
IN Tlv  UNITED STATES D ISTRICT COURT FOR THE
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF R ORIDA
W EST PALM  BEACH D IVISION

DONALD J. R'RUMP,

Plainhy No. 9:22-&-81294-AMC

V.
Dated: October 3, 2022

UN ITED STATES OF AM ERICA,

JURY TRIAL DEMANDED
Defendant

FILED BY Z D
.C.

0ST 2 3 2222
ANGELA E. NOBLE
CLERK U S DISI CI
s.o. oF F'LA. -w.p.B.

M OVANT-W TERW NOR (PRO SEI-lG I K. PATEL'S
TH IRD  AM EN DED D KT. 87

1, T.E., T.E RAJ K. PATEL, the undersigned movm t-intervenor pro sc, in the above-

named case, with a pending modon at Dkt. 36, hereby submit this %tp.. nmended reply

to Defendant-united States of America's Resportse at Dkt. 48, wltich is written to be an

addidon to Dkt. 60 (duplicate filing at Dkt. 61), or as my resporuse to Defendant's Modon

at Dkt. 69. L.R. 7.1(c)(2) (10 pages, f'ront and back). Amenlments. eeen: A men<ments

hir: Amen<menié

WHEREAS, ''Atlomey General Brewster explained more th>  a century ago, 'ltlhere

are two kinds of ofscial term s'...one kind of 'term ' refers to a period of personal service.

ln that case, 'the term is appm tenant to the person'...Another kind of 'term' refers to

ajxed slot of fipzd to which intlividual appointees are assigned...rfhere, 'the person is ap-

purtenant to the term'...ln other words, a 'term of office' can either run w1t1: the person

or witla the calendap'' United States p. Wilson, 290 F.3d 347, 353 (D.C. Cir. 2002) (quoting
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Ib er@ 57: U.S. (* 3. ',ï?12, 133 S. @t. 274* , 3472 (6:139 and,; 
,?p .

WHEREAS, the Presidendal Records Act, 44 U.S.C. jj 2201-D 09, makes the former

President a part of the Execudve BTD CIA, and m ore spee cally the Presidencp W ilson,

290 F.3d at 353 & Federalist 78; and,

W HEREAG, execudve privilege ''safeguards the public interest in candid, confidem

dal deliberadons witltin the Execudve Branch; it is 'hzndamental to the operadon of Gov-

ernmentw''' Trump v. M azars U.5., LLP, 140 S. Ct. 2019, 2032 (U.S. 2020: and,

WHEREM , all Presidendal data ''Iisl presllmpdvely privileged,'' Nàon v. Sirica, 487

F-2d 700, 716 (D.C. Cir. 1973)9 and,

WHEREAR, ''information subject to execttdve privilege deserves 'the greatest pro-

tecdon consistent with the fair adminiskadon of jusdce/'' Mazars, 140 S. Ct. at 2024 (quot-

ing United States p. Nixon, 418 U.S. 683, 715 (1974)); and,

W HEREAG, ''ltlhe laigh respect that is owed to the ofhce of the 'Chief Execudve...is

a m atter that should inform the conduct of the endre proceedinp'' Clinton p. Jones, 520

U.S. 681, 705, 117 S.Ct. 1636, 1650-51 (1997), and that there is a tradidon of federal cottrts'

affording ''the uM ost deference to Presidendal responsibilides Clinton, 117 S. Ct. at

1652,'' In re Lindsq, 158 F.3d 1263, 1280 (D.C. Cir. 1998) y'tquoting Nixon, 418 U.S. at 710-
11) (internal quotadon marks omittedl); and,

W l-lbTREAs, ''Itlhe authority to protect nadonal seclxrity informadon falls on the

Presidentz'' Dep't ofthe Nlzz.l/ p. Egan, 484 U.S. 518, 527 (1988), see also, e.g., Mumhy v. Sec'y,

U.5. Dep't of Army, 769 Fed. Appx. 779, 792 (111 Cir. 2019), & Dkt. 69 at 13; and,

2
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W HFXEAG, for purposes of Presidendal Records Acts the incllmbent President who

transitiorks to former Presidenl' is an ''agent'' of the people, Egan, 484 U.S. at 529, Feder-
alist 78, & Dkt. 69 at 18; and,

W HARIIAS, the Supreme Court has emphasized that privilege clnims, ''m ustbe con-

sidered in light of our ltistoric commie ent to the rule of law'' and ''Itlhe need to develop

all relevant facts in the adversary system,'' Nixon, 418 U.S. at 708-09 & Dkt. 69 at 9; and,

WHEREAG, ''liln the performance of assigned cozusdtudonal dudes, (Execudve

brancltl of the Government must inidally interpret the Cozusdtudon, and...-fhe Presi-

dent's counsel, as we have noted, reads the Consdtudon as providing an absolute privi-

lege of confidentiality for all Presidential commllnicadonsw'' Nixon, 418 U.S. at 703-4, 28

' 

( . '. gg y.U
.S.C. j 516, Vargasxk. . Unite: Aates, 1 14 Fe:.@l. 2+6, 244 (ê@14$ ( The gevernment

relianee en 38 U.S..' rjj 514 is misr4I.as.e.:G.'')' & seegenerallyDavu h. Strauss, ''Presidendal.Jx '. kr

Interpretadon of tlte Constitution/' 15 Cardozo L. Rev. 113, 113-135 (1993)19 and,

W HEREAS, in other words, ''execudve branch must interpret the Consdtution be-

fore it can dedde what to doz'' see generally Skauss, 15 Cardozo L. Rev. at 113-135; and,

W HEREAS, the Supreme Cottrt has ''rejectledl the argument that only an incllmbent

President may assert'' separadon-of-powers dnims, Nàon v. Adm'r of Gen. .sE'rps., 433 U.S.

425, 439 (1977/ and,

W I-IEREAS, there is an intem al, herizenlal an< vertila
,
i separadon of powers on in-

terpreting the Corlsdtufon witlùn the Executive Branch; and,

1. David A. Strauss, ''Pzesidendal Interpretadon of the Corusdtutioa '' 15 Cardozo L. Rev. 113, 113-
135 (1993), https:/ kchicagounbound.u 'clucago.edu/cp' kviewcontent.cp'?referer=c % sredl=l&arh-
clez/oo6&context=journal aruclesipresidential.
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W HRREAR, privilege and immtmides m ay be tlsed to sustain separadon of powers

inside branches of governm ent and acoss governments under the United States Consti-

tudon; and,

W HEREAS, the United States Deparpment of State is responsible for interpreting and

elaborating on the Privileges and Immllnides Clause, U.S. const. art. lV, j 2;

W HEREAS, the United States DeparM ent of State shows its elaboradon on the Priv-

ileges and Immtmides G ause in the United States Order of Precedence by the Office of

the Chief of Protocol, h% s:/ kwww.state.gov/wp-content/uploads/zozz/oz/uoted-

States-order-of-precedence-Febme -zor .pdf (revised Feb. 11, 2022) & U.S. const. art.

1V, 5 k and,

W HEREAS, the United States Department of Jusdce, the Attorney General, or U.S.

Atlomey Juan Gonzales, did not follow the United States Order of Precedence duly es-

tablished by the Office of the Cltief of Protocol, Id.; and,

W HEREAG, the incllmbent President of the United States has supported the United

States Order of Precedence housed by the United States DeparM ent of State Oo ce of the

Clzief of Protocol, which show s thét former President Trlzmp outrankq incumbent Atlor-

ney General Merric.k Garland, Id. & 3 U.S.C. jj 301 et sef/., an: Hellln@sweAh, 13% 6. lt

t 3473-74 Yreyençmis ''are net eleeted'' an: ''tïeeide for lhemselves, wilh ne review

ha1 arguments 1(.) wake an: hew 1e make lhem'' in defense sf 1he enaeled îniiialive,...

.hese same Ghargespo ul: be Ievele: wilh e .ual if net greater feree at 1he s .eeial yres

. 

(j j zotj , # g aeeuters just seusse ) an ,
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W I.Tb7REAS, thus, the United States DeparM ent of State and the United States De-

parfment of Jusdce are adversaries in ou.r system of rule of law, in order to create a sepa-

radon of powers and checks and balance, but cf. Doclrine of Comitp U.S. corust. art. lV, j

2, & 28 U.S.C. j516; and,

W T-IbTRUAS, the incllmbent President of the United States has not cleared, nor m ay

ratafy' tmconstitudonal ads to make them coxzsdtudonal/ breach of protocol; and,

W l4EI4EAS, the execudve Deparfments and its Heads have been created, by an Act

pf Congress, and appointed by the President, w1t1: advice and consent from the Senate,

Frqtag v. Comm'r, 501 U.S. 868, 886, 917 (1991) (discussing Heads and principal officers

of the execudve deparM ents); and,

W I-TRREAS, the Execudve Branch's ''interpretadon of its Iown) powers...is due great

respect 9om the othersz'' Nixon, 418 U.S. at 703-* and,

't 'J AfeiH :47&' ' -zACr,w c x : kV s k -#. . ' i i; ' ' :'>. # i - :' ' a '
kïc tkg.. E....R..EAS ? f.. tq,s.lm. qr. P res. l d. e nt .s.. r,ke..,xt.a-, !,'n$ , , a- .e1, u. , a.'I a. pgyh (.) r.! kyk te b. l n d. th e G eve rmxqio, e qt .l-pof.

' '' ;''*  ' ' I brlt> lions necwssav io earry eut >he d-rtles >f lheei,k1p .unlted. States 16 èpntraetua (#) . Jzga . , . -l1

; Q''9- .;# . '7' .''e v q - .e.,+k. - ' . ' ' ' 'j J - - â ?'*  ' - ' ' ' 1 ' ' ' ' ' - - 1 tt<
, 
n). .l.cq u e l e g.. a 1 (.) f-f, ' I e q,$ ,, I r4.e, lru d. 1 I n q.- I n C..(e).,.r?. ',q.- .re ss .UI nt 1t. e d. Sta tes Ce u rt ef F e d. e ra l @. l a 11 m s , T.h. ,.0.

kj e, ke r .A.. e,t , 3 '8 Ut . CS#C. tlt' jltj. 1 'j 4V(;) & 1 4:9 1 , S<c Ph ls m v. t4rn. IeMte d Staites , 3 1 t: F . 31 1 . 1.2 S= % ,. 1. 3: 64:!s :kp - . . . .

2. Unde.r the common law, the incumbent King may change protocol at-will against a former Head
of State or a preceding M onarch; those vested powers are embedded in the United States Cortstitudon and
remnin constant tmtil law flllly amended. Besides, as the com plaint and Atlom ey General's M errick Gar-
land's public, apolitical, and legal comments show, fnlrrentlp only a unit of an Faxectzdve branch has acted,
i.e. the Department of Jusdc&RB.1., ratlzer than the Executive branch as whole. Dkt. 1 at 10. To no surprise,
even against a former president, in order to legally condidon the peaceful trnnsidon of power, the Execudve
power is much weaker than of a common law King's. United States v. Providcnce Journal Co., 485 U.S. 693,
701 (1988) (more than one ''United States'' Ls ''startlinr l. M8lh'qb' Y/hiv' . hWlïb Xmtdivns v-. tpli. O ''S-i7#i@:
f4tjfff' :tv'.1' !jt)..j,.JJ.J-')d-(AIitti, .J.,, d- iss.ellj a:) (').ej.,rq@t,,.i,t.q!ï,-vs- ç/e.-il'k'.kq.yl t4.fagy. e-srgl eemmem Iaw'' has uyi . pqLy -= . z' .p .-. . . . . . . . . . .@,
'i rjjtAiqlstsl'
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*6 (Fe*. @ir. 2ê(e ), è. ê,,..p. supra, .. 15 n. 6, an* kut e/1 Hellin@swerth, 133 S. *t. at 2667

WHEREAS, ''(a111 powers of law enforcement...are assigned tmder ottr Corusdtution

to the Execudve and the Judidarp'' Quinn v. United States, 349 U.S. 155, 161 (1955).

THEREFORE, only a unit of the Execudve Branch, the current Attorney General, has

brought charges against former President Trump inviolation of the intenworkings of the

executive branch protocol, ordered by the incllmbent PresidentBiden, as housed by Pres-

ident Biden's subordinates, who are also either the Atlorney General's superiors or co-

equals on the subject-matter, in the United States Department of State.

FURTIVRMORE, the President, the courts, or the Executive Branch cannot mute dis-

dncdons of office, person, state, and government, as they are an elaboradon of the United

States Consdtudon Privileges and Immtmities G ause, wltich lays out the structure and

l f enforcement. P' efndexiterv. Greenhew, 1 14 U.S. 2*7:, 29@ (1 :84$ (Wlhe <islineliennes O

b tween 1he gevernpent ef a Slale and 1he State itself is im .ertant, an: kskalllq ke ebe

zz ' ' 
=
''' : ,1' p:d,jjerved. ) (underllïnekàd-, qdedl'

WHEREAS, in order for a federal district court of 1aw to have personal jurisdicdon,

tmder Fed. R. Civ. 12(b)(2), kaditional nodons of ''natural justice,'' ''fe  plap'' and ''sub-

standaljusdce'' must at all time not be violated, Mcfbncld v. Mabee, 243U.5. 90, 92 (1917),

Joint Anti-Fascist Comm. p. McGtmh, M1 U.S. 123, 123 (1951$ Breithaupt r. Abram, 352 U.S.

432, 435 (1957) (shock the conscience, traclidonal nodons of fair play and decencp indicia

of not a peaceful kansidon of power caused by Defendant-Dol is a violadon of the con-

sdence), Gonzales v. United States, 348 U.S. 407, 412 (1955) (''tmderlying concepts of pro-

cedm al regularity and basic fair play''), Jnf'l Shoe Co. v. Washington, 326 U.S. 310, 324 &

6
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326 (1945), United States v. Lovasco, 431 U.S. 783, 796 (1977) (due process embodies ''ftm-

damental concepdons of jusdce'' and ''the commllnity's sense of fair play and decencf')

(sec Federnlist 77, United States as a commlAnity), Cnty. of Sacramento v. Lewis, 523 U.S.

833, 847 (1998) (conscience-shocking behavior Ls ''so 'brutal' and 'offensive' that it (doesl

not comport with tradidonal ideas of fair play and decencp'') (abuse of execudve power)

(decencies of ''dvilized conduct,'' epitomized in U.S. const. art. lV, j 2) (bowing and

curtsy amongst and to state actors or the effect in otzr commtmity), & Sessions v. Dimaya,

138 S. Ct. 1204, 1212 (2018) (Tequiredby both ''ordinary notions of fair play and the settled

rules of law.''); ands

WHEREAS, kadidonal notiorus of naturaljustice states a former T.H. (T.E.) President

of the United States (T.E. President of the United States for a1l documents foreign affairs),

from the Natural State, is more fit th=  the current court (judge and Defendant) and the

Natural Order demands that the incllmbent Attorney General yield to pressing charges

against Plaindff, our former Head of State, see United States Order of Precedence-united

States Dep't of State-office of the Cltief of Protocol, U.S. corst. art. 1V, j 2, & Dkt. 60 at 2,

5, 5 n. 3, & 7; and,

WHEREAG, tradidonal nodons of basic fair play and substantial jusdce have been

violated, see e.g. Obergefell r. Hodges, 576 U.S. 644, 742 (2015) (harsh treatment is not fair

play) (gays and lesbians have been denied the Natural Order, pursuant to their adaieve-

m ents in dvil sodetp as the wealthiest commtmitp particularly, gay men, in the United

States; the sam e illness has entered state and governmental insdtutions, preventing the

7
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Natural Order, induding in governing the Defendant's dedsiorus) (Plaintiffhas been de-

nied righthil place in the aftermath of his honor's incumbency as President of United

Statesp & Pet. for Wdt of Cert. * 58-9, Patel v. United States, No. 22-5280 (U.S. 202-); and,

W HEREAS, even with explicit informed cortsent the Plaintiff cannot avail him self

before this courtbecause lais availment cannot overcom e the violation kaditional nodons

of fair plap naturaljusdce, and substandaljusdce as applied to the cottrt and any possible

naling by this court, U.S. const. art. 1V, j 2 & scc also United States Order of Precedence-

United States Dep't of State-ofsce of the Chief of Protocol; and,

WHRREAG, this court cannot atlac.h personal jurisdicdon to the Plaintiff as it would

violate the traditional nodons of fair plap natural justice, and substantial justice, and,

tlms, its opinion would only be advisory; and,

W I-IEREAS, in addidon, the corollary to Plaintiff's form er Presidendal privilege, im-

mtmity, is the cottrt's limited judidal review, Federalist 78, U.S. const. art. 1V, j 2, al't. III

(original intent), & amend. V. Marbury p. Madison, 5 U.S. 137 (1803).

TI-IEREFORE, tltis Court should dismiss sua sponfc under Fed. R. Civ. P. 12(b)(2), as

the Court does not have personal jllriqdicdon for Plaintiff, or Fed. R. Civ. P. 12(b)(6), for

failure to state a daim upon wltich relief canbe g'ranted, as there is no enforcement mech-

anism  to require the Plaintiff, the former Head of State and former President, who is also

Privileged, per tlze Natural State, and is Immune, per the Natural State too; the defiden-

cies can only be cured by new charges brought directly by tlte incumbent President, by

his own colm selor, rather than the innlmbent Attom ey General.

FURTHERMORE, the nodons of naturaljusdce, fair play, and substandal jusdce but-

kess castle doctdne, as generally applied, and Plaintiff's castle can llniquely, along with

3. https:/ /-ec-prod-requests.s3-us-west-z.amazonaws.com /W age-Gap-Appendh.pdf.
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the past Presidents, can withstand all forces except those direc'tly and consdtutionally

commanded by the incllmbent Presidents e.g. United States Secret Service orunited States

Armed and Space Force. See Dkt. 60 at 2, 5, 5 n. 3, & 7. This is also because due process

cannot override a Privilege or Immunity, and substantive due process is considerate of

Privileges an2 Immunities, pqr tile Federalist and Anti-Federalist contrau of the Bill of

Riglits, and the interest of the #oupàers' and Aroenàers to presewe the culture of our

Nation. U.S. const art. IV, j 2 & amend. XIV, j 2: cI. 1,- Lovasco, 431 U.S. at 798,. Feder-

list 80 (''It may be esteemed tl'ke gasis of the Union, tkat '/the citizens of each Vate shall9 
. - . . .

be entitled to ail the privileges anJ immunitiës of citizens of t4e several States.'' AnJ if

it be a jpst principle that every govemment OUGHY TO COSSESS THE kEAQS UF EX-

ùcùi-lkp l-rj qWN pRovlsioùj By'l'rs oWN kù'tHoRlTy.''); pet. f'or Writ of èert. *

58-9, Patel v. Llniteà States, No. 
.22-5280 (UIS. 202..3.( & compare U.S. const. art. IV, jj

j -'1-2z with U.S. const. art.VI, j 1 referrinq to Articles of Confederation (1781), art. lV, paras.

1 & b (';The ùetter to secure and perpetuate mutual friendship and intercourse among

1he people of the diferent States in this Union (i.e., Doctrine of Comity in U.S. const. art.

IV, j 21, the iee inhabitants ol each of these States, paupersf vag-
a
.
bo

.
pds, and

. ju-sitives

2 ';hom justice excepted, shall be entitled to aIl privileges and immunities of free cltlzens in

!he several Statesir..provided also that no imposition, duties or restriction shalj be laid

by any State, on the property o'f the United States, or eitker of them.
-
'' // ''FuIl faith and

Vedft shall be given in each of these Vates to the records, acts, and jpdicial proceedïngs

9
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of the cour'ts and magistrates of every other State.'') (l''magistrates'' replaced with ''citi-

zen'') (see Dkt. 21 at 1 3) (see alpo Patel v. United States, No. 1 :21-cv-O2O04-LAS (Fed.

CI. 202-), Dkt. 1 at 9-10 n. 6/.

UxoERn D.R.Cw .P.24, lhave a comm on question of 1aw or fad or interestin the

transacdon because a favorable ruling to the Defendant can violate my Excellencies, the

style/dtles, and my career and statesmanship by extension of tltis ruling amongst li-

censed Governmental actors, local, state, federal, and internadonal, who might sympa-

. . . 7 '' '.? ,..' , k . . ' '. Iu,l'lnlze 'w1 l'hls Cottrr't. sHu negn.stlt.utt.le
.ntaClolll', .

W HEREAS, the Supreme Cout't has held that a former President may not success-

fully assert executive privilege against review by ''the very Executive Branch in whose

nnme the privilege is invoked,'' Nixon, 433 U.S. at 447-48 & Dkt 69 at 8;4 and,

W HEREAS, exem tive Privilege and execudve Im m tm ity aTe corollaries, but distinct

concepts, U.S. const. art. IV, j 2 & nmend. XlV, j 1, c1. 29 and,

W HEREAS, asserting one necessnrily imputes the asserdon of the other, Id.; and,

W HEREAS, former United States President Trump may mssert execudve lmmunity

from  United States Governm ental force which is not tm der the command of tlae incum-

bent United States President, M .; and,

W HEREAS, in the happenings related to Nixon, 433 U.S. at 425, incumbent President

Gerald Ford was intimately involved inprosecuting former President Nixoa Id. & cf. Dkt.

1 at 10; andz

4. An F.B.I. cannot dnim executive Privilege agairtst the incqzmb. ent Attorney General, but a former
Presid. vnt can daim executi. vv Privil. ege (iv prvsidential Privil. vge) againsttheincxlmbentAttomey General.
Respecdvely, the independent concept of executive lmmunity appliess which favors the former President
against the irtfnlmbent Attomey General.

10
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' 

EAs here, as ilnlike in the happenings related to Nixon, 433 U.S. at 425, theW Hœ ,

incllmbent President is not intim ately involved against the prosecudon of President

Biden, PHH & rg. p. Consumer Financial Protedion Bureau, 839 F.3d 1, 12-13 (D.C. Cir. 2016)

(Madisonian presidendal conkol), see M organ p. United States, 304 U.S. 1, 22 (1938) (hold-

ing that it is ''not the function of the court to probe the mental processes of the lExec'w

t4ve)''), and Dkt. 1 at 10; and,

W HEREAS, here, the topics of docllments are related to foreign policp llnlike in

Nixon, 433 U.S. at 425, where, the documents were related to domestic policy; and,

W HFREAS more specifically and materiallp a former President/l-lead of State out-

ranks the incumbent Attom ey General in foreign reladons and diplom adc matter, wltich

are exclusively reserved for the President's recognidon, see 
xg&zcvwlly Providence Journal,

485 U.S. at 701 (more th=  one ''United States'' is ''staelingvl; and,

W HEREAS, the incumbent President, the United States Order of Precedence duly

established by the Office of the Chief of Protocol, and the Presidential Records Act show

that the form er presiden/ carry on offidal dudes, which com e w1t11 omnipresent privi-

leges and immllnides, wbich are absolute except at against an incllmbent President
,

Nixon, 418 U.S. at 703-4 & Scheuer r. Rhodes, 416 U.S. 232, 239, 241, 244, & 248, (1974)9 and,

WHEREAS, tlve Constitutional power of execudve Privilege and/or executive Im-

munity of a form er President, thus, may be lawflllly asserted agairkst the incllmbent De-

parM ent of Jusdce, U.S. cortst. art. lV, j 2 & amend. XIV, j 1, c1. 2, Murray v. Bush, No.

06-C-0781 * 1 (E.D. Wis. Aug. 31, 2006) (''whether the action is givolous or malicious, or

seeks reliefhnm an immune parfy, or fails to state a claim on wltic.h relief may be granted.''l

(italics added) (internal dtadorus omitted); c.f 28 U.S.C. j 1915(e)(2)(B)(iii); Williams p.

Holmes, No. 1:17-cv-00799-KOB * 1 (N.D. Ala. Sep. 5, 2017); Malcolm v. Cff.y of Miami, No.
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22-cv-20499-K1NG/DAMIAN * 2, 4, & 6 (S.D. Fla. Mar. 7, 2022); & Lister v. De'j of Treas-

zfny, 408 F.3d 1309 (101 Cir. 2005/ and,

W HEREAS, the Plaintiff can lawfully possess the dksputed United States records, 44

U.S.C. j 2202; and,

W HRREAS, the Fed. R. Civ. P. 8(c)(1) allow for the affirmadve deferkses of illegality

(Defendant's play in obtaining Presidendal Records), licerkse (U.S. cozkst. art. lV, j 2),

laches (Defendant should have acted qtticker if trttly suspidous of nadonal security), or

unclean hands (Defendant should have involved the incttmbent President of the United

States); and,

W HEREAS, this Court is in Comity with both Plaintiff and Defendant, and has the

privilege of serving each party in his/her/their individual capadtp Dockine of Comity,

U.S. const. art. 1V, j 2.

TIWREFORE, the Plaintiff isimmune from prosecudon from the Defendant, and the

Court should return a11 records to plaindff, President Tnlmp, and order charges againqt

I'he Honorable Garland for conversion, ''treasonv/''war /'/attac.k '' and rebellion or in-

sm rection. U.S. const. art. 111, j 3) 18 U.S.C. j 2381) & Providence JourAlfll, 485 U.S. at 701.

FURTIVRMORE, lm der the Cortsdtudonal Scdon, wltich starts, at a minim um , with

the corporate charters mentioned in the Declaradon of Independence (1776), the local,

excellent corporations and other local authorities have devolved power to the Federal

Sovereign, much m ore th*  the Sister States have to the Federal Sovereign; thus, the in-

terest in the trnnsaction is a check on the Devolved Sovereigntp Faithfully ordered by

me, the intervenor, and as a taxpayer. U.S. const. al't. lV, jj I-2 & art. W , j 1; Federalist

78; & 42 U.S.C. jj 2000bb et seq. See also Wltite House Office of lntergovemmental M fairs,

https:/ pww w.wlaitehouse.gov/iga/ .

12
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W HEREAS, barring subordinate Execudve Branch from reviewing and using the

dassified records for criminal invesdgates purposes is a meaningful way of protecting

''the confiden:ality of Presidential communicadoxts,'' Nixon, 418 U.S. at 705 & contra. Dkt.

69 at 10; and,

W HEREAS, the reasons Presidents or the courts allow independent personnel across

the Intelligence Commllnity to review the very same records for other dosely related

purposes but not the rem ainder of the Execudve Branch do not have to be revealed in

order to protect the confidentiality of Presidendal Records, Nixon, 418 U.S. at 705; and,

W HITREAS, technocrafs are the personnel acoss the lntelligence Community who

usually receive these records and whose narrow objedives are precisely codified, llnlike

in the not-independent Executive Branch were parisans, party members, former m em-

bers of Congress, and bureaucrats who are accountable to varying interests, such as for-

eign Heads of State and inter-governmental organizations and those hierarchies, are

likely to receive and be exposed these records; and,

W HEREAS, an affirmance of the default protectionist rule of Presidential Records

will allow the Republic to remnin One and intact, Nixon, 418 U.S. at 705, Providencelournal,

485 U.S. at 701, Nixon, 433 U.S. at 447-9, & Hein v. Freedom Hom Relifon Found., Inc., 551

U.S. 587 (2007) (Rather, they were ''created entirely within the execudve branch.. .by Pres-

idendal execudve orden'' (quoting Freedom From Religion Found., Inc. v. CJI/Y, 433 F. 3d

989, 997 (7th Cir. 2006)); and,

W HEREAS, the Department of Justice is not an independent agency of the Executive

Branch; and,

W HEREAS, here, the ''kial'' is of a former President, whic.h was not inidated by the

incllm bent President; and,
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W HU EAS, the enforcem entof Nixon, 418 U.S. at 7051 dW erent due to the advance-

m ent of technology; and,

THEREFORE, Preventing the United States Deparlment Of Jusdce from gaining ac-

cess to the material Presidendal Records is lawful, as well as the appoinM ent of the spe-

dal m aster, but the Presidential Records are properly retum ed to President Tnlmp at the

earliest convenience; if not, at lemst a copy of all records, as the Plnindff maintains his

presllmpdon of correcm ess tmdl proven otherwise. 
.

FURTHERMORE, this kansacdon cottld extent to local governments, a set of Devolv-

ers of Sovereigntp and interfere w1t1: localjurisdicdons' record keeping prae ces and the

privileges and immllnides of their agents, induding when those jttrisdictions were de-

marcated in another state.

W HEREAS, Dkt. 69 at 10-11 equivocates about the Executive B. ranch-generally with

the more specific terminologies of execudve Privileges and/or Immllnides applied to the

Executive Brandwincumbent-president and Execudve Branch-former-president; and,

W HFREAS, Defendant is unpersuasively arguing, that in addidon to its kespass to

a form er President's castle, its Governm ental llnit's needs are of m ore nadonal im -

portance th=  the status quo established by the Execudve Branch-incllmbent-president,

wlzic.h does not discriminate agairust the Execudve Branch-former-president-plaintiff, and

m ade publidy available through the United States Departm ent of State-office of the Chief

of Protocol (whether the Executive Br= G -Gnlmbent-Attomey-Generz is a state actor or

a governmental actor is irrelevant due to the order of precedence and the Execudve

Branch-infalmbent-president's establishm ent of the nadonal setnlrity agenda; nonethe-

less, these distinctions cannot be muted), Egan, 484 U.S. at 527; see also, e.g., Mumhy, 769
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Fed. Appx. at 792 (''The authority to protect nadonal secllrity informadon falls on the

President ldirectlyl.vl, M Dkt. 69 at 134, ./ofndexter, 1 14 U.S. at 29O ; and,
W HEREAS, the President is an agent, in the terms of the Presidendal Records Act

and Federnliqt 78; and,

W HAREAS, the courts must protect the President from aggression from unknown

sources within Executive Branch, wltich concurrently politically answer to varying inter-

ests, Dkt. 69 at 18 quodng Egan, 484 U.S. at 529; and,

W HRREAS, the courts must be sensitive to the inter-workings and inter-polidcs of

the execudve branch;

WIdEItEAS, hypothedcallp Execudve BrD G-G= bent-A/omey-Generz-Dol-

and-FBl could have been denied access to Presidential Records of Execudve Branch-for-

mer-president-Trump by Execudve Brr G -Gnlmbent-president-Biden; and,

W HLTREAS, therefore, the cllrrent happenings in the case-at-hand are appeasement

to vital pm'ts of the Government and possible polidcal parties and facdons the President

must appease, PHH Cotp., 839 F.3d at 1 & 12-13 (As the Supreme Cottrt has explained,

our Constitudon ''was adopted to enable the people to govem  themselves, through their

Pofndexter, 114 U.S. at 290 (''ln common speech and common apprehension they are usually
regarded as identical; and as ordinarily the acts of the government are.the acts of the State, because withirlih
e Iimits of its delegation of power, the government of the State is generally confounded with the Statet

. 

,#'Itself; and often the former is meant when the Iatler is mentioned. The State itself is an ideal oersont 
' 1ïntangible

, invisible, immutable. The government is an agent, and, within the sphere of the agency, q' 
r'f ct representative; but outside of that, it is a Iawless usurpation. The Constitution of the State is th jpe ei

imit of the authorîty of its govemment, and b0th government and State are subjec't to the supremacy ofi
the Constitution of the United States, and of the Iaws made in pursuance thereofa..This distinction is es
sential to the idea of constitutional government. To deny it or blot it out obliterates the Iine of demarcatio
i
jthat separates constitutional government from absolutism, free self-government based on the sovereign
' f that despotism, whether of the one or the many, which enables the agent o.f the Statljof the people rom
ltp dçclare and. r/rzqçq-that he.is th-e .s.tate; to s4y ''Llétat c'est mof.'''')
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eleded leaders/' and the Constitution ''reqttires that a President chosen by the entire Na-

tion oversee the execudon of the laws.'') (quodng Frcc Enterprise Fund v. Pub. Co. Acct.

Oversight Bd., 561 U.S. 477, 499 (2010): HellingsweAh, 133 S. @t. at 2667 (''They are fre

.e .ursue a .urely iyYeolegieal eemmitmentle 1he Iaw's eenslitutienaltity witheutthe nee .

.e iake œegnizanee of reseurœe eenslrainls, ehanges in public eyinien (Iinëlu*ing .e11

h i iens ef seëial euteasts, U.S. eenst. art. IV j 2 & amen<. XIV j 1 eI. 241aetering 1 e (i)r.l n , , ,

'k
er .etential ramifieat

, J,ens fer ether state prieritiesl,l'' (a . .re . ri'atien threu.gh genemiesj )k

United States v. Arthrex, Inc, No. 19-1434 * 23, 594 U.S. (2021) (Robe/s, C.J., The Con-

sdt-udonal hierarchy requires ''the exerdse of executive power (to remainl accotmtable to

the people.v); & Dkt. 69 at 18 quoting Egan, 484 U.S. at 527 (unauthorized persons); and,

W HEREAS, there is rule of law, the Courts must protect tl'te Execudve Branch-in-

cllmbent-president and the Execudve Branch-former-president from aggressions; and,

W HEREAS, the current acts are agmessions againstthe United States, found in some

W estem Hemisphere's- and Sister Common Lawjurisdicdons'- governmental faslnion for

coups de tat.

THEREFORE, the Court shottld enterjudgement infavor of Plaintiff,who is immtme

from  prosecudon by the Defendant-e . Gonzalez.

W HFREAG, inaddidon to Dkts. 21, 36, and 60, the Polidcal QuesdonDof% ine, tmder

Baker p. Carr, 369 U.S. 186, 217 (1962) (a textually demonstrable cozksdtudonal commit-

ment of the issue to a coordinate political department); ard,

W HEREAR, pursuant to the Polidcal Quesdon Docfrine the issue Ls reserved for the

Presidency direcLly, for the interest of maintnining Presidential Autonomy (i.e. in an ear-

lier drafl of the Declaradon of Independence of 1776, Thomas Jefferson addressed the
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Grievances against the Parliament, wltic.h he thought caused the denial of the Olive

Branch-freaty; but, 'l'he Kingwas sti11 giving power to Parliament), compal'e Original Draft

(''we utterly dissolve all polidcal connecdon wlzich may heretofore have subsisted be-

tvveen us and the people or parliament of Great Britain: and finally we do assert and

declare these colonies to be free and independent states, and that as free and independent

states, they have f=ll povvxer to levy war, conclude peace, conkact alliances, establish com-

merce, and to do a11 other acts and fbings wltic.h independent states may of right do.'')

with Final DI.J. t;6 and,

W HEREAS, Robert Yates, who refused to sign the United States Cozkstitution

thought that the judiciary wottld be able ''to mould'' the role of the presidencp; and,

W HEREAS, ''A uman experience teaches that those who expect public dissemina-

don of their rem arks m ay well temper candor with a concern for appearances and for

their own interests to the detriment of the dedsionmaking process...lal President and

those who assisthim mustbe free to explore alternatives in the process of shaping polides

and maldng dedsions and to do so in a way that many would be unwilling to express

except privatelp'' Nixon, 418 U.S. at 705 & 7089 and,

6. httpsi/ /teacle gamerico istov.org/doa ment/rough-& o -of-le-declrahon-of-Gdepend-
ence/.

7. https:/ /w- .heritage.org/cou- /report/aginst-l'udidal-supremacy-tlze-fotmders-r d-ie-
limits-the-cotzrts l'Ivety body of men invested w1f.14 office/' Yates observed, ''are tenadous of power.''
Moreover, this love of power would ''influence'' judges ''to extend their power and increase their rights,''t
with the result that the courts V II tend to ''give such a meaning to the Consdtuhon in all cases where it can
possibly be done, as will enlarge the sphere of their authoritpv...-fhe end result of all tltis wolzld be a
Supreme Cottrt with power to rttle the country in the most important matters according to its own will-
to not only exceed its authority but to usurp others' authority. ''This y/t= E'ry'' Yates said, ''will enable'' 19,
justices ofthe Supreme Court ''to mould 1* government into almost any sllfl/?c they please.''...Wa%es further con-
tended that the Supreme Court would not only be supreme over all other courts, but that it would, in fact
be the suprem e power in the government to be ceated by the Consdtudon. This s/zp-c-flag, Yates con-
tended, wouldfollowh'om the Court's Jltlzt?cr ofsettlingfor aIl other political fzcfors fhc authoritative meaning of the
Constitution. 'I'he Supreme Couzt he observed, ''has the power, in the last resort to determine a11 questions
that may arise in the course of legal discussion' on the meaning and constntdion of the Corusdtudonrl.

17
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WHEREAS, ''liln designing the structure of ottr Government and dividing and allo-

cating the sovereign power nmong three co-equal branches, the Framers of the Corkstitw

don sought to provide a comprehensive system, but the scpflrcfe powers zpcrc not intended

to operate with absolute independences'' Nfxo/z, 433 U.S. at 442-3 (quoting Youngstown Sheet

& Tube Co. r. Sawyer, 343 U.S. 579 (1952)/ and,

W I-IEREAG, the Attom ey General might be appropriate if Congress' interests were

violated with the Presidential Records Act, but cf Id., 2 U.S.C. jj 192 & 271-288n, & An-

derson v. Dunn, 19 U.S. 204 (1821) (only when Congress' interests are violated, the Segre-

ant-at-M ms does the enforcement; see generally Title 2 of the United States Codel; aqdx
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THBREFORE, the Com t shottld enter judgement, under Fed. R. Civ. P. 12(b)(2) or

(b)(6), in favor of Plaintiff, who is immune from prosecudon by the Defendant-W . Gon-

zalez, and advise that prosecution is most proper from the incumbent President himself

or his honor's couznselor, Le. Counselor to Ilae President (M.r. Steve Ricchet:, J.D.), but not

the Attorney General (The Hon. Merrick Garlartd, J.D.). g#'' Wltite House Genefal1ïï?:- . .-.. izLl tSE/67.. 
'' .

Cotmselor (Mn Smart F. Delerp J.D.). In re Lindsey, 158 F.3d at 1280-2 (Wltite House

General Counseltmder the command of the incumbent Presidentv. DOJ). Hbllihù. O tï/thy
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133 !. @t. ai 274/: 4-15-) $.373 (ffrqinq t.(9 PM inenqe Jeurnal Ce., 48% *.S. at 7t4#)y Feder-

alist 78. Maine @m/#<..'/1J ea/îh @Dp. iens, 14r(9 S. @t. at 1334 (A' lkite, J., :issenèing) (/lsMead ef

ashimzten, *.C. sli-.t)ïstifll,td yireet its nat l State an: Gevernment, an erylnary fMederal eem-,14 u . . . .. . -

: w;
.ty en Iaw r'ùltlitepl. AII documents should be retumed to Plaintiff.

IN '1TIE ALTERNATIW , the court may dismiss under Fed. R. Civ. P. 12(b)(7).

IN 'rflE ALTERNATIVE, since the Defendant's acts are tmcortsdtutional and cannot

be ratified to become corusdtudonal, as Defendant omitted the infulmbent President-Head

of State and -l-lead of Government against the inclzmbent President's own Order for Pro-

tocol, the court m ay dism iss and rule in favor of Plaintiff for the Defendant's unclean

hands.

IN THE ALTERNATIVE, the court m ay issue an Ofder to Show Cause to the Defend-

ant for 1aw enforcement jurksdiction.

ATAI.L cosTs, fhis Cotu't should avoid creating a slippery slope so that the intalm-

bent President will be subjed to arrest by the incxzmbent Attorney General, who, but,

serves at the honor's pleasure, or create an unconsdtudonal autonomy of execudve de-

arhnents, wltit:h will not be accountable to the People, - or, sometimes, to their varyingP

intexests - the epitome of execudve tyranny.

''(AJ pro se (modon), however inaefully pleaded, must be held to less stringent

standards th=  form al pleadings drafted by lawyers.'' Erickson v. Pardus, 551 U.S. 89, 94

(2007).

I use my Consdtudonal Privileges, honors, and rights of knowing from my under-

maduate and 1aw school, juris dodor candidacp educadorts, and polidcal offices and

from reading law outside of formal schooling for the writing and discussions, atplments,
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'lings, see okt. 21 at 5 & 20 and supra, pr r'A (signature linel. /4- @/and mosons of these fl ..

linsswenb, 13: s. cik-at 2667 & 247:-71 ('zuni .ue legal staAusz')

I meve fer Ieayp te file lhis llqidr: amen<e: Ibl:t. 87

lmove to reinstate my M odon (9 (e nlinue W i; , (')ut Pre-pa ', ' . Fillie . Fee at Dkt.

te avei: yefault plpel interest eharges en elher menetary œemmilments#

Re ecthllly subm itted,

/s/ Raj . Patel
T.E., T. Raj K. Patel (pro sc)
6850 East 21st Street
lndianapolis, IN 46219
M arion Cotm ty
317-450-6651 (ce11)
rajpzolo@gmail.com
www.rajpatel.live

J.D. Candidate, Noke Dnme L. Sch. 2015-2017
President/smdent Body President, Student Gov't Ass'n of
Emory U., Inc. 2013-2014 (corp. sovereign zol3-present)

Student Body President, Brownsbtuy Cmty. Sch.
Corp./president, Browmburg 1-11g,1: Sdu Student Gov't
2009-2010 (corp. sovereign 2009-present)

Rep. from the Noke Dame L. Sch. Student B. Ass'n to the
lnd. St. B. Ass'n 2017

Deputy Regional Director, Yotmg Democrats of Am .-l-ligh
Sch. Caucus 2008-2009

Co-Fotmder & Vice Chair, Ind. High Sch. Democrats 2009-
2010

Vice President of Fin. tlndep.l, Oxford C. Republicans of
Emory U., Inc. 2011-2012

C*lerk's 04 ' '' ce rc.fwinfàt:. '' ies aulfJz êom' . zf'filr hi ' ,JfI.f. . .btz-*'n, f;: 'ITul, , JW. en- tbi, amendmen'tsuJi J: .. s: ' v'. . k . f .. . .... ' .
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CERTV ICATE OF SERYICE

1 certify that I served a copy of the foregoing Raj K. Patel's (Pro Se) I'hird Amended Dkt.
87 on 10/3/2022 to below individuals via the e-mail:

James M . Trusty
IFRAH, PLLC
1717 Pennsylvania Ave, N W , Suite 650
W ashington, DC 20006
202-852-5669
Email: jta'ustytêifrm aw.com

Lindsey H alligan
511 SE 51 Avenue
Fort Lauderdale, Florida 33301
720-435-2870
Email: lindseyhalligan@outlook.com

Christopher M ichael Kise
Chris Kise & Assodates, P.A.
201 East Park Ave. Ste, 51  Floor
Tallahassee, FL 32301
(850) 270-0566
chris@ckise.net

M . Evan Corcoran
Silverm an, 'rhompson, Slutkin, & W laite,
LLC
400 East Pratt Skeet, Suite 900
Ballim ore, M D 21230
410-385-2225
ecorcorm @silverm r thompson.com

Juan Antonio Gonzalez
UN ITED STATES AW OIG EY
99 NE 41 Street, 81  Floor
M inm i, Fl 33132
Telephone: (305) 961-9001
Emo :ju> .r toOo.gor alezA sdoj.gov

Jay 1. Bratt, Chief
Counterintelligence & Export Control
Sedion Nat'l Secllrity Div.
950 Pennqylvania Avenue, N W
W ashington, D.C. 20530
(202) 233-0986
jay.brattz@usdoj.gov

President Joe Biden
c/o Marina M . Kozmycz, Assodate Gen.

Cotm sel
The E.O.P. at the W hite House
1600 Pennsylvania Avenue NW
W ashington, D.C. 20500
Phone: 202-457-1414
IREDACTEDI

Dated: October 3, 2022

Res edfuzy subnù/ed,

s/ j Patel
T.E., T.E. Raj K. Patel (Pro Se4
6850 East 21st Skeet
Indianapolis, IN 46219
M arion County
317-450-6651 (ce11)
rajpzolo@pnail.com
www.rajpatel.live
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IN THE UM TED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE
SOW HERN DISD ICT O7' PLOIID A

DONM D J. TRUM P,

Plaintiv

UNITED STATES OF AM ERICA,

D efendant

No. 9:22-cv-81294-AM C

ORDKR

rrlyis matter COAO S NOW  before thc Court on àlr. Raj K. Patel's Rcsponses,

along with Mz. Patel's Notice under 18 U.S.C. j 2382, and the following is ORDERED:

E 1 Mr. Patel's Motion for lnten-ention is E''x ED.

( 1 The Intervention is one of right under Fed. R. Civ. P. 24(a).

( 1 The lntervention is pcrmissive undcr Fed. R. Civ. P. 24(b).

E 1 Mr. Patel's Motion for Leave to Proceed Without Pre-paying Filings Fees is

GRANTED.

E 1 The complaint is DIRMTSSED under

( 1 Fed. R. Civ. P. 12(b)(2).

( ) Fed. R. Civ. P. 12(b)(6).

E 1 Fed. R. Civ. P. 12(b)(7).

E 1 Unclean Hands Doctrine.

E 1 Political Question Doctrine.

E 1 The dismissal of the complaint is
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( 1 W ITHOUT PREJUDICE.

( J m TH PREJUDICE.

E 1 All seized documents and other property is ORDERED to

E 1 Remain with the coM , or

( 1 Be returned to the Plaintiff, M r. Donald J. Trump.

( 1 After the previous happenings, then now, Mr. Patel's intervention is

DISKESSED VJTHOW  PREJIJDICE.

DONE AN13 ORDERED in chambers at Fort Pierce, Florida,this day of

2022

HON. ATT,EEN M . CANNON
U nited States D istrict Judge

Distribution to all attorncys and pro selitigants of record.
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