen under CHAPTER II CITIZENSHIP Section 3. Persons who become
Jamaican citizens on 6th August 1962. subsection 3C - Every person born outside Jamaica
shall become a citizen of Jamaica - clause (b) on the date of his birth, in the case of a person
born on or after the sixth day of August, 1962, if, at that date, his father or mother is a citizen

of Jamaica by birth, descent or registration by virtue of marriage to a citizen of Jamaica; and

Further as applies herein, KAMALA DEVI HARRIS parents divorced when she was seven,
and when she was twelve, Harris and her sister moved with their mother Shyamala

to Montreal, Quebec, Canada, where Shyamala had accepted a research and teaching position

at the Jesuit McGill University-affiliated Jewish General Hospital; and

Further, KAMALA DEVI HARRIS attended a French-speaking middle school, Notre-Dame-

des-Neiges, and then Westmount High School in Westmount, Quebec, graduating in 1981.

That the CIA's U.S. Senator Ted Cruz's parents were not U.S. Citizens at his birth in Canada
(his mother is a divorced British subject having been born a U.S. Citizen in Delaware and his
Cuban father who later became a U.S. Citizen after leaving Canada) at least recognized his
dual allegiance NBC conflict of interest, renounced his Canadian Citizenship before he ran
for POTUS, unlike the CIA's Indonesian U.S. Senator a.k.a. BARACK HUSSEIN OBAMA
II who traveled on an Indonesian Passport and the CIA's Jamaican U.S. Senator KAMALA
DEVI HARRIS and with the CIA's U.S. Senators WILLARD MITT ROMNEY and JOHN

SIDNEY MCCAIN III, ALL have dual allegiance are unqualified for POTUS or VPOTUS.
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14. That based upon the various Court traitorous silence and SCOTUS refusal to provide NBC
fundamental constitutional substantive due process review, about which Strunk is branded by
Justice Arthur M. Schack (deceased) of the New York State Court System as a BIRTHER to

be fanciful, fantastic, delusional and irrational as shown in Exhibit 3, as such according to

The Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders authoritative all inclusive Fifth

Edition (DSM-5) 2013 update to the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders,
is the taxonomic and diagnostic tool published by the American Psychiatric Association
(APA) that must cover the supposed disorder that Strunk suffers from approximating a

Factitious disorder imposed on another (FDIA) Justice Arthur M. Schack (deceased) of the

New York State Court System called the "BIRTHER" disorder, and as such harm
approximates a type of Munchausen syndrome that as a disorder creates the appearance of
health problems or by proxy for another as a personal hypochondriac distraction serious
political fear undiagnosed condition, is ignored notwithstanding Minor v. Happersett,

88 U.S. (21 Wall.) 162 (1875) ® and United States v. Wong Kim Ark, 169 U.S. 649 (1898)®

15. Further, the CIA / FBI / and others maliciously label BIRTHER(s) as a "Conspiracy
Theorist" or worse and the BIRTHER label serves the CCP/ CIA / FBI bias and fear in
targeting POTUS Donald John Trump among others of his political campaign including Lt.

General Michael Thomas Flynn, Roger Stone with the Nixon Tattoo on his back.

(4)

16. Regarding the Iron Mountain Plan ** of the Truman Administration foreign policy after

exploding the Second nuclear bomb in Nagasaki in anticipation of exploding the third led to

2 https://en.wikisource.org/wiki/Minor_v. Happersett

3 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/United_States v. Wong Kim_Ark

* https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/The_Report_from_Iron_Mountain According to a secret report, a 15-member panel,
called the Special Study Group, was set up in 1963 to examine what problems would occur if the United States
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the five eyes British / Churchill Fulton Missouri Iron Curtain speech initiation of the Cold
War and anticipation of all out global nuclear war transformed Ulster and Dutchess County
New York mines and natural caves to safeguard all records on which the banking securities
industry is based and depends on, Truman supported elimination of war by relinquishing all
national sovereignty in favor in of global governance of the United Nations thereafter
warned of by then President Eisenhower in his farewell beware of the Military
Industrial Complex (MIC) January 17, 1961 speech, that thereafter Truman's
Defense Secretary Admiral James Vincent Forrestal's aid de camp JFK
opposed in his September 20, 1963 speech to the UN General Assembly
opposed the 1951 secret Truman plan per se that was published during the
LBJ Administration in 1967 with calls for world peace elimination of nation

states in favor of Global UN governance .

Regarding the 'State within the State' listed in the Plum Book:

17. The post civil war 14th amendment administrative federal government that transformed the
spoils system overlaid after the deaths of Lincoln, Garfield and McKinley from 1908 the

temporary monetary emergency Aldrich Act that created the Federal Reserve Bank from Jekyll

entered a state of lasting peace. They met at an underground nuclear bunker called Iron Mountain (as well as other,
worldwide locations) and worked over the next two years. A member of the panel, one "John Doe", a professor at a
college in the Midwest, decided to release the report to the public.

The heavily footnoted report concluded that peace was not in the interest of a stable society, that even if lasting
peace "could be achieved, it would almost certainly not be in the best interests of society to achieve it." War was a
part of the economy. necessary to conceive a state of war for a stable economy. The government, the group
theorized, would not exist without war, and nation states existed in order to wage war. War served the vital function
of diverting collective aggression. They recommended "credible substitutes" and paying a "blood price" to emulate
the economic functions of war. Prospective government- devised alternatives to war included reports of alien life-
forms, the reintroduction of a "euphemized form" of slavery "consistent with modern technology and political
processes", and - one deemed particularly promising in gaining the attention of the malleable masses - threat of
"gross pollution of the environment".

> https://www.jfklibrary.org/archives/other-resources/john-f-kennedyspeeches/united-nations-19630920
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18.

19.

20.

Island Georgia was made perpetual in 1928 by the McFadden Act and transformed with the 1933
FDR Proclamation 2040 Military Government under the Emergency Banking Relief Act is
now an extra-constitutional permanent state within a state of United States Government
Policy ©® and that James V. Forrestal, in full James Vincent Forrestal, (born February 15,
1892, Beacon, New York, U.S.— was murdered on May 22, 1949, Bethesda, Maryland),
first U.S. secretary of defense (1947—49). Earlier, in the Navy Department, he directed the
huge naval expansion and procurement programs of World War II with his aided Camp JFK
who on 27 April 1961 warned of the danger of Secret Societies () before the American

Newspaper Publishers Association, was assassinated by the CIA on November 22, 1963

That Strunk at age 21 in 1968 while deployed by the U.S. Air Force to Panama voted by

mail for Richard M. Nixon and Spiro T. Agnew, and again for their 1972 re-election.
The Watergate Scandal

That Strunk remains upset by what became known as the Watergate scandal.

Firstly, the Watergate scandal refers to five men caught on June 17, 1972, burglarizing

the Democratic National Committee's headquarters in the Watergate complex, along with
q g

their two handlers, E. Howard Hunt of the CIA and G. Gordon Liddy of the FBI, who were

Nixon campaign aides. All seven were tried before Judge John Sirica in January 1973.

® The term Deep State disambiguation is a political situation in a country when an internal organ does not respond to
the political leadership coined by Peter Dale Scott (born 11 January 1929) who is a Canadian- born poet, academic,
and former diplomat best known for his critiques of deep politics and American foreign policy since the era of the
Vietnam War. A deep state (from Turkish: derin devlet), also know as a state within a state, is a type of governance
made up of networks of power operating independently of a state's political leadership in pursuit of their own agenda
and goals. As prescribed by Marist Communist totalitarian doctrine historically seen in Nazi Germany, the Stalin
Beria USSR and the Peoples Republic of China in contrast to a Constitutional Republic as the USA once was,
sources for deep state organization include organs of state, such as the armed forces or public authorities
(intelligence agencies, police, secret police, administrative agencies, and government bureaucracy).

" https://www.jfklibrary.org/asset-viewer/archives/JEK WHA/196 1/ JFK WHA-025-001/JFK WHA-025-001
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21.

22.

23.

24.

The period leading up to the trial of the first Watergate Seven began on January 8, 1973. The
term "Watergate Seven" was coined a few months later, in April 1973, by American lawyer,

politician, and political commentator Ed Koch, who, in response to U.S. Senator Lowell P.

Weicker Jr.'s claim indicating that one of the men in the Watergate bugging case had been
ordered in the spring of 1972 to keep certain Senators and Representatives

under surveillance, posted a sign on the door of his United States Congress office saying,

"These premises were surveilled by the Watergate Seven. Watch yourself™.

Based upon information and belief as a warning to E. Howard Hunt, on December 8, 1972,
the Boeing 737-222 serving the flight City of Lincoln, with registration N9031U, crashed
during an aborted landing and go around while approaching Chicago Midway International
Airport. The plane crashed into a residential neighborhood, destroying five houses; there was
an intense ground fire. 43 of the 61 aboard the aircraft and two on the ground were killed.
Among the passengers killed were Illinois congressman George W. Collins and Dorothy
Hunt, the wife of Watergate conspirator E. Howard Hunt. This crash was the first fatal
accident involving a Boeing 737, which had entered airline service nearly five years earlier in

February 1968.

The second use of the term Watergate Seven refers to seven advisors and aides of United

States President Richard M. Nixon who were indicted by a grand jury on March 1, 1974, for

their roles in the Watergate scandal. The grand jury also named Nixon as an unindicted co-
conspirator. The indictments marked the first time in U.S. history that a president was so

named.

The original Watergate Seven and their legal dispositions were:
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e G. Gordon Liddy — former FBI agent and general counsel for the Committee to Re-

elect the President; convicted of burglary, conspiracy, and wiretapping; sentenced to 6 years

and 8 months in prison; served 4% years in prison.

e E. Howard Hunt — former CIA operative and leader of the White House Plumbers;

convicted of burglary, conspiracy, and wiretapping; sentenced to 2% to 8 years in prison;

served 33 months in prison.

e Bernard Barker — member of the Plumbers; pled guilty to wiretapping, planting

electronic surveillance equipment, and theft of documents, and later to burglary; sentenced to
18 months to 6 years in prison for the first charge; reversed his plea and served 18 months in
prison; later sentenced to 2'2 to 6 years in prison for the second charge; served 1 additional
year in prison.

e Virgilio Gonzalez — Cuban refugee and locksmith; convicted of conspiracy, burglary,

and wiretapping; sentenced to 1 to 4 years in prison; served 13 months in prison.

e Eugenio Martinez — Cuban exile and CIA infiltrator; convicted of conspiracy, burglary,

and wiretapping; sentenced to 1 to 4 years in prison; served 15 months in prison; pardoned

by Ronald Reagan.

e James W. McCord Jr. — former CIA officer and FBI agent; convicted on eight counts

of conspiracy, burglary, and wiretapping; sentenced to 25 years in prison, reduced to 1 to 5
years in prison after he implicated others in the plot; served only 4 months.

e Frank Sturgis — military serviceman, spy, and guerrilla trainer; convicted of
conspiracy, burglary, and wiretapping, and separately on a charge of transporting stolen cars
to Mexico; sentenced to 1 to 4 years in prison for Watergate (the sentence for transport was

folded into the Watergate sentence, due to his cooperation); served 14 months in prison.
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25. The seven advisors and aides later indicted in 1974 were:

e John N. Mitchell — former United States Attorney General and director of

Nixon's 1968 and 1972 election campaigns; faced a maximum of 30 years in prison and
$42,000 in fines. On February 21, 1975, Mitchell was found guilty of conspiracy, obstruction

of justice, and perjury, and sentenced to 2% to 8 years in prison, which was later reduced to 1

to 4 years; he actually served 19 months.

o H.R. Haldeman — White House chief of staff, considered the second-most powerful man

in the government during Nixon's first term; faced a maximum of 25 years in prison and
$16,000 in fines; in 1975, he was convicted of conspiracy and obstruction of justice, and
received an 18-month prison sentence.

o John Ehrlichman — former assistant to Nixon in charge of domestic affairs; faced a

maximum of 25 years in prison and $40,000 in fines. Ehrlichman was convicted of
conspiracy, obstruction of justice, perjury, and other charges; he served 18 months in prison.

o Charles Colson — former White House counsel specializing in political affairs; pled nolo

contendere on June 3, 1974, to one charge of obstruction of justice, having persuaded the
prosecution to change the charge from one of which he believed himself innocent to another
of which he believed himself guilty, in order to testify freely.®! Colson was sentenced to 1 to
3 years of prison and fined $5,000; he served seven months.

o Gordon C. Strachan — White House aide to Haldeman; faced a maximum of 15 years in

prison and $20,000 in fines. Charges against him were dropped before trial.

e Robert Mardian — aide to Mitchell and counsel to the Committee to Re-elect the

President in 1972; faced 5 years in prison and $5,000 in fines. His conviction was overturned

on appeal.
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27.

28.

o Kenneth Parkinson — counsel for the Committee to Re-elect the President; faced 10

years in prison and $10,000 in fines. He was acquitted at trial. Although Parkinson was a

lawyer, G. Gordon Liddy was in fact counsel for the Committee to Re-elect the President.

26. That William Mark Felt Sr. (August 17, 1913 — December 18, 2008) was an Federal

Bureau of Investigation (FBI) officer from 1942 to 1973 and was known for his role in

the Watergate scandal. Felt was an FBI special agent who eventually rose to the position

of Associate Director, the Bureau's second-highest-ranking post. Felt worked in several FBI

field offices prior to his promotion to the Bureau's headquarters. In 1980 he was convicted of
having violated the civil rights of people thought to be associated with members of

the Weather Underground, by ordering FBI agents to break into their homes and search the

premises as part of an attempt to prevent bombings, was ordered to pay a fine, but

was pardoned by President Ronald Reagan during his appeal; and

That in 2005, at age 91, Felt revealed that during his tenure as associate director of the FBI
he had been the notorious anonymous source known as "Deep Throat" who provided The

Washington Post reporters Bob Woodward and Carl Bernstein with critical information about

the Watergate scandal, which ultimately led to the resignation of President Richard Nixon in

1974. Though Felt's identity as Deep Throat was suspected, including by Nixon

himself,https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Mark Felt - cite note-1 it had generally remained a secret

for 30 years. Felt finally acknowledged that he was Deep Throat after being persuaded by his

daughter to reveal his identity.

That in 2006 I was a part-time employee for a New York Attorney who had worked in the
Nixon / Mitchell Law firm trust department and who on November 21, 1963 had spoken by

phone with Richard Nixon in Dallas.
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29.

30.

Senior Executive Service

That as a result of the Watergate Scandal leaving no opportunity to waste, the DNC, Pilgrim
Society, CIA, FBI, FIVE-EYES intelligence community, Congress and various complicit
Executive agencies and private corporations not wishing to allow a repeat of the public exposure
again created the Senior Executive Service (SES) position classification in the civil service of
the United States federal government, equivalent to general officer or flag officer ranks in the U.S.
Armed Forces was created in 1979 when the Civil Service Reform Act of 1978 went into effect
under Trilateral Commission's corporatist President Jimmy Carter whose accommodation merger
with the global Five-Eyes national security MIC apparatus best illustrated by the Queens Golden
Share in her Privy council's SERCO INC. served by SES inside traders with impunity using the
Office of Personnel Management and related offices designed to be a corps of executives selected
for their leadership qualifications, serving in key positions just below the top Presidential
appointees as a link between them and the rest of the Federal (civil service) workforce. SES
positions are considered to be above the GS-15 level of the General Schedule, and below Level 111
of the Executive Schedule. Career members of the SES ranks are eligible for the Presidential Rank
Awards program that remains the seditious foreign existential burr under Mr. Donald J. Trump's

saddle to be removed by a patriot building a legacy.

Up to 10% of SES positions can be filled as political appointments rather than by career
employees. About half of the SES is designated "Career Reserved", which can only be filled by
career employees. The other half is designated "General", which can be filled by either career
employees or political appointments as desired by the administration. Due to the 10% limitation,

most General positions are still filled by career appointees.
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31. Senior level employees of several agencies are exempt from the SES but have their own senior
executive positions; these include the Federal Bureau of Investigation, Central Intelligence
Agency, Defense Intelligence Agency, National Security Agency, Transportation Security
Administration, Federal Aviation Administration, Government Accountability Office, Members

of the Foreign Service, and government corporations.
32. In regards to any violations of 18 U.S. Code § 1001. Statements or entries generally

18 U.S. Code § 1001. Statements or entries generally

(a)Except as otherwise provided in this section, whoever, in any matter within the jurisdiction of
the executive, legislative, or judicial branch of the Government of the United States, knowingly
and willfully—

(1) falsifies, conceals, or covers up by any trick, scheme, or device a material fact;
(2) makes any materially false, fictitious, or fraudulent statement or representation; or

(3) makes or uses any false writing or document knowing the same to contain any materially
false, fictitious, or fraudulent statement or entry;

shall be fined under this title, imprisoned not more than 5 years or, if the offense involves
international or domestic terrorism (as defined in section 2331), imprisoned not more than 8
years, or both. If the matter relates to an offense under chapter 109A, 109B, 110, or 117, or
section 1591, then the term of imprisonment imposed under this section shall be not more than 8
years.

(b) Subsection (a) does not apply to a party to a judicial proceeding, or that party’s counsel, for
statements, representations, writings or documents submitted by such party or counsel to a judge
or magistrate in that proceeding.

(c)With respect to any matter within the jurisdiction of the legislative branch, subsection (a) shall
apply only to—

(1) administrative matters, including a claim for payment, a matter related to the procurement of
property or services, personnel or employment practices, or support services, or a document
required by law, rule, or regulation to be submitted to the Congress or any office or officer within
the legislative branch; or

(2) any investigation or review, conducted pursuant to the authority of any committee,
subcommittee, commission or office of the Congress, consistent with applicable rules of the
House or Senate.

(June 25, 1948, ch. 645, 62 Stat. 749; Pub. L. 103-322, title XXXIIL § 330016(1)(L), Sept. 13,
1994, 108 Stat. 2147; Pub. L. 104-292, § 2, Oct. 11, 1996, 110 Stat. 3459; Pub. L. 108458, title
VI, § 6703(a), Dec. 17, 2004, 118 Stat. 3766; Pub. L. 109-248, title I, § 141(c), July 27,

2006, 120 Stat. 603.)

33. In regards to any violations of 18 U.S. Code § 3571. Sentence of fine
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(a)IN GENERAL.—A defendant who has been found guilty of an offense may be sentenced to
pay a fine.

(b)FINES FOR INDIVIDUALS.—Except as provided in subsection (e) of this section, an individual
who has been found guilty of an offense may be fined not more than the greatest of—

(1) the amount specified in the law setting forth the offense;

(2) the applicable amount under subsection (d) of this section;

(3) for a felony, not more than $250,000;

(4) for a misdemeanor resulting in death, not more than $250,000;

(5) for a Class A misdemeanor that does not result in death, not more than $100,000;

(6) for a Class B or C misdemeanor that does not result in death, not more than $5,000; or
(7) for an infraction, not more than $5,000.

(c)FINES FOR ORGANIZATIONS.—Except as provided in subsection (e) of this section, an
organization that has been found guilty of an offense may be fined not more than the greatest of—

(1) the amount specified in the law setting forth the offense;

(2) the applicable amount under subsection (d) of this section;

(3) for a felony, not more than $500,000;

(4) for a misdemeanor resulting in death, not more than $500,000;

(5) for a Class A misdemeanor that does not result in death, not more than $200,000;

(6) for a Class B or C misdemeanor that does not result in death, not more than $10,000; and
(7) for an infraction, not more than $10,000.

(d)ALTERNATIVE FINE BASED ON GAIN OR L0OSS.— If any person derives pecuniary gain from the
offense, or if the offense results in pecuniary loss to a person other than the defendant, the defendant
may be fined not more than the greater of twice the gross gain or twice the gross loss, unless
imposition of a fine under this subsection would unduly complicate or prolong the sentencing
process.

(e)SPECIAL RULE FOR LOWER FINE SPECIFIED IN SUBSTANTIVE PROVISION.—If a law setting forth
an offense specifies no fine or a fine that is lower than the fine otherwise applicable under this
section and such law, by specific reference, exempts the offense from the applicability of the fine
otherwise applicable under this section, the defendant may not be fined more than the amount
specified in the law setting forth the offense. (Added Pub. L. 98473, title I, § 212(a)(2), Oct. 12,
1984, 98 Stat. 1995; amended Pub. L. 100-185, § 6, Dec. 11, 1987, 101 Stat. 1280.)

34. In regards to any violations of 18 U.S. Code § 1001 and § 3571 by Defendant(s) and or
JAMES EMANUEL BOASBERG the accessory before and after the crime for which KEVIN
CLINESMITH has pled to on or about 19 August 2020 to cover-up any other involvement in the
coup d' tat against Candidate elect DJT and his incoming administration still ongoing involves

the DNC, Pilgrim Society, CIA, FBI, FIVE-EYES intelligence community, Congress, various
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35.

SES run complicit Executive agencies and private corporations of the state within the state listed
in the Plum Book including William Barr and Durham act to cover-up and protect the SES state
within the state not wishing to allow a repeat of the public exposure as occurred with the
Watergate Scandal and assassination of JFK, Iran-Contra, demolition of the WTC, continuing
profit from debt associated with global war, intend their permanent placement of its compliant
and when necessary illegal POTUS failing to meet the Natural Born Citizen required by the
United States Constitution Article 2 Section 1 Clause 5 again as necessary now with the CIA's
Jamaican KAMALA DEVI HARRIS just like the CIA's illegal alien SOEBARKAH.

That JAMES EMANUEL BOASBERG the accessory before and after the crime for which

KEVIN CLINESMITH has pled to cover-up on or about 19 August 2020 committed 20

violations of 18 US Code 1001 and related law during his 2002 confirmation hearings before the

U.S. Senate as described in Exhibit 5 must be adjudicated to the maximum operation of law be

sentence to 100 years of incarceration with fines of say $5 million USD a portion of which must

reimburse Lt General Flynn and his son who lost their assets in their defense because they were
railroaded as a result of Defendant, FISC Judges and others protected by SES members Barr,

Durham and others in their coup d' tat conspiracy to overthrow DJT.

CONCLUSION

A. That JAMES EMANUEL BOASBERG be removed from the bench as the accessory before
and after the crime for which KEVIN CLINESMITH has pled to cover-up for the SES;

B. That Birther Christopher Earl Strunk, in esse sui juris the sole beneficiary of
CHRISTOPHER EARL STRUNK be granted a NBC hearing on his BIRTHER injury and
confession of guilt regarding SOEBARKAH and KAMALA DEVI HARRIS and who hereby
offers to surrender for custody since no one else will be imprisoned otherwise;

C. That Justice John Roberts be held in custody for breach of oath as a Knight of Malta;

D. Such other and different relief for justice herein including a sur-reply.
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
Plaintiff,
V. Criminal Action No. 20-165-JEB
KEVIN CLINESMITH,

Defendant.

CHRISTOPHER EARL STRUNK, EXECUTOR AND SETTLOR FOR THE EXPRESS
DEED IN TRUST TO THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, MAKES THIS BIRTHER
CONFESSION AS TO OUTRAGEOUS ACTS OF FACTITIOUS DISORDER IMPOSED
ON ANOTHER, IN LIEU OF EQUAL TREATMENT OF A 18 USC §1001 CURE TO
CONVICT SENIOR EXECUTIVE SERVICE SCAPEGOAT DEFENDANT ALSO
KNOWN AS KEVIN CLINESMITH, PROFFERS THE CRIMINAL ACCESSORY
INFORMATION EXPERTISE AND INSIGHT FOR JAMES EMANUEL BOASBERG'S
SECRET SOCIETY LIES AND CONCEALMENT IN U.S. SENATE CONFIRMATION

EXHIBIT 1
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LAMAR COUNTY. GA SUPER!QR COURT
AFféL?g: ?EﬁORDEBT!N CL'E:R z} glCE
B@OEK o2 PAGES

DEPUTY CLERK ”
NOTICE OF ACCEPTANCE OF APPOINTMENT AS THE EXECUTOR / SETTLOR OF THE

EXPRESS DEED IN TRUST TO THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that this is the acceptance by Christopher Earl Strunk in esse Sui juris
private citizen of the United States the secured beneficiary agent of the Debtor Trust transmitting utility
™CHRISTOPHER EARL STRUNKG®, of the April 23, 2014 appointment to perform the public
duties of EXECUTOR and SETTLOR for the EXPRESS DEED IN TRUST TO THE UNITED
STATES OF AMERICA as the beneficial claim by its Beneficiary(ies): (RS in esse Sui
juris private citizen of the United States the secured beneficiary agent of the Debtor Trust transmitting
utility Y . scc the Original DEED in TRUST herewith labeled by SETTLOR at the
lower left hand corner of each of fifteen pages “Exhibit A” (TRUST); and on April 25, 2014 by the
BENEFICIARY AMENDMENT TO THE EXPRESS DEED IN TRUST TO THE UNITED STATES
OF AMERICA as the beneficial claim by Beneficiary SN i, csse Sui juris private
citizen of the United States the secured beneficiary agent of the Debtor Trust transmitting utility
RN << the Original BENEFICIARY AMENDMENT herewith labeled
by SETTLOR at the lower left hand corner “Exhibit A-2"

I. Christopher Earl Strunk in esse Sui juris private citizen of the United States the secured
beneficiary agent of the Debtor Trust transmitting utility ™MCHRISTOPHER EARL STRUNK® have by
my amended status publicly recorded same with the Clerk of the Superior Court of Georgia for Lamar
County at BPA BOOK 30 PAGES 763 thru 800 on December 5, 2013 at 9:54AM that thereafter is duly
registered with the United States Secretary of the Treasury accepted there on January 21, 2014 at
4:22AM in recognition of and for account WNNREREEP Accrual ASSNSSSEENNENESEANENS -nd
M - d am located for service at 593 Vanderbilt Avenue PMB 281 Brooklyn, New
York zip code excepted 11238 Cell Phone: 845-901-6767 Email: chris@strunk.ws,

I, Christopher Earl Strunk in esse Sui juris private citizen of the United States the secured
beneficiary agent, based upon the condition of his natural birth and the terms of the definition of
“natural-born Citizen * (NBC) according to the DEED in TRUST shown in Exhibit A, am NBC evidenced
by the above duly recorded and registered filing, and am eligible to be SETTLOR herein.

I, Christopher Earl Strunk in esse Sui juris private citizen of the United States the secured
beneficiary agent hereby accept the responsibilities and duties necessary to duly serve this TRUST
publicly without beneficial interest until further written notice unanimously approved by undersigned
Beneficiaries and be reimbursed for my duly recorded time and expense acceptable to the Beneficiaries.

I, Christopher Earl Strunk in esse Sui juris private citizen of the United States the secured
beneficiary agent as is my public duty as EXECUTOR and SETTLOR (SETTLOR) to notify the
Beneficiaries in writing of my actions to enact rules, change rules, communication involving the
enforcement of the claim necessary to maintain the beneficial interest in the TRUST and will seek
approval for all affirmative challenges to be undertaken in the enforcement of the TRUST mandate
expressed in the document shown as Exhibit A, and report monthly to Beneficiaries in writing.

I, the SETTLOR am acting in a public capacity having no beneficial interest in the TRUST per se for
the benefit of the Beneficiaries who may remove SETTLOR at will, and for all those “natural-born

10of3
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LAMAR COUNTY.  GA SUPERIOR COURT

LR YRS ey

BPA BOOK éa PAGES

v —— 7
GEPUTY CLERK o7

That for the reasons expressed above, notwithstanding whether a natural person is born within a
State of the United States of married citizen parents, the_Executor and Beneficiaries of this EXPRESS
DEED IN TRUST TO THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA are of a singular class separate and apart
from those who are either naturalized or born a citizen, and are unable to certify as eligible for POTUS
one of the conquered people of the United States of America as long as the dejure citizen of the United
States remains the surety-indenture for the Debtor trust with beneficial interest in the surety, for that
natural person is the property of the United States and is a slave unable to fulfill the duties of POTUS.

Therefore, the Executor and Beneficiaries are bound by their registered status as private citizens
of the United States with their bonafide status as a natural-born Citizen within the duties and
obligations of this DEED in TRUST to only certify a candidate is eligible based upon the foregoing and
shall seek equity relief of a chancellery court for attempt to USURP the POTUS to the contrary.

That the Beneficiaries for this DEED in TRUST are private citizens of the United States in respect
to the debtor trust entity registered with the United States Secretary of the Treasury with acceptance
confirmed for each respective package by Certified Mail with numbers for their account in regards to
the period ending before the filing of this DEED in TRUST and that the undersigned Beneficiaries are
certified natural-born Citizens capable of rendering a decision as to the status of a POTUS candidate.

That Executor and Settlor (SETTI.OR), who privately is of equal beneficial interest to the
Beneficiaries or any member of the class defined above in the execution of the obligations of this DEED
in TRUST, is Christopher Earl Strunk in esse Sui juris private citizen of the United States, the
secured beneficiary agent of the Debtor Trust transmitting utility ™MCHRISTOPHER EARL
STRUNKC® as duly registered with the United States Secretary of the Treasury with account Sy

P Accrual SETIIEER o SN 2 nd located at 593 Vanderbilt
Avenue PMB 281 Brooklyn, New York zip code excepted 11238 Cell Phone: 845-901-6767 Email:
chris@strunk.ws, who upon his aceceptance will duly serve this Trust publicly without beneficial
interest until further written notice unanimously approved by undersigned Beneficiaries and be
reimbursed for his time and expense acceptable to the Beneficiaries.

The undersigned Beneficiaries hereby enact this EXPRESS DEED IN TRUST and appeint the SETTLOR:

o
in esse SuiYuris

private citizen of the United States,

the secured beneficiary agent of the Debtor Trust

transmitting utility ‘SN
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LAMAR COUNTY, GA. SUPERIOR COURT
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DEPUTY CLERK m -

BENEFICIARY AMENDMENT TO THE EXPRESS DEED IN TRUST TO
THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

WITH BENEFICIARY DISCRETION FOR PRIVATE CITIZENS OF THE UNITED STATES
WHO ARE TRUE NATURAL-BORN CITIZENS UNDER THE UNITED STATES
CONSTITUTION ARTICLE 2 SECTION 1 CLAUSE 5 AND NOT SURETY-INDENTURES FOR
THEIR RESPECTIVE DEBTOR TRUST ENTITY UNDER 12 USC 95 AND 50 USC APP. 5(b)
MARTIAL GOVERNMENT WITH A CONTINUING NATIONAL EMERGENCY

This is a Beneficiary Amendment to the Express Deed in Trust claim of beneficial interest
in and over all the public and private real. persunal, tangible and intangible Property within THE
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA geographic border to safeguard and secure for the posterity of WE
the People of the United States of America in the nation given by GOD for securing each private
Citizen's unalienable rights and beneficial interest in pursuit of life liberty and happiness in
perpetuity, and with the Executor and Beneficiaries duty to this Trust shall guarantee that all
incumbents and future candidate(s) for the Office of President or Vice President of the United States
(POTUS) shall be a bonafide Natural-Born Citizen (NBC) private citizen of the United States agent
who is surety no more to the Debtor Trust Entity in compliance with the United States Constitution
Article 2 Section 1 Clause 5, either under 12 USC 95 and 50 USC App. 5(b) with the Military
Government authority of renewed annual National Emergency or otherwise (DEED in TRUST).

That for the reasons expressed above, notwithstanding whether a natural person is born within a
State of the United States of married citizen parents, the_Executor and Beneficiaries of this EXPRESS
DEED IN TRUST TO THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA are of a singular class separate and apart
from those who are either naturalized or born a citizen. and are unable to certifv as eligible for POTUS
one of the conquered people of the United States of America as long as the dejure citizen of the United
States remains the surety-indenture for the Debtor trust with beneficial interest in the surety. for that
natural person is the property of the United States and is a slave unable to fulfill the duties of POTUS.

Therefore, the undersigned m i< bound to the rules and intent of this
DEED in TRUST by the unanimous decision of the Executor SETTLOR Christopher Earl Strunk and
Beneficiary u have authorized me to become a DEED in TRUST Beneficiary based upon
my registered status as private citizen of the United States with a bonafide natural-born Citizen status
within the duties and obligations of this DEED in TRUST to only certify a candidate is eligible based
upon the foregoing and shall seek equity relief of a chancellery court for any incumbent and or attempt
to USURP the POTUS to the contrary.

L — the undersigned hereby accept the terms. condiiions and duties as a

Beneficiary to this EXPRESS DEED IN TRUST,

Dated: MZQ@{

) n esse Sui juris
private citizen of the United States,

the secured heneficiayy agent of the Debtor Trust
transmitting utility

EXHBIT A-2
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
Plaintiff,
V. Criminal Action No. 20-165-JEB
KEVIN CLINESMITH,

Defendant.

CHRISTOPHER EARL STRUNK, EXECUTOR AND SETTLOR FOR THE EXPRESS
DEED IN TRUST TO THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, MAKES THIS BIRTHER
CONFESSION AS TO OUTRAGEOUS ACTS OF FACTITIOUS DISORDER IMPOSED
ON ANOTHER, IN LIEU OF EQUAL TREATMENT OF A 18 USC §1001 CURE TO
CONVICT SENIOR EXECUTIVE SERVICE SCAPEGOAT DEFENDANT ALSO
KNOWN AS KEVIN CLINESMITH, PROFFERS THE CRIMINAL ACCESSORY
INFORMATION EXPERTISE AND INSIGHT FOR JAMES EMANUEL BOASBERG'S
SECRET SOCIETY LIES AND CONCEALMENT IN U.S. SENATE CONFIRMATION

EXHIBIT 2
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PAGE 2

AMENID TO INCLUDE (EXCLUDE) {(WIFENHUSSAND)
BIRTHPLACE

HAME BIRTHDATE

SPQUSE WAS PREVIQUSLY MARRIED TO PREVIOUS MARRIAGE TERMINATED BY

[Tioivorce {7 ]oEaTH

NUMBER OF MY SPOUSE'S PREVIOUS DISPOSITION OF MY SPOUSE'S PREVIOUS PASSPORT
FPASSPORT ,u 4
& - e
/ & [C]ATTACHED [_]cANCELED
(DATE)
AMEND TO INCLUDE (EXCLUDE)} CHILDREN
RESIDENCE BIRTHPLACE BIRTHDATE

AMEND TO READ IN MARRIED NAME

MNAME

DATE MARRIED PLACE MARRIED MARRIED TO

CITIZENSHIP OF HUSBAND

(Ju. s ciTizen [C] ALIEN-CITIZEN OF

OTHER AMENDMENTI(S) (DESCRIBE IN DETAIL ACTION REQUESTED)

DOCUMENTARY EVIDENCE SUBMITTED TO DEPARTMENT BY CONSULAR OFFICER

DOCUMENTARY EVIDENCE SEEN AND RETURNED TO APPLICANT BY CONSULAROFFICER

STATEMENT OF ACTION BY POST UPON DEPARTMENT’'S AUTHORIZATION (To be executed only in connection with coses referred to Dept.)

THE [ ] PASSPORTY [] reENEWED TO DATE
[[]cARD OF IDENTITY WAS [[] AMENDED A5 REQUESTED
[] CERTIFICATE [[]exTeNDED TO

AUTHORITY (Consul of the United States of America)

OPINION OF CONMSULAR OFFICER
(Photo required for inclusions)
STAPLE ONE PHOTO HERE
DO NOT MAR FACE
The passport photos required must
L be approximately 215 by 214 inches in size; e
£ be on thin unglazed paper, show full front ;i
i view ol applicant with a plain, light back—- I:".
r—_‘- ground; and have been taken within 2 years ':
<  of date submitted. When dependents ate in- P
E cluded they should be shownina group pho- tf‘;
togtaph. The consul will not accepr photos W
thar are not a good likeness. Color photo-
graphs are acceprable.
Do not staple second photo. Attach
loasely by paper clip.
X % (Consul of the United States of America)
FORM F5.299 In cerrain casers specifif: authorization by thc‘ Nepartment will be required. In these cases an extra copy of the forrr_l shoul d
7 - 64 be prepaced. Upon receipr of the Nepanment's reply the extra copy should be wansmitted with a notarion of the acrion taken,
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(PLEASE PRIiNT OR TYPE - PENCIL NOT ACCEPTABLE) T Far Department Decision

DEPARTMENT OF STATE eest Locaniow Jakarta,Indonesia
APPLICATION FOR () PASSPORT [ ]REGISTRATION i i (N VO AT Mﬂp L'l
Camplete AL’L elr:rries in u.Ll sections that apply to you. If infarmutinn is Na, 72433100 = Wit
e whore Thecr Pt a6 Tt T rown Wpaditonal e 0UNS S, 1BIE o,
TO BE COMPLETED BY ALL APPLICANTS Ezpira Ml CARD OF IDENTITY AND RES.
(First name) (Middle name) (Last name) @"sa Application fee sallscted Na.
DLy H A1 LA510 Foe collectad (}‘,L-R Date
| s 2 a!! LE Z A d d! m E mgg < st O "“.' Fee poasport  [4 *1 7] 53 fee collected (for card)
of the United States, do hereby apply for (2 passport) (regisiration) ' L JaRfcrel panepiet [J48-page pesspert
DATE OF BIRTH PLACE OF BIRTH (City, state/arovines, country)

MY LAST PASSPORT WAS DBT AINED FROM
Day Yeor (Hate: f included in onother's passpert, stafa name of bearer)

29 ‘f2 Wie M ITA 3 <A NSAS, Uﬁ Locatien of |ssuing Offics Date of issuance

Manth

i

" ¢ ; - g
HEIGHT GOLoRoF AR [COLDR OF £vEs [SOCIAL SECURITY Na. Hewmelduviy SAN, 9. 922
pall out Spall sut
. 93 |[BROWN | BRowWN (535 - Y0-3S = T DIT07F s Sy
|| Submirted herewith
VISIBLE DISTINGUISHING MARKS OCCUPATION GR"' [x71 Concelled and returned _—| QOther dispasition (state)

No ME STQ%F: FT Sesn and refurned
| S a" y HA 7’ ‘l MY LAST REGISTRATION AS A CITIZEN
ME ANE

TA OF THE UNITED STATES WAS APPROVED
PERMANENT RESIDENCE (Streer oddress, ti"r-i

T (1F somacas olrave Location of Registaring Dffice Date of Registration
617 S. BERETAN/A, ) mjb
IN THE EVENT OF DEATH OR ACCIDENT NOTLFY (Nome in fullgrelationship, Er % ek, city, stote)

STANLEY DuNHAM (EATH 1617 S. BER A ¥ Joo8 1+ a%g{.#
HAVE YOU EVER BEEN REFUSED A PASSPORT OR REGISTRATION AS A CITIZEN OF THE UNITED STATES? E] Yes 9

[}
|F ANSWER IS "YES™, EXPLAIN WHEN AND WHY z ’F

TO BE COMPLETED BY AN APPLICANT WHO BECAME A CITIZEN THROUGH NATURALIZATION

| IMMIGRATED TO THE U.S.|I RESIDED CONTINUOUSLY IN THE U.S., |MNATURALIZATION CERTIFICATE NO.
(Menth, year) From (Year) To (Year) [ ] Submitied herewith

[ ] 5e=n and returned
D Previously submitted
PLACE NATURALIZED (Ciry, state) NATURALIZATION COURT

DATE NATURALIZED

COMPLETE ONLY IF OTHERS ARE TO BE INCLUDED IN PASSPORT OR REGISTRATION AND SURMIT GROUP PHOTOGRAPH

!
|
(WIFE'S) (HUSBAND"S) FULL LEGAL NAME [_INATIVE BORN | NATURALIZATION LERTIFICATE NO. i
d returnod? P
[CINATURALIZED | [_]Seen ond retuenag )
PLACE NATURALIZED (Ciry, stote) NATURALIZATION COURT v DATE NATURALIZED

(WIFEYS) (HUSBAND'S) PLACE OF BIRTH (City, State or Province, Country) DATE OF BIRTH (Me., Doy, Year]

. - ATE OF BIRTH
NAME IN FULL OF CHILDREN INCLUDED PLACE OF BIRTH (Ciry, stare/province, cauntry) ﬁ“"ﬂ‘, day, year} RESIDED IN U.S5. (Frem-Ta)

o — e S Se SR
EVIDENCE OF PRIOR DOCUMENTATION OF ABOVE-NAMED PERSONS TO BE INCLUDED (For completion by Consular Office)
CANS;;EEF-:- OR DATE OF REGISTRA- LOCATION OF
NAMES PASSPORT NO. DATE OF 15SUE BLESITION B}RIL?:EDPRORT OFFICE
OTHER EVIDENCE OF U.S. CITIZENSHIP PRESENTED (State dispesition)
FORM FS-17§ = - (OVER - YOU MUST COMPLETE PAGE 2) FOAM APPROVED  BUDGGET BUREA U NO. 47-R0012
8-74
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Yr-1/0 e PAGE .

TO BE COMPLETED BY AN APPLICANT WHO BECAME A CITIZEN THROUGH NATURALIZATION

| IMMIGRATED TO THE | RESIDED CONTINUDUSLY IN THE [ NATURALIZATION CERTIFICATE NO,
u.S. (Month, year) uU.S. From (Year) To (Year) [ submitred herswith

[ Seen and returned

J Previously submitted

PLACE NATURALIZED (City, state) NATURALIZATION COURT DATE NATURALIZED

TO BE COMPLETED BY ALL APPLICANTS
OCCUPATION VISIBLE DISTINGUISHING MARKS
PROGRAM OFFICER, FORD FOUNDATION none
WOMEN MUST CGVPLETE FOLLOWING IF CHILDREN OF A PREVIOUS MARRIAGE ARE INCLUDED OR IF PREVIOUSLY MARRIED BEFORE MARCH 3, 1931
I WAS PREVIOUSLY MARRIED ON | TO (Full legal name) WHQO WAS BOAN AT (City, State, Country)

OMN (Date of birth) [JFORMER HUSBAND WAS U.S. CITIZEN |PREVIOUS MARRIAGE TERMINATED BY EDEATH O oiveAct
] FORMER HUSBAND WAS NOT U.S. CITIZEN|ON (Date)
CONVPLETE IF APPLICANT OR ANY PERSON INCLUDED IN SECTION B WAS NOT BORN IN THE UNITED STATES AND CLAIVS CITIZENSHIP THROUGH PARENTE

ENTERED THE U.S. (Month) (Year) IF FATHER NATURALIZED: IF KNOWN, FATHER'S RESIDENCE
0 Applicact = Tl PHYSICAL PRESENCE IN U.S.
: cate No.,

O Wite From (Yaar) To (Year)
[ Husbana Before (Name of Court) Place [City, State)
[ child
RESIDENCE/CONTINUOQUS PHYSICAL IF MOTHER NATURALIZED: IF KNOWN, MOTHER'S RESIDENCE
PRESENCE IN U5, From(Year) To (Year) e Carai i = PHYSICALPRESENCE IN U.5,
[] Applicant el From (Yesr) To [Ysar)
O wite
L__i Husband ( Before { Name of Court) Place (City, State)
;r’Child ,.v

L A FPROPOSED TRAVEL PLANS (Not Mandatary)

| INTEND TO CONTINUE TC RESIDE ABROAD FOR THE FOLLOWING PERIOD AND PURPOSE

Two years contract with Ford Foundation from January 1981 - December 1982.

| INTEND TO RETURN TO THE UNITED STATES PERMANENTLY DATE OF DEPARTURE

JT( RESIDE WITHIN TRANS e

i A PRIVACY ACT STATEMENT

Tha information solicited on this fcgrn js authorized by, but not limited to, those statutes codified in Titles B, 18, and 22, United States Code, and all
predecessor statutes whether or not vodified, and all regulations issuad pursuant to Executive Order 11295 of August 5, 1966, The primary purpose for
soliciting the infarmation is to establish citizenship, identity and entitlement to issusnce of a United States Passport or related facility, and to properly
administer and enforce the laws pertaining therato,

The information is mada available as a routine use on a nead-to-k now basis to parsonnel of the Department of State and other government agencies having
statutory or other lewful authority to maintain such information in the performance of their official duties; pursuant to a subpoenas or court order; and,
as set forth in Part 6a, Title 22, Code of Federal Regulations (See Federal Register Volume 40, pages 45755, 45756, 47419 and 47420),

Failure to provide the information requested on this form may result in the denial of a United States Passport, related document or service to the
individual seeking such passport, document Or service,

NOTE: The disclosure of your Social Security Number or of the identity and location of a person to be notified in the event of death or accident is
entirely voluntary. However, failure to provide this information may prevent the Department of State from providing you with timaly assistance or
protection in the event you should encounter an emergency situar’ -n while outside the United States.

ACTS OR CONDITIONS

{tf any of the below-menticned acts or conditions have been performed by or apply to the applicant, or to any other person to be included in the
passpart, the portion which applies should be struck out, and a supplementary axplanatory statement under oath (or affirmation) by the person to whom
the portion is applicable should be attached and made a part of this application.)

| have not (and no other person included in this application has), since acquiring United States citizenship, been naturalized as a citizen of a foreign state;
taken an oath or made an affirmation or other formal declaration of allegiance to a foreign state; entered or sarved in the armed forces of g foraign state;
sccepted or performed the duties of any office, post, or employment under the government of a foreign state or political subdivigion thereof; made a
formal renunciation of nationality either in the United States or before a diplomatic or consular officer of the United States in a foreign state; ever sought
or claimed the benefits of the nationality of any foreign state; or been convicted by & court or court martial of competent jurisdietion of committing any
act of treason sgainst, or attempting by force to overthrow, or bearing arms against, the United States, or conspiring to overthrow, put down or to
deswoy by force, the Government of the United States,

WARNING: False statements made knowingly and willfully in passport applications or in affidavits or other supporting documents submitted therewith
are punishable by fine and/or imprisonment under the provisions of 18 USC 1001 end/or 18 USC 1542, Alteration or mutiistion of a passport issued
pursuant to this application is punishable by fine and/or imprisonment under the provisions af 18 USC 1543, The use of a passport in violation of the
restrictions contained therein or of the passport regulations is punishable by fine and/or imprisonment under 18 USC 1544, All statements and
documents submitted are subject 1o verificaticn,

(FOR USE OF OFFICE TAKING APPLICATION)

APPLICANT'S IDENTIFYING DOCUMENTI(S) IDENTIFYING DOCUMENTI(S) OF WIFE/HUSBAND TO BE INCLUDED
IN PASSPORT
Certificate of Natural- Certificate of Natural- .
O ization or Citizenship No.: O ization or Citizenship No.:
. [ Psssport lssue Date: O Passport Issua Date:
[0 Driver's License Place of Issue: O Oriver's License Place of Issue:
[0 Dther (Sgecify): Issued in Name of: a E?thler (Specify): Issued in Name of:

 ULS. Governmant Printing Office: 1977—261-647/3239

BIRTHER CONFESSION - DCD 20-cr-165 PAGE 070 of 156



BIRTHER CONFESSION - DCD 20-cr-165 PAGE 071 of 156



]

B o My LB,

J

N

S. ANN  Dun HAM
(5712 SPRECKELS
APT 402

ST #
%,

Honoruvtt , #1 96522

M%@%

BIRTHER CONFESSION - DCD 20-cr-165

paaqaf%”gq

PAGE 072 of 156



UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
Plaintiff,
V. Criminal Action No. 20-165-JEB
KEVIN CLINESMITH,

Defendant.

CHRISTOPHER EARL STRUNK, EXECUTOR AND SETTLOR FOR THE EXPRESS
DEED IN TRUST TO THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, MAKES THIS BIRTHER
CONFESSION AS TO OUTRAGEOUS ACTS OF FACTITIOUS DISORDER IMPOSED
ON ANOTHER, IN LIEU OF EQUAL TREATMENT OF A 18 USC §1001 CURE TO
CONVICT SENIOR EXECUTIVE SERVICE SCAPEGOAT DEFENDANT ALSO
KNOWN AS KEVIN CLINESMITH, PROFFERS THE CRIMINAL ACCESSORY
INFORMATION EXPERTISE AND INSIGHT FOR JAMES EMANUEL BOASBERG'S
SECRET SOCIETY LIES AND CONCEALMENT IN U.S. SENATE CONFIRMATION

EXHIBIT 3
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PRESENT: cKISC
SCHA
ARTAUR M-

8\0&
HON. ARTHUR SCHACK,

Justice.

CHRISTOPHER-EARL STRUNK, in esse
Plaintiff,
-against-

NEW YORK STATE BOARD OF ELECTIONS;
JAMES A. WALSH/Co-Chair, DOUGLAS A.
KELLNER/Co-Chair, EVELYN J. AQUILA/
Commissioner, GREGORY P. PETERSON/
Commissioner, Deputy Director TODD D.
VALENTINE, Deputy Director STANLY ZALEN;
ANDREW CUOMO, ERIC SCHNEIDERMAN,
THOMAS P. DINAPOLI, RUTH NOEMI COLON,

in their Official and individual capacity, Fr. JOSEPH A.
O’HARE, S.J.; Fr. JOSEPH P. PARKES, S.J.;
FREDERICK A. O. SCHWARZ, JR.; PETER G.
PETERSEN; ZBIGNIEW KAIMIERZ BRZEZINSKI;
MARK BRZEZINSKI; JOSEPH R. BIDEN, JR.;
SOEBARKAH (a.k.a Barry Soetoro, a.k.a. Barack
Hussein Obama, a.k.a Steve Dunham); NANCY
PELOSI; DEMOCRATIC STATE COMMITTEE OF
THE STATE OF NEW YORK; STATE COMMITTEE
OF THE WORKING FAMILIES PARTY OF NEW

BIRTHER CONFESSION - DCD 20-cr-165

At an IAS Term, Part 27 of
the Supreme Court of the
State of New York, held in
and for the County of
Kings, at the Courthouse,
at Civic Center, Brooklyn,
New York, on the 11th day
of April 2012

DECISION & ORDER

Index No. 6500/11
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YORK STATE; ROGER CALERO; THE SOCIALIST
WORKERS PARTY; IAN J. BRZEZINSKI; JOHN
SIDNEY MCCAIN III; JOHN A. BOEHNER; THE
NEW YORK STATE REPUBLICAN STATE
COMMITTEE; THE NEW YORK STATE
COMMITTEE OF THE INDEPENDENCE PARTY;
STATE COMMITTEE OF THE CONSERVATIVE
PARTY OF NEW YORK STATE; PENNY S.
PRITZKER; GEORGE SOROS; OBAMA FOR
AMERICA; OBAMA VICTORY FUND; MCCAIN
VICTORY 2008; MCCAIN-PALIN VICTORY 2008,
JOHN AND JANE DOES; and XYZ ENTITIES.

Defendants.

The following papers numbered 1 to 25 read on this motion: Papers Numbered:

Notice of Motion and Notice of Cross-Motion and

and Affidavits (Affirmations) 1-13
Opposing Affidavits (Affirmations) 14 - 21
Reply Affidavits (Affirmations) 22 -25

If the complaint in this action was a movie script, it would be entitled The
Manchurian Candidate Meets The Da Vinci Code. Pro se plaintiff CHRISTOPHER-
EARL STRUNK brings this action against numerous defendants, including President
BARACK OBAMA, Vice President JOSEPH BIDEN, Senator JOHN MCCAIN, Speaker
of the House of Representatives JOHN BOEHNER, former House of Representatives

Speaker NANCY PELOSI, Governor ANDREW CUOMO, Attorney General ERIC
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| SCHNEIDERMAN, Comptroller THOMAS DI NAPOLI, the NEW YORK STATE
BOARD OF ELECTIONS, billionaires PETER PETERSEN, PENNY PRITZKER,
GEORGE SOROS and six New York State political parties. Thirteen motions are
pending before the Court.

Plaintiff STRUNK’s complaint is a rambling, forty-five page variation on “birther”
cases, containing 150 prolix paragraphs, in at times a stream of consciousness. Plaintiff’s
central allegation is that defendants President OBAMA and Senator McCAIN, despite not
being “natural born” citizens of the United States according to plaintiff’s interpretation of
Article II, Section 1, Clause 5 of the U.S. Constitution, engaged with the assistance of
other defendants in an extensive conspiracy, on behalf of the Roman Catholic Church to
defraud the American people and usurp control of the Presidency in 2008. Most of
plaintiff STRUNK’s complaint is a lengthy, vitriolic, baseless diatribe against defendants,
but most especially against the Vatican, the Roman Catholic Church, and particularly the
Society of Jesus (the Jesuit Order).

Plaintiff STRUNK alleges seven causes of action: breach of state constitutional
fiduciary duty by the NEW YORK STATE BOARD OF ELECTIONS and public officer
defendants; denial of equal protection for voter expectation of a correct ballot; denial of
substantive due process for voter expectation of a correct ballot; interference with the
right to a republican form of government by the two Jesuit defendants and defendant

F.A.O0. SCHWARZ, JR., who were all members of the New York City Campaign Finance
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Board; interference with plaintiff’s election franchise; a scheme to defraud plaintiff of a
reasonable expectation of successful participation in the suffrage process; and, a scheme
by all defendants for unjust enrichment.

Plaintiff requests a declaratory judgment and a preliminary injunction against
defendants, including: enjoining the NEW YORK STATE BOARD OF ELECTIONS
from putting Presidential candidates on the ballot for 2012 unless they provide proof of
eligibility, pursuant to Article II, Section 1, Clause 5 of the U. S. Constitution; ordering
that this eligibility certification be submitted to the Court for proof of compliance;
enjoining the Jesuits from interfering with the 2012 elections; ordering expedited
discovery to determine the scope of damages, alleged to be more than $12 billion; and,
ordering a jury trial for punitive treble damages.

Various defendants or groups of defendants, all represented by counsel, present
eleven motions to dismiss and one motion to admit an attorney pro hace vice for this
action. The eleven individual defendants or groups of defendants are, in chronological
order of filing their motions to dismiss: defendants President BARACK OBAMA, Vice
President JOSEPH BIDEN, OBAMA FOR AMERICA and the OBAMA VICTORY
FUND; defendants MCCAIN VICTORY 2008, MCCAIN-PALIN VICTORY 2008 and
Senator JOHN MCCAIN; defendants MARK BRZEZINSKI and IAN BRZEZINSKI;
defendant Representative NANCY PELOSI; defendant GEORGE SOROS; defendants

THE SOCIALIST WORKERS PARTY and ROGER CALERO; defendant Speaker

4.
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JOHN BOEHNER; defendant ZBIGNIEW BRZEZINSKI; defendants Father JOSEPH A.
O’HARE, S.J., Father JOSEPH P. PARKES, S.J. and FREDERICK A. O. SCHWARZ,
JR.; defendant PENNY PRITZKER; and defendant PETER G. PETERSEN. The eleven
motions to dismiss assert: plaintiff STRUNK lacks standing; plaintiff STRUNK fails to
state a claim upon which relief can be granted; plaintiff STRUNK fails to plead fraud
with particularity; the action is frivolous; plaintiff STRUNK is barred by collateral
estoppel from pursuing this action; and, the Court lacks both personal and subject matter
jurisdiction in this action.

The motion to admit counsel pro hace vice for the instant action, by counsel for
defendants MCCAIN VICTORY 2008, MCCAIN-PALIN VICTORY 2008 and Senator
JOHN MCCAIN, for Todd E. Phillips, Esq., a member in good standing of both the
California and District of Columbia bars, is granted.

Further, plaintiff STRUNK cross-moves to consolidate the instant action with a
similar “birther” action filed by him, Strunk v Paterson, et al, Index No. 29642/08, in the
Kings County Special Election Part, before Justice David Schmidt. Many of the
defendants oppose consolidation because Strunk v Paterson, et al, Index No. 29642/08, is
a disposed case.

The cross-motion to consolidate this action with Strunk v Paterson, et al, Index
No. 29642/08, is denied. Defendants who oppose plaintiff’s cross-motion are correct.

Justice Schmidt disposed of Strunk v Paterson, et al, Index No. 29642/08, on the grounds
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‘of collateral estoppel, failure to join necessary parties and laches.

The eleven motions to dismiss are all granted and plaintiff STRUNK s instant
complaint is dismissed with prejudice. It is clear that plaintiff STRUNK: lacks standing;
fails to state a claim upon which relief can be granted; fails to plead fraud with
particularity; and, is barred by collateral estoppel. Also, this Court lacks subject matter
jurisdiction and personal jurisdiction over most, if not all, defendants.

Furthermore, plaintiff STRUNK’s instant action is frivolous. As will be
explained, plaintiff STRUNK alleges baseless claims about defendants which are
fanciful, fantastic, delusional and irrational. It is a waste of judicial resources for the
Court to spend time on the instant action. Moreover, the Court will conduct a hearing to
give plaintiff STRUNK a reasonable opportunity to be heard, pursuant to 22 NYCRR §
130-1.1, as to whether or not the Court should award costs and/or impose sanctions upon
plaintiff STRUNK for his frivolous conduct. At the hearing, an opportunity will be given

to counsel for defendants to present detailed records of costs incurred by their clients in
the instant action.

Therefore, plaintiff STRUNK, who is not a stranger in the courthouses of New
York, is enjoined from commencing future litigation in the New York State Unified Court
System against: the NEW YORK STATE BOARD OF ELECTIONS, JAMES A.

WALSH/ Co-Chair, DOUGLAS A. KELLNER/Co-Chair, EVELYN J. AQUILA/
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Commissioner, GREGORY P. PETERSON/Commissioner, Deputy Director TODD D.

VALENTINE, and Deputy Director STANLY ZALEN; ANDREW CUOMO, ERIC

SCHNEIDERMAN, THOMAS P. DINAPOLI and RUTH NOEMI COLON, in their
Official and individual capacity; Father JOSEPH A. O’HARE, S.J.; Father JOSEPH P.
PARKES, S.J.; FREDERICK A. O. SCHWARZ, JR.; PETER G. PETERSEN;
ZBIGNIEW KAIMIERZ BRZEZINSKI; MARK BRZEZINSKI; JOSEPH R. BIDEN,
JR.; BARACK H. OBAMA, NANCY PELOSI; the DEOMCRATIC STATE
COMMITTEE OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK; the STATE COMMITTEE OF THE
WORKING FAMILIES PARTY OF NEW YORK STATE; ROGER CALERO; the

. SOCIALIST WORKERS PARTY; IAN J. BRZEZINSKI; JOHN SIDNEY MCCAIN III;
JOHN A. BOEHNER; the NEW YORK STATE REPUBLICAN STATE COMMITTEE;
the NEW YORK STATE COMMITTEE OF THE INDEPENDENCE PARTY; the
STATE COMMITTEE OF THE CONSERVATIVE PARTY OF NEW YORK STATE;
PENNY S. PRITZKER; GEORGE SOROS; OBAMA FOR AMERICA; OBAMA
VICTORY FUND; MCCAIN VICTORY 2008; and MCCAIN-PALIN VICTORY 2008;

without prior approval of the appropriate Administrative Justice or Judge.

Background

Plaintiff STRUNK previously commenced similar actions in the United States

District Court for the Eastern District of New York and this Court, the Supreme Court of
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the State of New York, Kings County. In Strunk v New York State Board of Elections, et
al., Index No. 08-CV4289 (US Dist Ct, EDNY, Oct. 28, 2008, Ross, J.), the Court
dismissed the action because of plaintiff’s lack of standing, failure to state a claim and
frivolousness. In that action, plaintiff STRUNK accused the NEW YORK STATE
BOARD OF ELECTIONS of “misapplication and misadministration of state law in
preparation for the November 4, 2008 Presidential General Election” by, among other
things, in 9 51 of the complaint, of “failure to obtain and ascertain that Barrack Hussein
Obama is a natural citizen, otherwise contrary to United States Constitution Article 2
Second I Clause 5 [sic]” and demanded “Defendants are to provide proof that Barrack
Hussein Obama is a natural born citizen and if not his electors are to be stricken from the
ballot [sic].” Judge Ross, at page 6 of her decision, held “the court finds that portions of
plaintiff’s affidavit rise to the level of the irrational” and, in footnote 6, Judge Ross cited
two prior 2008 Eastern District cases filed by plaintiff STRUNK in which “the court has

determined that portions of plaintiff’s complaints have contained allegations that have

risen to the irrational.”

My Kings County Supreme Court colleague, Justice Schmidt, in Strunk v Paterson,
et al, Index No. 29642/08, as cited above, disposed of that matter, on March 14, 2011, by

denying all of plaintiff’s motions and noting that the statute of limitations expired to join

necessary parties President OBAMA and Senator MCCAIN. Further, Justice Schmidt

BIRTHER CONFESSION - DCD 20-cr-165 PAGE 081 of 156



denied plaintiff an opportunity to file affidavits of service nunc pro tunc and to amend the
complaint.
Then, plaintiff STRUNK, eight days later, on March 22, 2011, commenced the

instant action by filing the instant verified complaint. Plaintiff STRUNK’s complaint
recites numerous baseless allegations about President OBAMA. These allegations are
familiar to anyone who follows the “birther” movement: President OBAMA is not a
“natural-born” citizen of the United States; the President is a radical Muslim; the
President’s Hawaiian Certificate of Live Birth does not prove that he was born in Hawaii;
and, President OBAMA is actually a citizen of Indonesia, the United Kingdom, Kenya, or
all of the above. For example, Plaintiff STRUNK alleges, in 4 24 of the complaint, that

President OBAMA:
is a Madrasah trained radical Sunni Muslim by birth right . . . practices
Shariah law . . . with the full knowledge and blessing of Defendants:
Peter G. Peterson; Zbigniew Brzezinski; his sons Mark and Ian; Penny
S. Pritzker; George Soros; Jesuits Fathers: Joseph P. O’Hare, Joseph
P. Parkes; Brennan Center Executive Frederick A. O. Schwarz, Jr.;
Nancy Pelosi, John Sidney McCain III; John A. Boehner; Hillary Clinton;

Richard Durbin and others. [sic]
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Then, in 9 28 of the complaint, plaintiff STRUNK alleges that President OBAMA
“or his agent(s) as part of the scheme to defraud placed an image of Hawaiian

Certification of Live Birth (COLB) on the Interest . . . and as a prima facie fact means the

Hawaii issued COLB does not prove ‘natural born’ citizenship or birth in Hawaii, only a

long form document would [sic.]”

Plaintiff’s alleged vast conspiracy implicates dozens of political and religious
figures, as well as the 2008 presidential candidates from both major parties, with
numeroué absurd allegations. They range from claiming that an associate at the large law
firm of Kirkland and Ellis, LLP masterminded the conspiracy because she wrote a law
review article about the U. S. Constitution’s natural born citizen requirement for the
office of President to the assertion that Islam is a seventh century A.D. invention of the

Vatican. Further, plaintiff STRUNK alleges, in § 129 of the complaint, that he:
is the only person in the USA to have duly fired fired fired BHO [President
OBAMA] on January 23, 2009 by registered mail (rendering BHO the
USURPER as Plaintiff is entitled to characterize BHO as) on the grounds
that he had not proven himself eligible . . . and all acts by the usurper are
void ab initio — a serious problem! [sic]

Plaintiff’s allegations are strongly anti-Catholic, anti-Muslim and xenophobic. The

-10-
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complaint weaves the occasional true but irrelevant fact into plaintiff’s rambling stream

of consciousness.
Moreover, plaintiff STRUNK alleges, in § 22 of the complaint, that defendant

Vice President BIDEN knew that President OBAMA was “not eligible to run for
president because he is not a Natural-Born Citizen with a British Subject Father with a
student visa, however in furtherance of CFR [Council on Foreign Relations] foreign
policy initiatives in the mid-east supported Soebarkah [President OBAMA] as a Muslim
[sic].”

Also, Plaintiff STRUNK discusses, in the complaint, then-Senator OBAMA's

April 2008 co-sponsorship of Senate Resolution 511. This resolved unanimously that
Senator MCCAIN, born in 1936 in Panama, while his father was on active duty in the
United States Navy at Coco Sola Naval Air Station, is a natural born citizen of the United
States. This resolution put to rest questions about Senator MCCAIN’S eligibility 'to run
for President. However, plaintiff STRUNK alleges, in 4 43 of the complaint, that Senate
Resolution 511 “is part of the scheme to defraud” and “a fraud upon Congress and the
People of the several states and territories contrary to the facts.” Then, plaintiff
STRUNK, in § 44 of the complaint, cites Senate Resolution 511's text as evidence that
President OBAMA concedes that the definition of natural born citizenship for President

requires both parents of a candidate be U.S. citizens at birth. Further, the complaint

11-
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alleges that JOHN MCCAIN and ROGER CALERO, presidential candidate of the
SOCIALIST WORKERS PARTY, were also ineligible, like then-Senator OBAMA, for

President because of their failure to qualify under the natural born citizen requirement.

Plaintiff’s alleged injury, in 9 47 of the complaint, is “[t]hat on November 4, 2008,
Plaintiff, as a victim of the scheme to defraud, voted for the electors representing . . .
McCain . . . not a natural-born U.S. citizen.” Further, in § 49 of the complaint, “as part of
the scheme to defraud, Plaintiff voted for Candidate McCain despite the fact that his wife
is a most devoted Roman Catholic whose two sons were educated by Jesuit priests.”

Plaintiff alleges, in 9 51 of the complaint, that Senator MCCAIN, was born in

Colon Hospital, Colon, Panama, which was not in the Panama Canal Zone. Further,
plaintiff alleges, in § 52 of the complaint, that according to the November 18, 1903 Hay-
Bunau Varilla Treaty, by which the United States obtained the Canal Zone, Senator
MCCAIN is not a natural-born citizen.

Plaintiff STRUNK, in his final twenty pages of the complaint, alleges that the
massive conspiracy to defraud American voters was perpetrated by hundreds of
individuals, at the behest of the Roman Catholic Church and especially the Jesuits, with

the aim of bringing about the Apocalypse through the destruction of the Al Agqsa Mosque

in Jerusalem and the re-building a new Jewish Temple on that site. Among the entities

that Plaintiff STRUNK implicates in his alleged conspiracy are: the Muslim Brotherhood;

-12-
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the Carlyle Group; the CFR; Halliburton; Kirkland and Ellis, LLP; and, the Brennan
Center for Justice at NYU. For example, in § 91 of the complaint, plaintiff STRUNK

states:

That members of the Council on Foreign Relations including
Peter G. Petersen as then Chairman that act with the Jesuit Order by
the oath of allegiance superior to the United States Constitution, Treaties,
and various States’ Constitutions that starting no later than January 2006
sought to usurp the executive branch of government using Barack Hussein
Obama IT and John S. McCain III, as a matched set of contenders then
under joint command and control, to preclude any other contender in
preparation for a banking and sub-prime mortgage collapse that requires
subsuming the sovereignty of the people of the united States of America
and New York to International Monetary Fund conditionality with loss of
the dollar reserve currency status, and collapse of the living standards of
the vast majority of the Americans to that of a third world status. [sic]
Plaintiff STRUNK, in 139 of the complaint, alleges that defendant GEORGE

SOROS “proves his allegiance to Rome by promoting Muslim Brotherhood overt control
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| of Egypt . .. We cannot forget that the Jesuits in Cairo created the Muslim Brotherhood in
1928, the same year the Order created Opus Dei in Spain [sic].” Further, plaintiff
STRUNK, in ¥ 145 of the complaint alleges that “Defendants Pritzker and Soros have
managed a crucial role for the Vatican State as a member of the CFR and high level
Freemasonry and in conjunction with King Juan Carlos (the King of Jerusalem) to create
global regionalism that subsumes national sovereignty of the USA and the People of New

York state to the detriment of plaintiff and those similarly situated [sic].”
Eleven defendants or groups of defendants filed motions to dismiss, arguing that

plaintiff STRUNK: lacks standing; failed to state a claim upon which relief can be
granted; failed to plead fraud with particularity; and, is barred by collateral estoppel.
Further, defendants argue that the Court lacks both personal and subject matter
jurisdiction and the instant complaint is frivolous. Plaintiff, in response, filed an affidavit
in opposition to the motions to dismiss and moved to consolidate the instant action with

Strunk v Paterson, et al, Index No. 29642/08.

On August 22, 2011, I held oral arguments on the record with respect to the
thirteen instant motions. At the hearing, plaintiff STRUNK agreed with the Court that

President OBAMA, with the release of his long-form Hawaiian birth certificate, was born
in Honolulu, Hawaii [tr., p. 23]. However, plaintiff STRUNK, at tr., pp. 30 - 31, argued

that a “natural born citizen,” eligible to run for President of the United States, pursuant to
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Article II, Section 1, Clause 5 of the U.S. Constitution, means that not only the candidate

is natural born, but both of the candidate’s parents are natural born.
The following exchange at the oral arguments took place, at tr., p. 34, line 25 - p.
35, line 16:
MR. STRUNK: My injury, I voted for McCain.
THE COURT: Is that an injury?
MR. STRUNK: My injury is he did not challenge Mr. Obama
after he went through the whole exercise.
THE COURT: You’re saying he should have challenged Mr.
Obama’s presidency? |
MR. STRUNK: vasolutely, and the ballot. The oﬁus is on me

because he violated his agreement with me. You can’t challenge the eligibility

until he’s up to be sworn. McCain, since everybody in Congress, since they
didn’t want to know about anything, so it was my responsibility. I fired him

by registered mail within 72 hours.
THE COURT: I saw your letter that you fired the President.

I guess he didn’t agree with you because he’s still there.
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A discussion ensued as to how plaintiff STRUNK alleges that President OBAMA
is a Muslim [tr., pp. 36 - 38]. The following colloquy took place at tr., p. 37, lines 4 - §:
THE COURT: How could you come to the conclusion that he’s
a radical Sunni Muslim?
MR. STRUNK: Because that’s what his records show and that’s
what the testimony of individuals who were in class with him show.

The following portions of the exchange, at tr., p. 39, line 9 - p. 43, line 8

demonstrates the irrational anti-Catholic bias of plaintiff STRUNK:
THE COURT: What I find fascinating, first of all you said
there was a connection there where you say Cindy McCain says she’s a
Catholic. I don’t know if she is. I think you said she’s Catholic faith,

Cindy McCain.
MR. STRUNK: She is the largest distributor of Budweiser.

THE COURT: I know that. That doesn’t make her a Catholic

necessarily.

MR. STRUNK: It’s the connection that counts. Your don’t get

those connections.
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THE COURT: ... I don’t know if the Busch family is Catholic.
[ don’t care.

MR. STRUNK: That’s big business.

THE COURT: That’s big business selling beer . . . Let’s put

Anheuser-Busch to the side.

You said she’s a Catholic and you get into this whole riff or rant,
whatever you want to call it, about the Catholic Church and Father O’Hare,
the Vatican. You go on and on about the Vatican . . . but it seems to me
you have this theory that everything is a conspirécy and it always falls
back to Rome.

MR. STRUNK: That’s a matter of public record.

THE COURT: Oh, okay.

MR. STRUNK: What the key is here, Ms. McCain is on the
Board of Directors for a Jesuit run school where her children are going to
school.

THE COURT: Could very well be. I don’t know.

MR. STRUNK: ... In fact, it turns out in the discovery of the
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connection to the Jesuits it was so compelling that when I started really
digging into the background of this scheme of defraud, putting up two
Manchurian candidates at once, which would take advantage of New
York State’s weakness in our law which required honesty. We require to
have honesty and didn’t get it.

THE COURT: Your case is more The Da Vinci Code.

MR. STRUNK: The Da Vinci Code is a phoﬁey book.

THE COURT: With all due respect to John Frankenheimer,
The Manchurian Candidate according to you and the school of the Vatican,
by that way it describes the gist of your argument.

MR. Si’RUNK: Frankenheimer?

THE COURT: He directed the original Manchurian Candidate
movie.

MR. STRUNK: The old?

THE COURT: With Frank, not Denzel.

MR. STRUNK: Frankenheimer?

THE COURT: 1962 movie.
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MR. STRUNK: [ was aware of the movie at that point, but - -

THE COURT: Okay, forget it.

MR. STRUNK: This is the one with Frank Sinatra?

THE COURT: And Laurence Harvey.

MR. STRUNK: The Queen of Diamonds/ Now you’ve brought - -

THE COURT: You mentioned The Manchurian Candidate. They
have it in the movie.

MR. STRUNK: I’ve used it as a pejorative.

THE COURT: I understand that, and I think that The Da Vinci
Code, to make some interesting argument, that’s a work of fiction. At least
I think it’s a work of fiction.

MR. STRUNK: T he Manchurian Candidate was not a work of
fiction. The work - - I didn’t want to get into this area.

THE COURT: Let’s not get into analogies. I understand you
hgve various arguments but it seems to all come back to Rome.

MR. STRUNK: No, it comes back to New York State and

whether [ have standing in the Supreme Court of the State of New York
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on the question of who’s going to take responsibility to enforce the law

which has not been done.
THE COURT: Okay, that’s your argument.

Standard for a motion to dismiss

“When determining a motion to dismiss, #he court must ‘accept the facts as
alleged in the complaint as true, accord plaintiffs the benefit of every possible favorable
inference, and determine only whether the facts as alleged fit within any cognizable
legal theory’ (see Arnav Indus., Inc. Retirement Trust v Brown, Raysman, Milstein,
Felder & Steiner, 96 NY2d 300, 303 [2001]; Leon v Martinez, 84 NY2d &3, 87-88
[1994]) [Emphasis added).” (Goldman v Metropolitan Life Ins. Co., 5 NY3d 561,
570-571 [2005]). Further, the Court, in Morris v Morris (306 AD2d 449, 451 [2d Dept

2003]), instructed that:
In determining whether a complaint is sufficient to withstand a motion
pursuant to CPLR 3211 (a) (7), “the sole criterion is whether the
pleading states a cause of action, and if from its four corners factual
allegations are discerned which taken together manifest any cause of
action cogni;able at laW a motioﬁ for dismissal will fail” (Guggenheimer

v Ginsburg, 43 NY2d 268, 275 [1977]. The court must accept the facts
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alleged in the complaint to be true and defermine only whether the facts
alleged fit within any cognizable legal theory (see Dye v Catholic Med.
Ctr. of Brooklyn & Queens, 273 AD2d 193 [2000]). However, bare
legal conclusions are not entitled to the benefit of the presumption

of truth and are not accorded every favorable inference (see

Doria v Masucci, 230 AD2d 764 [2000]). [Emphasis added]

For a plaintiff to survive a motion to dismiss for failure to state a cause of action,
the factual allegations in the claim cannot be “merely conclusory and speculative in
nature and not supported by any specific facts.” (Residents for a More Beautiful Port
Washington, Inc. v Town of North Hempstead, 153 AD3d 727, 729 [2d Dept 1989]).
“The allegations in the complaint cannot be vague and conclusory.” (Stoianoff v Gahona,
248 AD2d 525 [2d Dept 1998], app dismissed 92 NY2d 844 [1998], cert denied by
Stoianoff v New York Times, 525 US 953 [1998]). (See LoPresti v Massachusetts Mut.

Life Ins. Co., 30 AD3d 474 [2d Dept 2006]; Levin v Isayeu, 27 AD3d 425 [2d Dept
2006]; Hart v Scott, § AD3d 532 [2d Dept 2004]).

Plaintiff STRUNK’s complaint must be dismissed because the “Court need not,
and should not, accept legal conclusions, unwarranted inferences, unwarraﬁted

deductions, baseless conclusions of law, or sweeping legal conclusions cast in the form of
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factual allegations. (Ulmann v Norma Kamali, Inc., 207 AD2d 691 [1d Dept 1994]; Mark
Hampton, Inc. v Bergreen, 173 AD2d 220 [1d Dept 1991]).” (Goode v Charter Oak Fire
Ins. Co., 8 Misc 3d 1023[A], at 2 [Sup Ct, Nassau County 2005]). It is clear that the facts

alleged by plaintiff STRUNK do not fit into any cognizable legal theory.

Plaintiff STRUNK’S complaint is more of a political manifesto than a verified
pleading. Similar lawsuits challenging the eligibility of President OBAMA and Senator
MCCAIN for the presidency based upon plaintiff’s incorrect interpretation of the term
“natural born Citizen” in Article II, Section 1, Clause 5 of the U.S. ‘Constitution have
been dismissed as a matter of law. (See Drake v Obama, 664 F 3d 774 [9th Cir 2011];
Barnett v Obama, 2009 WL 3861788 [US Dist Ct, CD CA 2009]; Berg v Obama, 574 F
Supp 2d 509 [ED Pa 2008], affd 586 F3d 234 [3d Cir 2009]; Robinson v Bowen, 567 F

Supp 2d 1144 [ND Ca 2008]; Hollander v McCain, 566 F Supp 2d 63 [D NH 2008]).

Plaintiff STRUNK lacks standing

Plaintiff STRUNK lacks standing to sue in state court, having suffered no injury.
“Standing to sue is critical to the proper functioning of the judicial system. Itis a
threshold issue. If standing is denied, the pathway to the courthouse is blocked. The
plaintiff who has standing, however, may cross the threshold and seek judicial redress.”
(Saratoga County Chamber of Commerce, Inc. v Pataki, 100 NY2d 801 812 [2003], cert

denied 540 US 1017 [2003]). Professor David Siegel, in N'Y Prac, § 136, at 232 [4d ed]
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instructs that:
[i]t 1s the law’s policy to allow only an aggrieved person to bring
a lawsuit . . . A want of "standing to sue," in other words, is just
another way of saying that this particular plaintiff is not involved
in a genuine controversy, and a simple syllogism takes us from there
to a "jurisdictional" dismissal: (1) the courts have jurisdiction only
over controversies; (2) a plaintiff found to lack “standing” is not
involved in a controversy; and (3) the courts therefore have no
jurisdiction of the case when such a plaintiff purports to bring it.

“Standing to sue requires an interest in the claim at issue in the lawsuit that the law
will recognize as a sufficient predicate for determining the issue at the litigant’s request.”
(Caprer v Nussbaum, 36 AD3d 176, 181 [2d Dept 2006]). “An analysis of standing
begins with a determination of whether the party seeking relief has sustained an injury
(see Society of Plastic Indus. v County of Suffolk, 77 NY2d 761, 762-773 [1991]).”
(Mahoney v Pataki, 98 NY2d 45, 52 [2002]). “The Court of Appeals has defined the
standard by which standing is measured, explaining that a plaintiff, in order to have
standing in a particular dispute, must demonstrate an injury in fact that falls within the

relevant zone of interests sought to be protected by law.” (Caprer v Nussbaum at 183).
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- A plaintiff, to have standing, “must allege personal injury fairly traceable to the

defendant's allegedly unlawful conduct and likely to be redressed by the requested relief.”
(Allen v Wright, 468 US 737, 751 [1984]). If a plaintiff lacks standing to sue, the plaintiff
may not proceed in the action. (Stark v Goldberg, 297 AD2d 203 [1st Dept 2002]).
Plaintiff STRUNK clearly lacks standing to sue because he cannot establish an
injury in fact. Plaintiff’s claim that his November 2008 vote for Senator MCCAIN for
President was his injury is the type of generalized grievance that is foreclosed by the U.S.
Constitution’s particularized injury requirement. “We have consistently held that a
plaintiff raising only a generally available grievance' about government-claiming only
harm to his and every citizen's interest in proper application of the Constitution and laws,
and seeking relief that no more directly and tangibly benefits him than it does the public
at large-does not state an Article III case or controversy.” (Lujan v Defenders of Wildlife,
504 US 555, 572 [1992]). “Thus, a private citizen who does not show any special rights
or interests in the matter in controversy, other than those common to all taxpayers and
citizens, has no standing to sue.” (Matter of Meehan v County of Westchester, 3 AD3d
533, 534 [2d Dept 2004]). (See Diederich v Rockland County Police Chiefs’ Ass’n, 33
AD3d 653, 654 [2d Dept 2006]; Concerned Taxpayers of Stony Point v Town of Stony
Point, 28 AD3d 657, 658 [2d Dept 2006]). Plaintiff STRUNK’s complaint alleges
nothing more than non-justiciable abstract and theoretical claims. Therefore, the instant

complaint, failing to state any allegation of a particularized injury, is dismissed with

4.

BIRTHER CONFESSION - DCD 20-cr-165 PAGE 097 of 156



prejudice. (Silver v Pataki at 539; Mahoney v Pataki at 52).

Plaintiff Strunk’s failure to state a cause of action

Alternatively, plaintiff STRUNK’s complaint must be dismissed for his failure to
state a cause of action. The Court is under no obligation to accept as true plaintiff’s
complaint, full of legal conclusions and bald assertions cloaked as facts. (Ruffino v New
York City Tr. Auth., 55 AD3d 817, 818 [2d Dept 2008]). As noted above, in Morris v
Morris at 451, “bare legal conclusions are not entitled to the benefit of the presumption of
truth and are not accorded every favorable inference.” Moreover, plaintiff has failed to
plead any facts that fit within any cognizable legal theory. (Goldman v Metropolitan Life
Ins. Co., at 570-571).

Further, plaintiff STRUNK’s often rambling and almost incomprehensible
complaint fails to satisfy the pleading requirements of CPLR §3013 and CPLR Rule
3014. CPLR § 3013 requires statements in a pleading to be “sufficiently particular to
give the court and parties notice of the transactions, occurrences, or series of transactions
or occurrences, intended to be proved and the material elements of each cause of action or
defense.” CPLR Rule 3014 imposes additional pleading requirements that “[e]very |
pleading shall consist of plain and concise statements in consecutively numbered
paragraphs. Each paragraph shall contain, as far as practicable, a single allegation . . .

Separate causes of action or defenses shall be separately stated and numbered and may be
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stated regardless of consistency.”

In Sibersky v New York City (270 AD2d 209 [1d Dept 2000], the Court dismissed
an amended petition for its “complete failure to follow the dictates of CPLR 3013 or
3014.” The Sibersky complaint consisted of “seven pages of single-spaced, unnumbered
paragraphs, the import of which is unascertainable,” and the Court held that “[p]leadings
that are not particular enough to provide the court and the parties with notice of the
transaction or occurrences to be proved must be dismissed.” Complaints that do not meet
the pleading requirements of CPLR § 3013 and CPLR Rule 3014 will be dismissed if
“devoid of specific factual allegations™ and do not “indicate the maferial elements of a
claim and how they would apply to the case.” (Megna v Becton Dickinson & Co., 215
AD2d 542 [2d Dept 1995]). In Peri v State (66 AD2d 949 [3d Dept 1979)), affd 48
NY2d 734 [1979]), a pro se plaintiff’s complaint was dismissed for failure to comply
with CPLR § 3013. The Court instructed that “[a]t a minimum, a valid complaint must

include all material elements of the cause of action.”

Plaintiff STRUNK’s rambling, forty-five page prolix complaint, with its irrelevant,
scatter-shot morass of alleged historical references, virulent anti-Catholic rhetoric and
extensive political rant fails to plead his alleged causes of action in a manner that is
“sufficiently particular to give the court and parties notice of the transactions,

occurrences, or series of transactions or occurrences, intended to be proved and the
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material elements of each cause of action [CPLR § 3013]” and organized in “plain and
concise statements in consecutively numbered paragraphs [CPLR Rule 3014].” “While a
refined and attenuated analysis might arguably spell out a shadow of a cause of action,
neither the defendants nor the trial court should be subject to the difficulties.” (Kent v
Truman, 9 AD2d 649 [1d Dept 1959]). (See Geist v Rolls Royce Limited, 18 AD2d 631
[1d Dept 1962]; Safer Beef Co., Inc. v Northern Boneless Beef, Inc., 15 AD2d 479 [1d
Dept 1961]). In a case, such as this one, in which “the amended complaint is prolix,
confusing, and difficult to answer” and the complaint contains “a confusing succession of
- discrete facts, conclusions, comments . . . and considerable other subsidiary evidentiary
matter whose relevance to a particular cause of action is frequently obscure . . .
Defendants should not be required to answer such a jumble.” (Rapaport v Diamond
Dealers, Club, Inc., 95 AD2d 743, 744 [1d Dept 1983]). (See Etu v Cumberland Farms,

Inc., 148 AD2d 821, 824 [3d Dept 1989]).

Plaintiff STRUNK fails to plead fraud with particularity

“The elements of fraud are narrowly defined, requiring proof by clear and
convincing evidence (cf., Vermeer Owners v Guterman, 78 NY2d 1114, 1116 [1991]).”
(Gaidon v Guardian Life Ins. Co. of America, 94 NY2d 330, 349-350 [1999]). Mere
conclusory statements alleging the wrong in the pleadings are insufficient. (McGovern v

Nassau County Dept. of Social Services, 60 AD3d 1016 [2d Dept 2009]; Sargiss v
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Magarelli, 50 AD3d 1117 [2d Dept 2008]; Dumas v Firoito, 13 AD3d 332 [2d Dept
2004]; Sforza v Health Ins. Plan of Greater New York, 210 AD2d 214, 215 [2d Dept
1994])).

The Appellate Division, Second Department, in Giurdanella v Giurdanella (226
AD2d 342, 343 [1996], held that:

to establish a prima facie case of fraud, the plaintiff must establish

(1) that the defendant made material representations that were false,

(2) that the defendant knew the representations were false and made them

with the intent to deceive the plaintiff, (3) that the plaintiff justifiably

relied on the defendant's representations, and (4) that the plaintiff was

injured as a result of the defendant's representation.
(See Kerusa Co., LLCv W10Z/515 Real Estate Ltd. Partnership, 12 NY3d 236 [2009];
Small v Lorillard Tobacco Co., Inc. 94 NY2d 43 [1999]; Channel Master Corp. v
Aluminum Limited Sales, Inc., 4 NY2d 403 [1958]; Smith v Ameriquest Mortg. Corp., 60
AD3d 1037 [2d Dept 2009]; Cash v Titan Financial Services, Inc. 58 AD3d 785 [2d Dept
2009])).

Plaintiff STRUNK presents in his complaint fraud accusations that can be, at best,
described as bare assertions. He does not allege that he relied upon any statements of

defendants and fails to allege that he suffered any pecuniary loss as a result of the
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statements of any defendant. Actual pecuniary loss must be alleged in a fraud action.
(Dress Shirt Sales, Inc. v Hotel Martinique Assoc., 12 NY2d 339, 343 [1963]; Rivera v
Wyckoff Heights Hosp., 184 AD2d 558, 561 [2d Dept 1992]). The mere use of the word
“fraud” in a complaint is not sufficient to comply with the specific requirements of CPLR
§ 3016 (b) that fraud be plead with particularity. Therefore, plaintiff STRUNK fails to
allege the necessary elements for a fraud cause of action.

This Court lacks jurisdiction

Plaintiff’s complaint essentially challenges the qualifications of both President
OBAMA and Senator MCCAIN to hold the office of President. This is a non-justiciable
political question. Thus, it requires the dismissal of the instant complaint. “The
“nonjusticiability of a political question is primarily a function of the separation of
powers.” (Baker v Carr, 369 US 186, 210 [1962]). Under separation of powers, “[t]he
constitutional power of Congress to regulate federal elections is well established.”
(Buckley v Valeo, 424 US 1, 13 [1976]). (See Oregon v Mitchell, 400 US 112 [1970];
Burroughs v United States, 290 US 534 [1934]). Under New York law, “[t]his judicial
deference to a coordinate, coequal branch of government includes one issue of
justiciability generally denominated as the ‘political question’ doctrine.” (Matter of New
York State Inspection, Security & Law Enforcement Employees, District Council 82,

AFSCME, AFL-CIO v Cuomo, 64 NY2d 233, 239 [1984]).

The framework for the Electoral College and its voting procedures for President
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and Vice President is found in Article II, Section 1 of the U.S. Constitution. This is
fleshed out in 3 USC § 1 et seq., which details the procedures for Presidential elections.
More specifically, the counting of electoral votes and the process for objecting for the
2009 Presidential election is found in 3 USC § 15, as modified by Pub L 110-430, § 2,
122 US Stat 4846. This required the meeting of the joint session of Congress to count the
2008 electoral votes to be held on January 8, 2009. On that ddy, after the counting of the
Electoral College votes, then-Vice President Dick Cheney made the requisite declaration
of the election of President OBAMA and Vice President BIDEN. (155 Cong Rec H76
[Jan. 8 2009]). No objections were made by members of the Senate and House of
Representatives, which would have resolved these objections if made. This is the
exclusive means to resolve objections to the electors’ selection of a President or a Vice
President, including objections raised by plaintiff STRUNK. Federal courts have no role
in this process. Plainly, state courts have no role.

Thus, this Court lacks subject matter jurisdiction to determine the eligibility and
qualifications of President OBAMA to be President, as well as the sa‘me for Senator
MCCAIN or ROGER CALERO. If a state court were to involve itself in the eligibility of
a candidate to hold the office of President, a determination reserved for the Electoral
College and Congress, it may involve itself in national political matters for which it is
institutionally ill-suited and interfere with the constitutional authority of the Electoral

College and Congress. Accordingly, the political question doctrine instructs this Court
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and other courts to refrain from superseding the judgments of the nation’s voters and
those federal government entities the Constitution designates as the proper forums to
determine the eligibility of presidential candidates.

Justice Robert Jackson, concurring in Youngstown Sheet & Tube Co. v Sawyer
(343 US 579, 635 1952], in discussing separation of powers stated that “the Constitution
diffuses power the better to secure liberty.” Justice Thurgood Marshall, in his majority
opinion in U.S. v Munoz-Flores (495 US 385, 394 [1990]), on the subject of separation of
powers, quoted from Justice Antonin Scalia’s dissent in Morrison v Olson, 487 US 654,
697 [1988], in which Justice Scalia observed that “[t]he Framers of the Federal
Constitution . . . viewed the principle of separation of powers as the absolutely central
guarantee of a just Government.” This Court will not disrupt the separation of powers as

enunciated in the U.S. Constitution and articulated by Justices Jackson, Marshall and
Scalia.

Further, plaintiff STRUNK has failed to properly serve defendants, including
President OBAMA and Senator MCCAIN, pursuant to the CPLR. With numerous other
grounds present for dismissing the instant action, the Court will not elaborate upon how

plaintiff STRUNK failed to obtain personal jurisdiction over defendants.

Plaintiff STRUNK is precluded by collateral estoppel

Collateral estoppel or “issue preclusion,” as observed by Prof. Siegel, in NY Prac
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§443, at 748-749, [4th ed], “scans the first action and takes note of each issue decided in
it. Then if the second action, although based on a different cause of action, attempts to
reintroduce the same issue, collateral estoppel intervenes to preclude its relitigation and to
bind the party, against whom the doctrine is being invoked, to the way the issue was

decided in the first action.” In Ryan v New York Telephone Company (62 NY2d 494, 500

[1984]), the Court of Appeals, held that “[t]he doctrine of collateral estoppel, a narrower
species of res judicata, precludes a party from relitigating in a subsequent action or
proceeding an issue clearly raised in a prior action or proceeding and decided against that
party or those in privity, whether or not the tribunals or causes of action are the same
[Emphasis added].” Two prerequisites must be met before collateral estoppel can be
raised. The Court of Appeals, in Buechel v Bain (97 NY2d 295 [2001], cert denied 535

US 1096 [2002]), instructed at 303-304, that:
There must be an identity of issue which has necessarily been decided
in the prior action and is decisive of the present action, and there
must have been a full and fair opportunity to contest the decision now
said to be controlling (see, Gilberg v Barnieri, 53 NY2d 285, 291
[1981]). The litigant seeking the benefit of collateral estoppel must

demonstrate that the decisive issue was necessarily decided in the prior
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action against a party, or one in privity with a party (see, id.). The
party to be precluded from relitigating the issue bears the burden of
demonstrating the absence of a full and fair opportunity to contest
the prior determination. [Emphasis added)|

(See D’Aratav New York Cent. Mut. Fire Ins. Co., 76 NY2d 659, 664 [1990]; Gramatan
Home Investors Corp. v Lopez, 46 NY2d 481, 485 supra; Westchester County Correction
Officers Benevolent Ass 'n, Inc. v County of Westcﬁe&z‘er, 65 AD3d 1226, 1227 [2d Dept
2009]; Franklin Dev. Co. Inc. v Atlantic Mut. Ins. Co., 60 AD3d 897, 899 [2d Dept

2009]; Luscher ex. rel Luscher v Arrua, 21 AD3d 1005 [2d Dept 2005]).

Plaintiff STRUNK litigated many of the issues in the instant action in US District
Court, but also in the previously cited Strunk v Paterson, et al, Index No. 29642/08,

before Justice Schmidt. He acknowledged this, in § 2 of the instant complaint, by stating:
That this complaint is fairly traceable to the events and actions
leading up to the Party primaries during the 2008 election cycle for the
ballot access of the Presidential slates at the Névember 4, 2008 General
Election as complained of in the related election law case, Strunk v
Paterson, et al. NYS Supreme Court in the County of Kings with

Index No. 29642-08 before the Honorable David I Schmidt of Part 1

-33-

BIRTHER CONFESSION - DCD 20-cr-165 PAGE 106 of 156



as an election law matter. [sic]

As mentioned above, Justice Schmidt disposed of Strunk v Paterson, et al, Index No.
29642/08, on March 14, 2011, by denying all of plaintiff’s motions and noting that the

statute of limitations expired to join necessary parties President OBAMA and Senator

MCCAIN. Therefore, collateral estoppel precludes plaintiff STRUNK from pursuing the

instant action.

Denial of plaintiff’s cross-motion to consolidate

Plantiff’s cross-motion to consolidate this action with Strunk v Paterson, et al,
Index No. 29642/08, and transfer the instant action to Justice Schmidt is denied. Justice
Schmidt, on November 19, 2008, in Strunk v Paterson, et al, declined to sign plaintiff
STRUNKs order to show cause to enjoin Governor Paterson from convening New
York’s December 2008 meeting of the Electoral College, because “plaintiff is collaterally
estopped.” This refers to the Eastern District action dismissed by Judge Ross, in which

she found the complaint frivolous.
After a hiatus of several years, plaintiff STRUNK, by order to show cause,

attempted to amend his complaint. Justice Schmidt, in his January 11, 2011 short-form

order, denied this motion in its entirety.

Then, plaintiff STRUNK moved to reargue. On March 14, 2011, Justice Schmidt,

in a short-form order, denied reargument because plaintiff “failed to join a necessary
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party President OBAMA and Senator MCCAIN and the statute of limitations to do so
expired.” Finally, on November 9, 2011, H. William Van Allen, an ally of plaintiff
STRUNK, moved to intervene as a plaintiff to challenge President OBAMA’s placement
on the upcoming 2012 ballot. In his November 22, 2011 short-form order, Justice
Schmidt denied Mr. Van Allen’s intervention “in all respects.” Further, Justice Schmidt
held *“[t]his is an action that was commenced in 2008 and has remained inactive for

several years and it would be improper to allow plaintiff to raise new matters before the
Court after the extended period of inactivity.”

Plaintiff’s frivolous conduct

“A complaint containing as it does both factual allegations and legal conclusions, is
frivolous where it lacks an arguable basis™ and “embraces not only the inarguable legal
conclusion, but also the fanciful factual allegation.” (Neitzke v Williams, 490 US 319,
325 [1989]). Plaintiff STRUNK, as cited above, alleges numerous fanciful, fantastic,
delusional, irrational and baseless claims about defendants. The U.S. Supreme Court,

citing Neitzke, held in Denton v Hernandez (504 US 25, 32-33 [1992]), that:
A court 1hay dismiss a claim as factually frivolous only if the facts
alleged are “clearly baseless,” 490 US at 127, 109 S Ct at 1833, a
category encompassing allegations that are “fanciful,” id., at 325,

109 S Ct at 1831, “fantastic,” id., at 328, 109 S Ct at 1833, and
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“delusional,” ibid. As those words suggest, a finding of factual
frivolousness is appropriate when the facts alleged rise to the level
of the irrational or the wholly incredible.

In Denton, the plaintiff alleged that he had been repeatedly raped by a number of
inmates at several different prisons, all using the same modus operandi. The Court

concluded that these allegations were “wholly fanciful” and dismissed the claim as
frivolous as a result. In Shoemaker v U.S. Department of Justice (164 F 3d 619, 619 [2d

Cir 1998]), plaintiff alleged that the government and television stations conspired to: “(1)
broadcast information about his feces on national television; and (2) file and publicized
false charges of child abuse against him.” The Court, citing Neitzke and Denton,
dismissed the action as frivolous because plaintiff’s “factual claims are irrational and
incredible.” Another case applying the frivolous standards of Neitzke and Denton is Perri
v Bloomberg (2008 WL 2944642 [US Dist Ct, ED NY 2008]), in which plaintiff alleged
that a secret unit of the NYPD was attempting to kill him and his cats. The Court
dismissed the case, finding that plaintiff’s complaint has “a litany of sensational
allegations pertaining not only to the NYPD, but also to various arms of government, both
state and federal. Accordingly, Perri has not established that he is entitled to a

preliminary injunction, because his allegations of irreparable harm are unsupported and

bizarre.”
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Plaintiff STRUNK’S complaint, as well as his opposition to defendants’ motions

to dismiss, alleges that the correct interpretation of the natural born citizen clause of the

U.S. Constitution requires a natural born citizen to have been born on United States soil

and have two United States born parents. Despite plaintiff’s assertions, Article II, Section
1, Clause 5 does not state this. No legal authority has ever stated that the natural born

citizen clause means what plaintiff STRUNK claims it states. “The phrase ‘natural born

Citizen’ is not defined in the Constitution, see Minor v Happersett, 88 US 162, 167

[1875]), nor does it appear anywhere else in the document, see Charles Gordon, Who Can

Be President of the Uni(ed States: An Unresolved Enigma, 28 Md. L. Rev. 1, 5 (1968).”
(Hollander v McCain at 65). Plaintiff STRUNK cannot wish into existence an
interpretation that he chooses for the natural born citizen clause. There is no arguable
legal basis for the proposition that both parents of the President must have been born on
U.S. soil. This assertion is as frivolous as the multitude of alleged allegations outlined
above.

Moreover, President OBAMA is the sixth U. S. President to have had one or both
of his parents not born on U.S. soil. Plaintiff STRUNK and his fellow “birthers” might
not realize that: both parents of President Andrew Jackson were born in what is now
Northern Ireland; President James Buchanan’s father was born in County Donegal,

Ireland; President Chester A. Arthur’s father was born in what is now Northern Ireland;

-37-

BIRTHER CONFESSION - DCD 20-cr-165 PAGE 110 of 156



President Woodrow Wilson’s mother was born in Carlisle, England; and, President
Herbert Hoover’s mother was born in Norwich, Ontario, Canada.

Therefore, the prosecution of the instant action by plaintiff STRUNK, with its
fanciful, fantastic, delusional, irrational and baseless claims about defendants appears is
frivolous. 22 NYCRR § 130-1.1 (a) states that “the Court, in its discretion may impose
financial sanctions upon any party or attorney in a civil action or proceeding who engages
in frivolous conduct as defined in this Part, which shall be payable as provided in section
130-1.3 of this Subpart.” 22 NYCRR § 130-1.1 (c) states:

conduct is frivolous if:

(1) it is completely without merit in law and cannot be supported by a

reasonable argument for an extension, modification or reversal of existing

law;

(2) it is undertaken primarily to delay or prolong the resolution of the

litigation, or to harass or maliciously injure another; or

(3) it asserts material factual statements that are false.

Conduct is frivolous and can be sanctioned, pursuant to 22 NYCRR § 130-1.1 (c), if “it
is completely without merit . . . and cannot be supported by a reasonable argument for an
extension, modification or reversal of existing law.” (Gordon v Marrone, 202 AD2d 104,
110 [2d Dept 1994] v denied 84 NY 2d 813 [1995]). (See RKO Properties, Inc. v

Boymelgreen, 77 AD3d 721 [2d Dept 2010]; Finkelman v SBRE, LLC, 71 AD3d 1081 [2d
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>Dept 2010]; Glenn v Annunziata, 53 AD3d 565, [2d Dept 2008); Miller v Dugan, 27
AD3d 429 [2d Dept 2006]; Greene v Doral Conference Center Associates, 18 AD3d 429
[2d Dept 2005]; Ofinan v Campos, 12 AD3d 581 [2d Dept 2004]). It is clear that plaintiff
STRUNK’s complaint: “is completely without merit in law;” “is undertaken primarily

... to harass” defendants; and, “asserts material factual statements that are false.”

Several years before the drafting and implementation of the Part 130 Rules for
costs and sanctions, the Court of Appeals (4.G. Ship Maintenance Corp. v Lezak, 69
NY2d 1, 6 [1986]) observed that “frivolous litigation is so serious a problem affecting the
proper administration of justice, the courts may proscribe such conduct and impose
sanctions 1n this exercise of their rule-making powers, in the absence of legislation to the
contrary (see NY Const, art VI, § 30, Judiciary Law § 211 [1] [b] ).”

Part 130 Rules were subsequently created, effective January 1, 1989, to give the
courts an additional remedy to deal with frivolous conduct. In Levy v Carol Management
Corporation (260 AD2d 27, 33 [1st Dept 1999]) the Court stated that in determining if
sanctions are appropriate the Court must look at the broad pattern of conduct by the
offending attorneys or parties. Further, “22 NYCRR 130-‘1 .1 allows us to exercise our
discretion to impose costs and sanctions on an errant party.” (Levy at 33). Moreover,
“[s]anctions are retributive, in that they punish past conduct. They also are goal oriented,
in that they are useful in deterring future frivolous conduct not only by the particular

parties, but also by the Bar at large.” (Levy at 34).
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The Court, in Kernisan, M.D. v Taylor (171 AD2d 869 [2d Dept 1991]), noted that
the intent of the Part 130 Rules “is to prevent the waste of judicial resources and to deter
vexatious litigation and dilatory or malicious litigation tactics (¢f. Minister, Elders &
Deacons of Refin. Prot. Church of City of New York v 198 Broadway, 76 NY2d 411; see
Steiner v Bonhamer, 146 Misc 2d 10) [Emphasis added].” To adjudicate the instant
action, with the complaint replete with fanciful, fantastic, delusional, irrational and
baseless allegations about defendants, combined with plaintiff STRUNK’s lack of
standing, the barring of this action by collateral estoppel and the Court lacking personal
Jurisdiction and subject matter jurisdiction over many of the defendants, is “a waste of
judicial resources.” This conduct, as noted in Levy, must be deterred. In Weinstock v
Weinstock (253 AD2d 873 [2d Dept 1998]) the Court ordered the maximum sanction of
$10,000.00 for an attorney who pursued an appeal “completely without merit,” and
holding, at 874, that “[w]e therefore award the maximum authorized amount as a sanction
for this conduct (see, 22 NYCRR 130-1.1) calling to mind that frivolous litigation causes
a substantial waste of judicial resources to the detriment of those litigants who come to
the Court with real grievances [Emphasis added].” Citing Weinstock, the Appellate
Division, Second Department, in Bernadette Panzella, P.C. v De Santis (36 AD3d 734
[2d Dept 2007]) affirmed a Supreme Court, Richmond County $2,500.00 sanction, at 736,
as “appropriate in view of the plaintiff’s waste of judicial resources [ Emphasis added).”

In Navin v Mosquera (30 AD3d 883, 883 [3d Dept 2006]) the Court instructed that
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when considering if specific conduct is sanctionable as frivolous, “courts are required to
examine ‘whether or not the conduct was continued when its lack of legal or factual basis
was apparent [or] should have been apparent’ (22 NYCRR 130-1.1 [c]).”

Therefore, the Court will examine the conduct of plaintiff STRUNK in a hearing,
pursuant to 22 NYCRR § 130-1.1, to determine if plaintiff STRUNK engaged in frivolous
conduct, and to allow plaintiff STRUNK a reasonable opportunity to be heard. Further, at
the hearing, an opportunity will be given to counsel for defendants to present detailed
records of costs incurred by their clients in the instant action.

Plaintiff precluded from relitisation of the same claims

The Court is concerned that plaintiff STRUNK continues to use the scarce
resources of the New York State Unified Court System to fruitlessly pursue the same
claims. He is no stranger to litigation in Supreme Court, Kings County, Civil Term.
Further, plaintiff STRUNK has had several bites of the same apple in U.S. District Court,
which resulted in findings of his engagement in frivolous conduct with, as stated by Judge
Ross, complaints that “have contained allegations that have risen to the irrational.” The
Court should not have to expend resources on the next action by Mr. STRUNK that will
be a new variation on the same theme of defendants’ alleged misdeeds and misconduct.
The continued use of the New York State Unified Court System for the personal pursuit
by plaintiff STRUNK of irrational complaints against defendants must cease.

Our courts have an interest in preventing the waste of judicial resources by a party

41-

BIRTHER CONFESSION - DCD 20-cr-165 PAGE 114 of 156



who knows that his or lawsuit has no legitimate basis in law or fact and continues to
attempt to relitigate resolved claims and issues. (Martin-Trigona v Capital Cities/ABC,
Inc., 145 Misc 2d 405 [Sup Ct, New York County 1989]). The Court, in Sassower v
Signorelli (99 AD2d 358, 359 [2d Dept 1984]), noted that “public policy mandates free
access to the courts . . . and, ordinarily, the doctrine of former adjudication will serve as
an adequate remedy against repetitious suits.” Then, the Sassower Court observed, in the
next paragraph, that: “[n]onetheless, a litigious plaintiff pressing a frivolous claim can be

extremely costly to the defendant and can waste an inordinate amount of court time,

time that this court and the trial courts can ill afford to lose (see Harrelson v United

States, 613 F2d 114).”

Pro se litigants whom abuse judicial process have had their access to the courts
limited. In Spremo v Babchik (155 Misc2d 796 (Sup Ct, Queens County 1996]), the
Court, in enjoining a pro se litigant from instituﬁng any further actions and proceedings
in any court in the New York State Unified Court System, citing Sassowerv and Kane v
City of New York, 468 F Supp 586 [SD NY 1979], affd 614 F2d 1288 [2d Cir 1979]). The

Kane Court, at 592, held:

The fact that one appears pro se is not a license to abuse the
process of the Court and to use it without restraint as a weapon of

harassment and libelous bombardment. The injunction herein ordered
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is fully warranted to put an end to such activity . . . Commencement of
action upon action based on the same facts dressed in different garb,
after thrice being rejected on the merits and having been repeatedly
warned that the claims were barred by res judicata, can only be explained

as malicious conduct.

In Muka v New York State Bar Association (120 Misc 2d 897 [Sup Ct, Tompkins
County 1983]), a pro se plaintiff commenced a fourth unsuccessful lawsuit against the
State Bar Association upon various conspiracy theories. The Court in dismissing the
action, based upon res judicata, observed, at 903, that “all litigants have a right to
impartial and considered justice. Insofar as any litigant unnecessarily consumes
inordinate amounts of judicial time and energy, he or she deprives other litigants of their
proper share of these resources. A balance must be kept.”

Therefore, plaintiff STRUNK, with his history of abusing the civil justice system,
by bringing pro se actions devoid of merit against the same defendants, is precluded from
relitigating the same claims and issues which waste court resources and is enjoined from
bringing any future actions in the New York State Unified Court System against: the
NEW YORK STATE BOARD OF ELECTIONS, JAMES A. WALSH/ Co-Chair,
DOUGLAS A. KELLNER/Co-Chair, EVELYN J. AQUILA/Commissioner, GREGORY

P. PETERSON/Commissioner, Deputy Director TODD D. VALENTINE, and Deputy
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Director STANLY ZALEN; ANDREW CUOMO, ERIC SCHNEIDERMAN, THOMAS

P. DINAPOLI and RUTH NOEMI COLON, in their Official and individual capacity;
Father JOSEPH A. O’'HARE, S.J.; Father JOSEPH P. PARKES, S.J.; FREDERICK A. O.

SCHWARZ, JR.; PETER G. PETERSEN; ZBIGNIEW KAIMIERZ BRZEZINSKI;
MARK BRZEZINSKI; JOSEPH R. BIDEN, JR.; BARACK H. OBAMA, NANCY

PELOSI; the DEOMCRATIC STATE COMMITTEE OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK;
the STATE COMMITTEE OF THE WORKING FAMILIES PARTY OF NEW YORK

STATE; ROGER CALERO; the SOCIALIST WORKERS PARTY; IAN J.
BRZEZINSKI; JOHN SIDNEY MCCAIN III; JOHN A. BOEHNER; the NEW YORK
STATE REPUBLICAN STATE COMMITTEE; the NEW YORK STATE COMMITTEE
OF THE INDEPENDENCE PARTY; the STATE COMMITTEE OF THE
CONSERVATIVE PARTY OF NEW YORK STATE; PENNY S. PRITZKER;
GEORGE SOROS; OBAMA FOR AMERICA; OBAMA VICTORY FUND; MCCAIN
VICTORY 2008; and MCCAIN-PALIN VICTORY 2008; without the prior approval of the
appropriate Administrative Justice or Judge. The Court instructed, in Vogelgesang v

Vogelgesang (71 AD3d 1132, 1134 [2d Dept 2010]), that:
The Supreme Court providently exercised its discretion in enjoining
the appellant from filing any further actions or motions in the . . . action

without prior written approval. Public policy generally mandates free
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access to the courts (see Sassower v Signorelli, 99 AD2d 358, 359
[1984]). However, a party may forfeit that right if he or she abuses the
judicial process by engaging in meritless litigation motivated by spite or
ill will (see Duffy v Holt-Harris, 260 AD2d 595 [2d Dept 1999]; Shreve v
Shreve, 229 AD2d 1005 [2d Dept 1996]). There is ample basis in

this record to support the Supreme Court's determination to prevent

the appellant from engaging in further vexatious litigation.

(See Scholar v Timinsky, 87 AD3d 577 [2d Dept 2011]; Dimeryv Ulster Sav. Bank, 82
AD3d 1034 [2d Dept 2011], Capogrosso v Kansas, 60 AD3d 522 [1d Dept 2009];
Simpson v Ptaszynska, 41 AD3d 607 [2d Dept 2007]; Pignataro v Davis, 8 AD3d 487 [2d
Dept 2004]; Cangro v Cangro, 288 AD2d 417 [2d Dept 2001]; Mancini v Mancini, 269
AD2d 366 [2d Dept 2000];'Braten v Finkelstein, 235 AD2d 513 [2d Dept 1997}).
Conclusion

Accordingly, it is

ORDERED, that the motion by counsel for defendants MCCAIN VICTORY 2008,
MCCAIN-PALIN VICTORY 2008 and Senator JOHN MCCAIN, to admit Todd E.
Phillips, Esq., a member in good standing of both the California and District of Columbia
bars, for the instant action pro hace vice is granted; and it is further

ORDERED, that the motions to dismiss plaintiff CHRISTOPHER-EARL
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STRUNKs instant complaint by: defendants President BARACK OBAMA, Vice
President JOSEPH BIDEN, OBAMA FOR AMERICA and the OBAMA VICTORY
FUND:; defendants MCCAIN VICTORY 2008, MCCAIN-PALIN VICTORY 2008 and
Senator JOHN MCCAIN; defendants MARK BRZEZINSKI and IAN BRZEZINSKI;
defendant Representative NANCY PELOSI; defendant GEORGE SOROS; defendants
THE SOCIALIST WORKERS PARTY and ROGER CALERO; defendant Speaker
JOHN BOEHNER; defendant ZBIGNIEW BRZEZINSKI; defendants Father JOSEPH A.
O’HARE, S.J., Father JOSEPH P. PARKES, S.J. and FREDERICK A. O. SCHWARZ,
JR.; defendant PENNY PRITZKER; and defendant PETER G. PETERSEN; are all
granted, with the instant complaint dismissed with prejudice; and it is further

ORDERED, that the cross-motion of plaintiff CHRISTOPHER EARIL-STRUNK
to consolidate the instant action with Strunk v Paterson, et al, Index No. 29642/08, before
Justice David Schmidt, is denied; and it is further

ORDERED, that plaintiff CHRISTOPHER EARL-STRUNK is hereby enjoined
from commencing any future actions in the New York State Unified Court System
against: the NEW YORK STATE BOARD OF ELECTIONS, JAMES A. WALSH/ Co-
Chair, DOUGLAS A. KELLNER/Co-Chair, EVELYN J. AQUILA/Commissioner,
GREGORY P. PETERSON/Commissioner, Deputy Director TODD D. VALENTINE,
and Deputy Director STANLY ZALEN; ANDREW CUOMO, ERIC SCHNEIDERMAN,

THOMAS P. DINAPOLI and RUTH NOEMI COLON, in their Official and individual

-46-

BIRTHER CONFESSION - DCD 20-cr-165 PAGE 119 of 156



capacity; Father JOSEPH A. O’HARE, S.J.; Father JOSEPH P. PARKES, S.J.;
F REDERICK A. O. SCHWARZ, JR.; PETER G. PETERSEN; ZBIGNIEW KAIMIERZ
BRZEZINSKI; MARK BRZEZINSKI; JOSEPH R. BIDEN, JR.; BARACK H. OBAMA,
NANCY PELOSI; the DEOMCRATIC STATE COMMITTEE OF THE STATE OF
NEW YORK; the STATE COMMITTEE OF THE WORKING FAMILIES PARTY OF
NEW YORK STATE; ROGER CALERO; the SOCIALIST WORKERS PARTY; [ANJ.
BRZEZINSKI; JOHN SIDNEY MCCAIN III; JOHN A. BOEHNER; the NEW YORK
STATE REPUBLICAN STATE COMMITTEE,; the NEW YORK STATE COMMITTEE
OF THE INDEPENDENCE PARTY; the STATE COMMITTEE OF THE
CONSERVATIVE PARTY OF NEW YORK STATE; PENNY S. PRITZKER;
GEORGE SOROS; OBAMA FOR AMERICA; OBAMA VICTORY FUND; MCCAIN
VICTORY 2008; and MCCAIN-PALIN VICTORY 2008; without prior approval of the
appropriate Administrative Justice or Judge; and it is further

ORDERED, that any violation of the above injunction by CHRISTOPHER-EARL
STRUNK may subject CHRISTOPHER-EARL STRUNK to costs, sanctions and
contempt proceedings; and it is further

ORDERED, that it appearing that plaintiff CHRISTOPHER EARL-STRUNK,
engaged in “frivolous conduct,” as defined in the Rules of the Chief Administrator, 22
NYCRR § 130-1.1 (¢), and that pursuant to the Rules of the Chief Administrator, 22

NYCRR § 130.1.1 (d), “[a]n award of costs or the imposition of sanctions may be made
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... upon the court's own initiative, after a reasonable opportunity to be heard,” this Court
will conduct a hearing affording plaintiff CHRISTOPHER EARL-STRUNK “a
reasonable opportunity to be heard” and counsel for all defendants may present to the
Court detailed records of costs incurred by their clients in the instant action, before me in
Part 27, on Monday, May 7, 2012, at 2:30 P.M., in Room 479, 360 Adams Street,
Brooklyn, NY 11201; and it is further |

ORDERED, that Ronald D. Bratt, Esq., my Principal Law Clerk, is directed to serve
this order by first-class mail, upon CHRISTOPHER EARL-STRUNK, 593 Vanderbilt
Avenue, # 281, Brooklyn, New York, 11238 and upon counsel for all defendants in this
action.

This constitutes the Decision and Order of the Court.

HON. ARFHUR M. SCHACK
J. S.C.

HON. ARTHUR M. SCHACKJS C
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
Plaintiff,
V. Criminal Action No. 20-165-JEB
KEVIN CLINESMITH,

Defendant.

CHRISTOPHER EARL STRUNK, EXECUTOR AND SETTLOR FOR THE EXPRESS
DEED IN TRUST TO THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, MAKES THIS BIRTHER
CONFESSION AS TO OUTRAGEOUS ACTS OF FACTITIOUS DISORDER IMPOSED
ON ANOTHER, IN LIEU OF EQUAL TREATMENT OF A 18 USC §1001 CURE TO
CONVICT SENIOR EXECUTIVE SERVICE SCAPEGOAT DEFENDANT ALSO
KNOWN AS KEVIN CLINESMITH, PROFFERS THE CRIMINAL ACCESSORY
INFORMATION EXPERTISE AND INSIGHT FOR JAMES EMANUEL BOASBERG'S
SECRET SOCIETY LIES AND CONCEALMENT IN U.S. SENATE CONFIRMATION

EXHIBIT 4
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
Plaintiff,
V. Criminal Action No. 20-165-JEB
KEVIN CLINESMITH,

Defendant.

CHRISTOPHER EARL STRUNK, EXECUTOR AND SETTLOR FOR THE EXPRESS
DEED IN TRUST TO THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, MAKES THIS BIRTHER
CONFESSION AS TO OUTRAGEOUS ACTS OF FACTITIOUS DISORDER IMPOSED
ON ANOTHER, IN LIEU OF EQUAL TREATMENT OF A 18 USC §1001 CURE TO
CONVICT SENIOR EXECUTIVE SERVICE SCAPEGOAT DEFENDANT ALSO
KNOWN AS KEVIN CLINESMITH, PROFFERS THE CRIMINAL ACCESSORY
INFORMATION EXPERTISE AND INSIGHT FOR JAMES EMANUEL BOASBERG'S
SECRET SOCIETY LIES AND CONCEALMENT IN U.S. SENATE CONFIRMATION
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8/21/2020

Americans for Innovation: OUTRAGEOUS DISCOVERY: NEW FISA COURT JUDGE JAMES E. BOASBERG FALSIFIED HIS SENATE ...

Georgetown, George Washington University, Stanford
and Princeton. That would out a serious dent in the Privy
Council/Senior Executive Service (SES) choke hold on the
American Republic.

OXFORD RHODES SCHOLARS ARE
DIRECTED BY MEMBERS OF THE
PILGRIMS SOCIETY WHO ALSO RUN MI6

Second, the Oxford Union during Boasberg’s time was led
by Pilgrims Society-MI6 students Roland Rudd, Neil
Sherlock and Anthony Goodman.

Roland Rudd is tied to Facebook, Alisher Usmanov and
the BBC to whom he likely fed stories.

Neil Sherlock is tied to KPMG, PWC, Facebook, Sir Nick
Clegg, Carnegie Trust and the Pilgrims Society.

Anthony Goodman is tied to The Conference Board (NY),
Financial Times, SDX and Pilgrims Society consulting.

The American public needs to know about these Oxford
University globalists with whom Judge Boasberg is
associated, but failed to disclose in his Senate Judicial
Committee confirmation hearing.

BOASBERG'S 7HE /SIS ASSOCIATION TIES
HIM TO THE GLOBALIST AGENDA OF THE
PILGRIMS SOCIETY EMPIRE PRESS UNION
(FOUNDER OF MI6, MI5 & GCHQ). THIS
IS THE BRITISH-AMERICAN
MOCKINGBIRD MAINSTREAM PRESS

The ISIS magazine is believed to be the oldest
continuously published magazine in Britain (since 1892).
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46. Amber H, Rover, aka Amber L,
Hagy aka Amber Hatfield (Weil
Gotshal LLP; Judge Kimberly A.
Moore's former client)

47, Edward R. Reines (Weil Gotschal)
48, Trish Harris (DC Bar Association)

49. Elizabeth A, Herman (DC Bar
Association)

50. Elizabeth J. Branda (DC Bar
Association)

51 David J. Kappos (former Patent
Office Director; former IBM chief
intellectual property counsel;
ordered unprecedented 3rd reexam
of Leader Technologies' patent;
Obama political appointee)

52. Preetinder ("Preet") Bharara
(U.S. Attorney Ceglia v. Zuckerberg;
formerly of Gibson & Dunn LLP;
protects Zuckerberg)

53 Thomas J. Kim (SEC Chief
Counsel)

54. Anne Krauskopf (SEC Special Sr.
Counsel)

55. John G. Roberts, Jr. (Chief
Justice, U.S. Supreme Court)

56. Jan Horbaly (Federal Circuit,
Clerk of Court)

57. Kimberly A. Moore (Judge,
Federal Circuit)

58. Matthew J. Moore (Latham &
Watkins LLP; husband of Judge
Kimberly A. Moore)

59. Kathryn "Kathy" Ruemmler
(Latham & Watkins LLP; White
House counsel)

60. Evan J, Wallach (Judge, Federal
Circuit)

61 Alan D. Lourie (Judge, Federal
Cireuit)

62. Randall R. Rader (Chief Judge,
Federal Circuit)

63. Terence P. Stewart (Federal
Cireuit Bar Association)

64. Leonard P. Stark (Judge,
Delaware U.S. Distriet Court)

65. Richard J. Arcara (Judge, N.Y.
Western District, Ceglia v. Holder et
al)

66. Allen R. MacDonald
(Administrative Judge, U.S. Patent
Office)

67. Stephen C. Siu (Administrative
Judge, U.S. Patent Office)

68. Meredith C. Petravick
(Administrative Judge, U.S, Patent
Office)

69. James T. Moore (Administratie
Judge, U.S. Patent Office)

70. Pinchus M. Laufer (Sr. Counsel,
Patent Trial and Appeal Board,
PTAB)

71, Kimberly Jordan (Counsel,
Patent Trial and Appeal Board,
PTAB)

72, Daniel J. Ryman (Counsel, Patent
Trial and Appeal Board, PTAB)

73. William J. Stoffel (Counsel,
Patent Trial and Appeal Board,
FTAE)

74. James C. Payne (Counsel, Patent
Trial and Appeal Board, PTAB)

75. Deandra M. Hughes (Examiner,
Leader v. Facebool: reexamination)

76, Kathryn Walsh Siehndel (FOIA
Counsel, U.S. Patent Office - bio and
conflicts log concealed)

https:/famericans4innovation.blogspot.com/2020/01/outrageous-discovery-new-fisa-court. himl#impeach-boasberg-and-roberts

PAGE 143 of 156

1831



BIRTHER CONFESSION - DCD 20-cr-165 PAGE 144 of 156



BIRTHER CONFESSION - DCD 20-cr-165 PAGE 145 of 156



BIRTHER CONFESSION - DCD 20-cr-165 PAGE 146 of 156



BIRTHER CONFESSION - DCD 20-cr-165 PAGE 147 of 156



BIRTHER CONFESSION - DCD 20-cr-165 PAGE 148 of 156



BIRTHER CONFESSION - DCD 20-cr-165 PAGE 149 of 156



BIRTHER CONFESSION - DCD 20-cr-165 PAGE 150 of 156



BIRTHER CONFESSION - DCD 20-cr-165 PAGE 151 of 156



BIRTHER CONFESSION - DCD 20-cr-165 PAGE 152 of 156



BIRTHER CONFESSION - DCD 20-cr-165 PAGE 153 of 156



BIRTHER CONFESSION - DCD 20-cr-165 PAGE 154 of 156



BIRTHER CONFESSION - DCD 20-cr-165 PAGE 155 of 156



BIRTHER CONFESSION - DCD 20-cr-165 PAGE 156 of 156



	18 U.S. Code § 1001. Statements or entries generally
	Blank Page



