IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT



   FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA  


George Hope



)






)


Plaintiff,


)






)


v.



)
Number _____________






)

Dean Daniel, an individual

)


and



)

J. R. Pearman, an individual

)






)


Defendant. 


)


 VERIFIED PETITION AND COMPLAINT IN THE NATURE OF A SUIT FOR DEPRIVATION OF FEDERALLY PROTECTED

 RIGTHTS– 42 USC 1983



1. Individuals Dean Daniel and J. R. Pearman conspired under color of law to deprive George Hope of  federally protected rights including rights reserved under the Fifth Amendment of the United States Constitution specifically applying to the color of law conduct of Daniel and Pearman under the Fourteenth Amendment of the Untied States Constitution. 


2. FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION: Daniel and Pearman, July 2nd  2002, met ex parte and conspired to deprive George Hope of money and property without due process of law according to the private prior agreement between Daniel and Pearman.


3. SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION: Daniel and Pearman, August 23rd 2002 conspired to deprive George Hope of money and property without due process of law. Daniel and Pearman both knew that Pearman wanted subject matter jurisdiction to order George Hope to surrender money and property where: (1).  J. R. Pearman and Dean Daniel both had knowledge that Daniel had violated George Hope’s due process rights by failing or refusing to follow the mandates of the Fair Debt Collections Practices Act [where party is deprived of due process, the court is deprived of subject matter jurisdiction – cite omitted – submitted: no competent jurist would dispute this point of law], (2). J. R. Pearman refused to compel Dean Daniel to respond to a jurisdictional challenge thereby confessing knowledge of (a) want of subject matter jurisdiction and (b) of proceeding in clear absence of jurisdiction, and (3). Pearman did the asinine acts of concluding a sham hearing, allowing the court reporter to leave, stepping off the bench, then “swearing in” George Hope and “ordering” George Hope to lose money and property.

MANDATORY JUDICIAL NOTICE OF ADJUDICATIVE FACTS

/ FEDERAL RULES OF EVIDENCE, RULE 201


4. It is clear that a judge who acts in the absence of subject matter jurisdiction may be held liable for his judicial act. Stump v. Sparkman, 435 U.S. 349, 98 S. Ct. 1099, 55 L. Ed. 2d 331 (1978) and Bradley v. Fisher, 80 U.S. (13 Wall.) 335, 20 L. Ed. 646 (1872). A judge’s private, prior agreement to decide in favor of one party is not a judicial act. Rankin v. Howard,  633 F. 2d 844 (9th Cir. 1980), cert. Denied, 451 U.S. 939, 101 S. Ct. 2020, 68 L. Ed. 2d 326 (1981).

REMEDY SOUGHT


5. Whereas a jury shall determine that Dean Daniel and J. R. Pearman, proceeded under color of law, according to private prior agreement, and in clear absence of subject matter jurisdiction to deprive George Hope of federally protected rights, Dean Daniel and J. R. Pearman should be liable for whatever damages a jury finds reasonable so as to amend the bad behavior of Daniel and Pearman.

JURY TRIAL DEMANDED

I, George Hope, of lawful age and competent to testify, affirm under penalty of perjury that the factual allegations in the above and foregoing  petition and claim are truthful and accurate to the best of my knowledge.

___________________________









George Hope

STATE OF OKLAHOMA

 
   INDIVIDUAL ACKNOWLEDGMENT

COUNTY OF _________________



   Oklahoma Form


Before me, the undersigned, a Notary Public in and for said County and State on this ____ day of ________, 2002, personally appeared __________________________ to me known to be the identical person who executed the within and foregoing instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the same as his free and voluntary act.


Given under my hand and seal the day and year last above written.

My commission expires __________






________________ Notary Public

George Hope
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