


































































































































1 EXHIBIT 66 

2 CalVCB Application: Application for Victim Compensation with Evidence of 

3 Pecuniary Damages and LAPD / FBI Reports; .PDF on CD (Cover Sheet) 

4 Date: 6-6-2017 

5 

6 Index of21 page .PDF: 

7 

8 1) Cover Letter = 4 pages

9 

10 2) CalVCB Application = 7 Pages

11 

12 3) Copy of Policy Report= 1 Page (Should Have 46 Pages of RICO Attached)

13 

14 4) Photograph of Law Enforcement Business Cards

15 

16 5) Photograph Proof of EEOC Charges & FBI Appointment

17 

18 6) Receipt / Life Insurance Loan

19 

20 7) Receipt / Car Title Loan

21 

22 8) Copy of Exhibit 34 = Loan Fraud

23 9) Copy of Exhibit 35 = Phishing Attempts

24 10) Copy of Exhibit 39 = Timeline

25 11) Copy of Exhibit 46 = Chase Indemnity Fraud

26 

27 12) Copy of Business License

28 
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EXHIBIT 67
More Than Reasonable Cause To Question Impartiality: 
Evidence of intential attempts by Judge MWF to publicize sealed exhibits and 
intentional and irrelevant trick order given without notice in attempt to invalidate
those exhibits after several attempts to unfairly reject the evidence and then finally
ordering it to be sealed.
Date: 01-23-2018Date: 01-23-2018

Summary: This exhibit contains three images: 1) Email notice and intentional 
“222” number hack/harrasment playing into issues Plaintiff wrote about in the 
complaint and exhibitss, 2) Docket entry filed by Judge/Clerk giving short-lived
and illegal notice that sealed exhibits were available for public review, 3) Screen
shot of docket entry #110, which unlike all of the other one hundred and twenty 
something entries up to this point, does not link to a .pdf and did not deliver 
electronic notice by email.electronic notice by email.
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EXHIBIT 68
Simple Background Checks On Judges: 
Proof that Plaintiff did research about the judges and that statements are both more 
than reasonable and supported by clear and convincing facts and evidence.
Date: 01-23-2018

Summary: Plaintiff alleges that first page of search results bring up plenty of sites
with information in support of Plaintiwith information in support of Plaintiff’s statements about Judges.  Screen shots 
from Wikipedia.org reveal the unconcealed fact that MWF is a [crooked] 
homosexual and that PLA held a position of authority at the religious legal 
organization.  There were limited search results about these judges when they were 
first assigned to this case, which was an attempted stall tactic that failed at luring
Plaintiff into filing regular motions and causing resource draining delays.  Judge 
PA is known to lag and it was probably conspired months ago that he would rule 
against inevitable motion for disqualification.against inevitable motion for disqualification.

BAD RELIGION
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EXHIBIT 69
Decline of Transfer Order: 
“The case is not related to the 2014 case.  The 2014 case was closed in 2014, had
different claims and defendants, and was handled by now retired Judge King and
Judge Kenton [both suspected by Plaintiff to be corrupt, bribed, and retired by
Defendants]” - Judge Fredrick F. Mumm (FFM)
Date: 01-22-2018Date: 01-22-2018

Summary: Evidence that District Judge PA tried to both recuse the dishonorable 
MWF and fraudulently damage Plaintiff’s case by attempting to transfer the case 
back to previously suspected to be corrupt Judge FFM before issuing an order that 
clearly fails to consider the material facts.  The 2014 complaint was much more 
similar, but still not identical to the cases in filed in Superior Court.  This case is at 
least four times more different than anyhing previously filed and the “Transfer 
Order Declined” document stands as evidence from another judge, who just Order Declined” document stands as evidence from another judge, who just 
redeemed himself, that this case is not identical and therefore res judicata is void.




