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STATEMENT OF SUBJECT MATTER AND APPELLATE
JURISDICTION

The case was started by the district court sua sponte, without

notification as to what is the basis of the original jurisdiction.

Appellate jurisdiction of this court is invoked under 28 USC § 1291,
because the appeal is from the final order of the U.S. District Court for the
Northern District of New York, Judge GARRY L. SHARPE, dated and filed

on November 26, 2014, imposing a permanent anti-filing injunction upon

Appellant.

Appellant’s deadline to perfect this appeal is April &, 2013.
There are no Appellees in the case.
STATEMENT OF THE ISSUES PRESENTED FOR REVIEW
Issues presented for review are:

1. The court lacked jurisdiction to start or prosecute proceedings
against Appellant, especially in the way it did it.
2. The lower court violated Appellant’s due process rights by tailing to
tollow any established procedure in how the case was brought or prosecuted,
prosecuting the case on behalf of attomeys who are part of the court, provide

benefits to judges of the court and employ law clerks of the judges of the

court, including Judge Sharpe.
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Whether Appellant was or was not sanctioned anywhere, whether
attoney’s fees were or were not imposed upon him anywhere, whether he
was or was not held in contempt of court is irrelevant to the inquiry whether
his new claim is or is not meritorious, and that must be the beginning and the
end of the court’s inquiry.

The tact that Judge Sharpe does not understand that clearly indicates
that Judge Sharpe should not be on the bench, holding people lives in his
hands (literally, since there is still death penalty in federal criminal cases,
and Judge Sharpe, as a district court judge, has a right to preside over them),
or deal with people’s constitutional rights that Judge Sharpe shows he knows

or cares nothing about.

Judge Sharpe seeks from Appellant disclosure of “jail sentences
arising out of a civil prosecution imposed against Neroni by any court”.

Not only this is an irrelevant and unconstitutional inquiry, as a
condition for access to court on a new meritorious claim, but Judge Sharpe, a
former prosecutor, apparently does not realize that a sentence is a
punishment in a criminal case, and that a “jail sentence” arising out of 2

“civil prosecution” is a legal nonsense.
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