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Re: Assignee  from Assignor, and Plaintiff for Third Party Plaintiff – Thomas A. More, Robert J. More, et al ––Plaintiff

V                                                                                                                         Case No. 04-cv-3214

Monex Inc., Estate Of  Terrence Kirby, Donald Paren, Federal Recovery Group Incorporated (“FRGI”), Mark Bienstock – Representatives of  the Reign of Terror

Et Al, Defendant(s)

Robert J. More In Persona Propia (“RJM”) 
P.O. Box 6926

Chicago, IL 60680 

312 545-1890

Clerk of  the United States District Court  For The Eastern District of  New York
Federal Courts Building  for the  United States District Court for the  Eastern District of New York,  
U. S. District Court, Eastern District of New York, 
225 Cadman Plaza, East, Brooklyn, NY 11201






4/08/09

To Whom It May Concern,

On 3/25/09, RJM spoke to some Deputy Clerk (”DC”)  (Mike?) to whom RJM explained RJM’s complaint that a notice of appeal twice timely filed as described in the accompanying document #3 which accompanies this letter (“Letter…3/11/09”) had been returned to RJM. In fact Documents numbered 3 -6 inclusive were returned to RJM after having been stamped on 3/16/09.
RJM was eventually connected to DC Mr. R. Vega. After some conflict, RJM conveyed to him that RJM would return everything  RJM received in the mail to the Clerk’s Office. This letter and all accompanying documents is the product to which such conveyance related. It is now demanded that the Notice of  Appeal which RJM mailed about 23 days from the date of  the entry of  the denial of  RJM’s Motion to Reconsider … (“MTR”) into the electronic court docket  (“ECD”) maintained in the case this letter concerns (“this case”)  which was, RJM believes -  12/12/08, be entered into the ECD without delay. 

RJM intends to sue everyone responsible for the debacle and defraudment that has constituted the “adjudication” of  Case # 04-3214, including but not limited to Clerk R. Heinemann and whatever DC’s RJM has to sue in order to rectify the injustice presently prevailing in the matters this letter concerns and in the underlying case.

RJM has also pledged that if  by 4/22/09, RJM does not receive  a confirmation that  either the transaction this letter concerns (“getting the Notice of Appeal  (“NOA”) filed as having been filed within 30 days of  the entry of  the denial of  the MTR issued on or about 12/12/08, into the ECD)  is not adequately processed on what will be the third opportunity  for the Clerk’s Office of  the USDC for the EDNY to adequately process it, or in a scenario in which the NOA would not be filed as having been received within the 30 day period described herein supra, RJM would  not be  provided either an explanation demonstrating that the non-execution of such act could  be justified,  or an explanation demonstrating that the non-provision of  any  such type explanation  demonstrating that  the non-execution of  such act could be justified, that in such scenario, RJM will present evidence to a special grand jury (“SGJ”) pursuant to the provisions of  18 USC 1332(a) regarding the processing of  the documents concerned in regard to the matters herein described supra.
Document  (“Doc”) # 8 accompanying this letter is an abbreviated example of  such type submission in a different case.

Doc #7 is a template which can be used by anyone in regard to whose activity evidence would be presented to a SGJ, regarding the matters this letter concerns, to procure a retraction of  any such type presentation. 

It is RJM’s understanding that no order issued by J. Dearie (or any judge (“OAJ”)) could ever be  used to prevent RJM (or any litigant) from appealing any order he, OAJ, has or ever would issue without the incurrment of tort and felony liability by anyone who would interfere with the accomplishment of  the objectives which must be accomplished in order to prosecute an appeal. It has taken RJM over 3 unregainable hours to respond to this   latest duty breach and $2.00.
Indignantly submitted,

Robert J. More
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