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Appendix R 
 
A Forum for Actions Subject to Strict Scrutiny Standard of Judicial Review 

 (Facts Necessary to Understand Petitions) 
or as parts of the record that may be essential to understand the matters set forth in the petition 

______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
FACT: Respondent’s decision to exclude Petitioner’s legal premises and arguments from her legal 

discussion in ECF. No. 93 is unreasonable, advancing viewpoint based discrimination in 
a forum for actions subject to strict scrutiny standard of judicial review.  

 
FACT: Respondent’ invidious vantage point, being an espoused perspective of the law and facts,  

and not within the practice of the law, is neither of a compelling government interest, 
forsaking First Amendment claims for reliefs or remedy sought, nor of a narrowly tailored 
legal reason for excluding Petitioner’s viewpoints or of his sincerely held religious beliefs.  

 
FACT: The record demonstrates beyond dispute, this bias dictum of Respondent’s discretions to  

excluded Petitioner’s presented facts, legal premises and arguments, manifests the dangers 
of censorship and the abridgment of our precious First Amendment freedoms or of liberty 
within the law, itself. Such departures were based on the content of the message provided. 

 
FACT: These such departures, as listed herein above or vital departures from the law, favoring  

viewpoint-based discrimination with Doc. Nos. 1, 3, 28, 33, 34, 44, 45 or viewpoint-based 
restrictions with Doc. Nos. 69, 71, 73, 75, 92, as these documents were made in support of 
Doc. Nos. 44, 45. These activities of Respondent are facially unconstitutional, as applied. 

 
LAW: "It is not merely the sporadic abuse of power by the censor, but the pervasive threat inherent  

in its very existence, that constitutes the danger to freedom of discussion." See Thornhill 
v. Alabama, 310 U.S. 88, 97 (1940). 

 
FACT: Based on the Respondent’s implementation and construction of the Memorandum and  

Order, ECF No. 93 and its Order of Dismissal, ECF No. 94; it simply can be said or seen 
that there are no articulated “Standards of Review” maintained in ECF No. 93 or in the 
Respondent’s established practices of a “Legal Standard” in Petitioner’s case.  
 

FACT: Respondent’s Memorandum and Order, ECF No. 93 failed to legally articulate and aborts   
or provide a measure for “Standards of Review”. Respondent failed to set forth or uphold 
a known “Legal Standard” in ECF No. 94, thus, the Order of Dismissal is facially invalid. 

 
FACT: The Court’s forums, for public issue, as government speech is facially unconstitutional,  

when a forum for actions subject to strict scrutiny standard of judicial review is ignored or  
forsaken, or worse, accepted as the art of departures, disruptions, duplicity and discredit. 

 
FACT: The ECF Nos. 93, 94 are unconstitutionally content based, because it requires that the  

Petitioner, in order to assess accurately the law administered; to envision the standard of 
review &/or espoused a perspective of the law as a measure of the law within ECF No. 93. 
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FACT: Petitioner is left to the unbridled discretion of the Respondent, who is not required or is  
currently compelled to rely on objective legal standards or provide any explanation for her 
decision under the law. 
 

LAW: “The First Amendment prohibits the vesting of such unbridled discretion in a government 
official." Forsyth County v. Nationalist Movement, 505 U. S. 123, 133 (1992) (footnotes omitted). 
 
FACT: Respondent’s discussion in ECF No. 93, addressed:  
 

a. Sovereign Immunity  
 

b. Declaratory Judgment Act  
 

c. Anti-Injunction Act  
 

d. Exhaustion of Administrative Remedies  
 

e. Bivens claim 
 
FACT: Respondent’s discussion in ECF No. 93 and the law relating to a matter or cited for an  

issue of: d. Exhaustion of Administrative Remedies, and, e. Bivens claim are frivolous acts.  
 

FACT: Respondent’s discussion in ECF No. 93 and the law relating to a matter or cited for an  
issue of: b. Declaratory Judgment Act, and, c. Anti-Injunction Act are moot upon a proper 
judicial review of Petitioner’s arguments and legal premises presented to the Court.   
 

FACT: Respondent’s discussion in ECF No. 93 and the law relating to a matter or cited for an  
issue of: a. Sovereign Immunity or more accurately, Federal Sovereign Immunity Doctrine, 
capitulates substantive & procedural due process of law & Strict Scrutiny Standard of 
Judicial Review, inter alia. (Emphasis added). 
 

LAW: The reasoning is simple, a case of religion, law & liberty. If the permitted scheme, 'involves 
appraisal of facts, the exercise of judgment, and the formation of an opinion,' Cantwell v. 
Connecticut, 310 U. S. 296, 305 (1940), by the Judicial authority, 'the danger of censorship and of 
abridgment of our precious First Amendment freedoms is too great' to be permitted, Southeastern 
Promotions, Ltd. v. Conrad, 420 U. S. 546, 553 (1975)." 505 U. S., at 131. 
 
FACT: The Court’s Federal Sovereign Immunity Doctrine prevents, a duty that is imperative, or  

commanding the performance of a specified official act, legally impossible; or worse to 
correct a prior illegal or unconstitutional action committed by Real Party in Interest.  

 
FACT: This Dominion Theology, from a common law maxim, has effortlessly relinquished the  

rule of law of this Nation, sending to the legal graveyard seven meritorious causes of action 
involving various controversies that are substantial and concrete, that touch the legal 
relations of parties with adverse interests; with the Petitioner seeking specific declaratory, 
injunctive and other appropriate relief.    



R-3 
 

FACT: The Court’s Federal Sovereign Immunity Doctrine, in Petitioner’s case & its controversies  
advances the color of law, for law respecting an establishment of religion and its forums.   
 

LAW: “It seems equally clear, however, that the First Amendment will not tolerate arbitrary 
definitions of the scope of the forum.” See Arkansas Ed. Television Comm'n v. Forbes, 523 U.S. 
666, 690 (1998) 
 
NOTE: The following forums’ descriptions, places or instrumentality are regarding to: 
 

United States District Court, Eastern District of Missouri  
Thomas Eagleton U.S. Courthouse  
111 South 10th St, St. Louis, Missouri 63102 

 
FACT: The courtroom, is a Designated Public Forum for Protected Speech. The Petitioner has not  

entered into, nor allowed access to, nor conducted any legal matters within that realm of a 
forum. A vital forum, clothed with immense powers emits for all, equality before the law. 

 
FACT: The Courthouse, is a governmental building and designated area, and is a Limited Public  

Forum for Protest & Petition Speech, inter alia, of which, the Court is more qualified to 
discuss or pronounce, than, the Petitioner is capable of. Petitioner has entered through the 
Courthouse doors, only to be vanquished by the faithless or the fateful vacuum of legalism.  
 

FAITH:  The gates of hell and all its forces shall not prevail against the underlying legal basis or 
the grounds of the law and fact presented, if not, the rock upon Petitioner’s stands. Psalm 18:33  
It is a fact and precept, I do not hold with equality in all things, only with equality before the law.  
 
FACT: The Clerk of the Court, Office, – “in defining the forum…” is within the Courthouse and  

in the wide sense, an area open to the public for certain purposes, practices and speech, 
based on the exercise of a reasonable or permissible time, place, and manner restrictions. 
In a narrower sense, a forum proceeding according to the course of Federal statutory law, 
including the First Amendment and the Fifth Amendment of the United States Constitution 
thereby is governed by its rules and principles. In most cases U.S. Supreme Court doctrines.  

 
FACT: The Public Access to Court Electronic Records (“PACER”) is an instrumentality used for  

communication, still yet, is a nontraditional public forum or a public forum by designation. 
 
FACT: Petitioner, Real Party in Interest, & the Court used U.S. mail system for communications. 
______________________________________________________________ 

 
The Clerk of the Court, Office, – “in defining the forum…” 

______________________________________________________________ 
 
FACT: The Clerk of the Court, Office, the principle place or provided forum, is where Petitioner’s 
case of controversies, have been presented, published and expressed as his plan, in the freedom of 
thought, of choice or discussion as one’s practice of the law or as other First Amendment activity. 
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FACT: The Clerk of the Court, Office, – “in defining the forum the focus should be on the access  
 sought by the speaker” and is a traditional public forum for actions subject to strict scrutiny 
standard of judicial review, of the highest order, involving matters of the First Amendment. 

 
FACT: The Clerk of the Court, Office, – by long tradition or by government fiat, has been devoted  

to assembly, protected speech guaranteed and protest or debate is offered. It is where the 
freedom of thought, of choice or discussion as one’s practice of the law or as other First 
Amendment activity shall not be ignore, within the special nature and vital function of this 
federal workplace. 

 
FACT: Petitioner, is a teacher & student of the law; because of the content of his protected speech. 
 
FACT: Petitioner premeditated, protected and pursued his life’s work, liberty and his pursuit of  

happiness through the free exercise of First Amendment activities; as an unalienable right 
from his Creator, God (Jesus Christ) and of governmental authority, The Constitution of 
the United States of America, and its authorization of law made in pursuant thereof.      

 
LAW: The Court profoundly held in Cornelius v. NAACP Leg. Def. Fund, 473 U.S. 788 (1985): 
 
Although, as an initial matter, a speaker must seek access to public property or to private property 
devoted to public use to evoke First Amendment  
 
Page 473 U. S. 789 
 
concerns, forum analysis is not completed merely by identifying the Government property at issue. 
Rather, in defining the forum, the focus should be on the access sought by the speaker. 
 
FACT: The PACER system, an instrumentality used for communication, is an electronic public  

access service that allows users to obtain case and docket information online from federal 
appellate, district, and bankruptcy courts, and the PACER Case Locator. PACER is 
provided by the Federal Judiciary in keeping with its commitment to providing public 
access to court information via a centralized service. 

 
FACT: The Clerk of the Court Office, has published or allowed to be published Petitioner’s case  

4:17-CV-750 with the Court’s Pacer system. This Office and certain employees of the 
government, pro se lawyers for the Court, and data entry clerks have recorded, reported, 
misreported and misrepresented to the public, who used the PACER system, the petition 
speech and pure speech of the Petitioner.  

 
FACT: Petitioner protested this wrongful conduct or its activities to no avail or protection thereof.  
 
FACT: Petitioner, Real Party in Interest, & the Court, via the Clerk of the Court, Office manifests  

or invoked and used the U.S. mail system for communications, specifically used for the 
communication of information, ideas, messages or as written speech and of its expressions.  

 
FACT: Protected speech and its vast hybrid forums are not confined to thresholds of traditions.    
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FACT: By contrast, the mails and the letterbox are specifically used for the communication of  

information and ideas, and thus surely constitute a public forum appropriate for the exercise 
of First Amendment rights subject to reasonable time, place, and manner restrictions, such 
as those embodied in this case and its controversies. see Fed R. Civ. P. for such restrictions. 

 
LAW: “Not every instrumentality used for communication, however, is a traditional public forum  

or a public forum by designation.” United States Postal Service v. Council of Greenburgh 
Civic Assns., 453 U. S. 114, 453 U. S. 130, n. 6 (1981). quoting Cornelius v. NAACP Leg. 
Def. Fund, 473 U.S. 788, 803-804 (1985). 

 
FACT: The Clerk of the Court Office, has recorded, produced and will publish &/or present upon  

proper requests (via the internet or at location) certain legal documents, including but not 
limited to; complaints, pleadings, summons, writ, declaration, return, process, judgment, 
or other proceedings in civil causes or cases within any of the courts of the United States.   

 
FACT: The Clerk of the Court Office, will do the same for any criminal actions, or actions relating  

to a specific jurisdiction of the Court, with the exception of any matter concerning the 
Court, that is sealed by Court Ordered, or on a case-by-case basis for JUVENILE cases 
only, etc.  

 
FACT: Records are commonly sealed in a number of situations: 
 

Sealed birth records (usually for so-called closed adoption, in which the birthparents' 
identity is usually anonymous). 
Juvenile criminal records may be sealed Other types of cases involving juveniles may be 
sealed, anonymized, or pseudonymized ("impounded"); e.g., child sex offense or custody 
cases. 
Cases using witness protection information may be partly sealed. 
Cases involving trade secrets. 
Cases involving National Security Interests 

  
FACT: Petitioner’s devout religious belief, and practice, that “Thou Shalt Not Bear False Witness”  

but not self-evident, when the Court refused to act and the Clerk of the Court can act, with 
impunity, the usurping power of control of the pure speech of this Petitioner. Regardless 
of this fact, it will become the duty of the U.S. Supreme Court to establish a doctrine that 
will protect U.S. citizen and the forums chosen by them or by the Court, which forum is 
relevant; because the Court broadcasted on the world wide web (internet) this case and its 
controversies.   

______________________________________________________________________________ 
 

The Courthouse – A Limited Public Forum for Protest & Petition Speech 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
FACT: The Courthouse has content based restrictions &/or time, place, and manner restrictions,  

  as a limited open public forum for protest and petition speech, inter alia. 
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FACT: Petitioner’s constitutional rights, privileges or immunities, with laws made in pursuant  
thereof; shall not end at the threshold of the Courthouse’s doors; hence, vanquished by the 
faithless or a fateful vacuum of legalism; or in essence, for viewpoint based discrimination 
in the matrix of religious dealings.  

 
FACT: Petitioner’s constitutional rights, privileges or immunities, with laws made in pursuant  

thereof cannot be converted into a crime, offense, code or Fed. R. Civ. P., Rule 8 violation, 
thereby to chill speech or curtailing it.  
 

FACT: Petitioner’s constitutional rights, privileges or immunities, of protected speech (protest  
&/or petition) are prevailing versus establishing a permitting scheme of viewpoint and 
content-based restrictions on speech and/or allowing future viewpoint and content-based 
restrictions on speech, as an unconstitutional prior restraint on free speech. 

 
FACT: From the Courthouse or to the schoolhouse, although they do not have to open or maintain  

a limited open forum, however, once they do, they may not discriminate against a person, 
a class or Petitioner, a teacher & student of the law; because of the content of their speech.  

 
LAW: The Court in, Arkansas Ed. Television Comm'n v. Forbes, 523 U.S. 666, 677-678 (1998): 
 
"[T]he Court [has] identified three types of fora: the traditional public forum, the public forum 
created by government designation, and the nonpublic forum." Cornelius v. NAACP Legal 
Defense & Ed. Fund, Inc., 473 U. S. 788, 802 (1985). 
 
"The government does not create a [designated] public forum by inaction or by permitting limited 
discourse, but only by intentionally opening a nontraditional public forum for public discourse." 
473 U. S., at 802; accord, International Soc. for Krishna Consciousness, Inc. v. Lee, 505 U. S. 672, 
678 (1992) 
 
If the government excludes a speaker who falls within the class to which a designated public forum 
is made generally available, its action is subject to strict scrutiny. Ibid.; United States v. Kokinda, 
497 U. S. 720, 726-727 (1990) (plurality opinion of O'CONNOR, J.). 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 

The Courtroom – A Designated Public Forum for Protected Speech 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
FACT: It is truly best to understand the authority that stands above all things or best recognize the  

authority, that authorized by law or by its own definition; the forums or prayers for relief 
sought in this case of protected speech of religious beliefs & the sacred rights of conscience. 

 
FAITH: “God grant me the serenity to accept the things I cannot change, the courage to change  

the things I can, and the wisdom to know the difference.” This is true in a Court of Justice    
or just in the Kingdom of God; because the serenity to accept one’s own judgement or the 
judgement day by others as our day of judgment, is in the wisdom to know the difference.    
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What is COURT OF LAW? 
In a wide sense, any duly constituted tribunal administering the laws of the state or nation; in a 
narrower sense, a court proceeding according to the course of the common law and governed by 
its rules and principles, as contrasted with a "court of equity." 
Black's Law Dictionary Free Online Legal Dictionary 2nd Ed 
https://thelawdictionary.org/court-of-law/ 
 
What is COURT OF EQUITY? 
A court which has jurisdiction in equity, which administers justice and decides controversies in 
accordance with the rules, principles, and precedents of equity, and which follows the forms and 
procedure of chancery; as distinguished from a court having the jurisdiction, rules, principles, and 
practice of the common law. Thomas v. Phillips, 4 Smedes & AL t-Miss.) 423. 
 
Black's Law Dictionary Free Online Legal Dictionary 2nd Ed 
https://thelawdictionary.org/court-of-equity/ 
 
What is a COURT OF JUSTICE? 
According to Black’s Law Dictionary, a forum and/or a nonpublic forum set forth as:   
 
LAW:  
 
FORUM 
Lat. A court of justice, or Judicial tribunal; a place of jurisdiction; a place where a remedy is 
sought; a place of litigation. 3 Story, 347. Black's Law Dictionary 2nd Edition, St. Paul, Minn.: 
West Publishing, published (1910) 
 
NONPUBLIC FORUM. 2. A court or other judicial body; a place of jurisdiction. Pl. forums, fora. 
Black's Law Dictionary (8th ed. 2004) 
 
LAW: Venue is “[t]he territory, such as a country or other political subdivision, over which a trial  

court has jurisdiction.” 
 
FACT: It is unknown at this time by the Petitioner, if Respondent manifested her Memorandum  

and Order, ECF No. 93 and its Order of Dismissal, ECF No. 94, within the Courtroom,  
or as a COURT OF LAW or as a COURT OF EQUITY or as a COURT OF JUSTICE. 

______________________________________________________________________________ 
 

Petitioner Seeking a Hybrid Forum for Actions… 
in defining the forum, the focus should be on the access sought by the speaker. 

Cornelius v. NAACP Leg. Def. Fund, 473 U.S. 788, 789 (1985) 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
FACT: Petitioner understanding the legal important of establishing his physical presents inside  

the Courtroom, understanding in defining the forum, the focus should be on the access 
sought by the speaker.  

 

https://thelawdictionary.org/court-of-equity/
https://thelawdictionary.org/court-of-law/
https://thelawdictionary.org/jurisdiction/
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FACT: The law is so clear with a hybrid forum(s) for actions subject to strict scrutiny standard of  
judicial review regarding religious liberty, one would expect this litigation to prevail. 

 
LAW:  
 
The Religious Freedom Restoration Act of 1993, Pub. L. No. 103-141, 107 Stat. 1488 (November 
16, 1993), codified at 42 U.S.C. § 2000bb through 42 U.S.C. § 2000bb-4 (also known as [RFRA]), 
is a 1993 United States federal law that "ensures that interests in religious freedom are protected." 
 
FACT: Petitioner pleaded this statement in Doc. No. 2, brief in support of [OVC/Petition]: 
 
Plaintiff’s free exercise claims. See Plaintiff’s Exh. A- #3 & 4 in support of:  
 
A. It must be justified by a compelling governmental interest. While the Courts have never brightly  

defined how to determine if an interest is compelling, the concept generally refers to something     
necessary or crucial, as opposed to something merely preferred.  

 
B. It must be narrowly tailored to achieve that goal or interest. If the government action encompasses        

too much (overbroad) or fails to address essential aspects of the compelling interest, then the rule 
is not considered narrowly tailored.  

 
C. It must be the least restrictive means for achieving that interest, that is, there cannot be a less  

restrictive way to effectively achieve the compelling government interest. If the government enacts 
a law that restricts a fundamental personal liberty, it must employ the least restrictive measures 
possible to achieve its true goal. This test applies even when the government has a legitimate 
purpose in adopting the particular law. 

 
LAW: U.S. Supreme Court has held: West Virginia Sch. Bd. v. Barnette, 319 U.S. 624, 642 (1943): 
 
But freedom to differ is not limited to things that do not matter much. That would be a mere shadow 
of freedom. The test of its substance is the right to differ as to things that touch the heart of the 
existing order. If there is any fixed star in our constitutional constellation, it is that no official, high 
or petty, can prescribe what shall be orthodox in politics, nationalism, religion, or other matters of 
opinion, or force citizens to confess by word or act their faith therein. If there are any circumstances 
which permit an exception, they do not now occur to us. 
 
FACT: Petitioner seeking a forum subject to strict scrutiny standard of judicial review filed:  
 
Doc. No. 19, 
 

PLAINTIFF’S FIRST REQUEST FOR CONSTITUTIONAL RELIEF AND A MOTION 
TO CORRECT THE LEGAL STATUS OF THIS CASE DEFACED AS “CIVIL RIGHTS” 

AND/OR, IN THE ALTERNATIVE, 
FOR COURT ORDERED SANCTIONS AGAINST PRO SE LAWYERS OF THE OFFICE OF THE 

CLERK/COURT WHO VIOLATED PLAINTIFF’S FUNDAMENTAL RIGHTS 
 

____________________ 
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FACT: Petitioner seeking a forum subject to strict scrutiny standard of judicial review filed:  
 
Doc. No. 24, 

 
PLAINTIFF’S NOTICE AND REQUEST FOR A HEARING DATE 

____________________ 
 
FACT: Petitioner seeking a forum subject to strict scrutiny standard of judicial review filed:  
 
Doc. No. 30, 
  

PLAINTIFF’S NOTICE AND REQUEST FOR A DUE PROCESS HEARING DATE 
OR, IN THE ALTERNATIVE, 

AN INSTANT RULING OR DECISION ON CONSTITUTIONAL RELIEF REQUESTED 
PURSUANT TO MOTIONS AND BRIEFS FILED WITH THE COURT/Doc. Nos. 19 & 20 

____________________ 
 
FACT: Petitioner seeking a forum subject to strict scrutiny standard of judicial review filed:  
 
Doc. No. 38, 
 

PLAINTIFF'S FIRST MOTION TO REVIEW, ALTER, AMEND, OR VACATE ORDERS 
PURSUANT TO PLAINTIFF'S FREE EXERCISE OF PURE SPEECH OF RELIGIOUS BELIEFS 

AND/OR, IN THE ALTERNATIVE, 
FOR RELIEF FROM ORDERS PURSUANT TO FED. R. CIV. P. RULE 60(b)(6) 

"any other reason that justifies relief' 

____________________ 
 
FACT: Petitioner seeking a forum subject to strict scrutiny standard of judicial review filed:  
 
Doc. No. 46, 
 

PLAINTIFF’S REQUEST FOR AN EVIDENTIARY HEARING TO PRESENT 
EXHIBITS/DOCUMENTATION ADVANCING DUE PROCESS AND RESOLVING THIS CASE 

AND CONTROVERSIES “ON THE MERITS” NOT ON FORMALITIES 

____________________ 
 
FACT: Petitioner seeking a forum subject to strict scrutiny standard of judicial review filed:  
 
Doc. No. 49, 
 

NOTICE OF MOTION AND MOTION FOR CONTINUANCE OF THIS CIVIL ACTION 

____________________ 
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FACT: Petitioner seeking a forum subject to strict scrutiny standard of judicial review filed:  
 
Doc. No. 56, 
 

PLAINTIFF’S MOTION TO RECONSIDER THE COURT'S RULING OF JULY 11, 2017 
to correct clear errors of law and prevent manifest injustice under Rule 59(e), in conjunction 

with obtaining relief from a proceeding & Order pursuant to Fed. R. Civ. P., Rule 60(b)(1)(4)(6) 
OR, IN THE ALTERNATIVE, 

Federal Rule of Civil Procedure Rule 54(a)(b) and Rule 46- Objecting to a Ruling or Order 
 

____________________ 
 
FACT: Petitioner seeking a forum subject to strict scrutiny standard of judicial review filed:  
 
Doc. No. 64, 
 

PLAINTIFF’S MOTION FOR LEAVE TO CONSTRUE AND CORRECT THE RECORD WITH 
STRICKEN EXHIBITS ORIGINALLY LISTED & PRESENTED AS EVIDENCE (Doc. No. 3) 

OR, IN THE ALTERNATIVE, 
Motion for Relief from Nondispositive Pretrial Order of Magistrate Judge Bodenhausen’s (Doc. No. 8) 

____________________ 
 
FACT: Petitioner seeking a forum subject to strict scrutiny standard of judicial review filed:  
 
Doc. No. 80, 
 
PLAINTIFF’S NOTICE THAT THE DISTRICT COURT ERRED, AS A MATTER OF LAW & FACT 

WITH THE DISTRICT JUDGE ABUSING HER DISCRETION IN THE [AUGUST 18th, 2017 
RULING] (ECF No. 66) THEREBY EXHIBITING A WORK OF MANIFESTED INJUSTICE 

AND PURSUANT TO A RULE 60(b)(1)(4)(6) MOTION, IN CONJUNCTION WITH, 
PLAINTIFF’S RULE 54(a) HYBRID MOTION TO RECONSIDER VACATING AN ORDER 

____________________ 
 

Petitioner’s faith in strict scrutiny is the most stringent standard of judicial review used by United 
States Courts. It is part of the hierarchy of standards that courts use to determine which is weightier, 
a constitutional right or principle or the government's interest against observance of the principle. 

 
FACT: Petitioner seeking a forum subject to strict scrutiny standard of judicial review, because  

of these and other such activities of the Respondent, or by the Court, cannot take place 
within any U.S. District Court, or within any forum for actions subject to strict scrutiny 
standard of judicial review. 

 
See Petitioner’s filings entered into the Court’s Pacer system for germane documents. 
 
See Clerk of Court Office, Eastern District of Missouri stored in paper form for such Exhibits. 
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