| UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF GEORGIA —- ATLANTA DIVISION

WILLIAM M. WINDSOR,
Plaintiff
CIVIL ACTION NO.

V.

JUDGE WILLIAM S. DUFFEY, et al, 1:11-CV-01922-TWT

Defendants.

L N g L

REQUEST FOR CONSENT TO FILE
NOTICE OF PETITION FOR WRIT OF MANDAMUS

Comes Now, William M. Windsor (“Windsor”) and requests consent to file
NOTICE OF PETITION FOR WRIT OF MANDAMUS. Windsor shows as
follows:

1.  Windsor is filing this “request for consent” because of the alleged
order of Thomas Woodrow Thrash (“TWT”) that claims “Plaintiff is ordered to
ppst a cash bond or corporate surety bond acceptable to the Clerk in the amount of
$50,000.00 to satisfy any award of Rule 11 sanctions before filing any additional
papers in this case without the consent of the Court.” This was an illegal injunction
entered without notice or an opportunity to be heard. It is a technique used by

TWT andiother federal judges to commit crimes against parties such as Windsor.



2. Windsor is filing a Petition for Writ of Mandamus with the United
States Supreme Court. A Special Application for Stay was filed on July 29, 2011,
and the Petition shall follow.

3.  TWT has violated Windsor’s Constitutional rights and rights to due
process in a wide variety of ways. He has done it intentionally for the purpose of
destroying Windsdr and to conceal the corruption in the federal courts in Atlanta.
"ﬂhe- Supréme Court cannot sanction the unbelievable legal abuse that TWT is
inflicting.

4.  Windsor seeks a stay in the Underlying Actions and in Appeals in
1%;:1 1-CV-01922-TWT Number not Assigned (Docket #46), 1:11-CV-01923-TWT
Number not Assigned (Docket #62), 1:11-CV-01923-TWT Number not Assigned
(Docket #Unknown), 1:11-CV-01923-TWT Number not Assigned (Docket #80),
1:11-CV-01923-TWT Number not Assigned (Docket #83), 1:11-CV-01923-TWT
N'umber riot Assigned (Docket #87), and 1:11-CV-02027-TWT No, 11-13215-C
(Docket #26) in the Eleventh Circuit (“Appellate Actions”). Windsor seeks a stay
to prevent irreparable harm as he has been injured, will be further injured, and has
no adequate remedy at law,

5. . Pursuant to Supreme Court Rule 23.3, the Orders that Windsor is

aﬁkjng this Court to review are Exhibits 1.to 26 to the Application. A wide variety
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of statutes, rules, and Constitutional rights have been violated by TWT. A Motion
to Dismis is pending. This is why this Application is an EMERGENCY.,

6.  Rule 23.3 requires that this Application show that the requested relief
has been sought from the lower courts. This is detailed below.

7.  This stay is necessary to protect Windsor from the wrongful acts of
the United States District Court for the Northern District of Georgia and the United
States Court of Appeals for the Eleventh Circuit.

8.  The Underlying Actions are part of litigation involving Georgia
federal judges who are operating a criminal racketeering enterprise.

9.  Windsor has attempted to file several motions for stays with the
E:Pistrict Clourt, but they have been ignored, and TWT has ordered that they may not
be filed, and they simply disappear — never docketed and never returned.
Therefore, Windsor comes 1o the Supreme Court and files this Application for Stay
plrsuant to Supreme Court Rule 23. Windsor asks that a stay be ordered and that
no bond be required.

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

10. Windsor has been working to expose corruption and criminal activity

in the federal courts in Atlanta for five years.



11.  OnMay 12, 2011, Windsor was notified that a federal prisoner was
approach¢d by someone with the 1).S. government with a deal to let him out of
prison if he would infiltrate organizations of people battling government
corruption, and the assassination of Windsor and another man in Georgia was

mentioned.

Civil Action No. 1:11-CV-01922-TWT

12. OnMay 19, 2011, Windsor filed a simple Declaratory Judgment
Arction in !the Superior Court of Fulton County asking the court to declare what
deorgia’sJ statute means as to power of attorney agreements. The civil action was
assigned No. 201 1CV200857.

13.  OnJune 13, 2011, U.S. Attorneys filed a NOTICE OF REMOVAL in
regard to No. 2011CV200857, and it became N.D.Ga Civil Action No. 1:11-CV-
01922-TWT (“01922”), and was assigned to Judge Thrash.

14.  The Docket shows most of the activity in Civil Action 1:11-CV-
01922-TWT. (Exhibit 27 to the Application for Stay is a true and correct copy of
the Docket.)

15.;  The Docket shows that TWT entered orders without giving Windsor

the opportunity to file responses.



16.  The Docket shows that TWT has ignored Windsor’s motions such as
the MOTION TO DENY REMOVAL AND EMERGENCY MOTION FOR
HEARING. (01922 Docket #5.) This MOTION documents and cites the many
ways that/the Notice of Removal was illegal and defective.

17. OnJune 15,2011, TWT denied a hearing on a request for a TRO and
denied th¢ motion for TRO. (A true and correct copy of the order is Exhibit 26 to
the Appligation for Stay.) TWT stated in his June 15, 2011 Order Denying TRO
that the purpose of the restraining order was to restrain Judge Duffey “from
violating O.C.G.A. § 10-6-5.” TWT stated in his June 15, 2011 Order Denying
TRO thatithe Motion for TRO fails because Windsor was seeking to commit the
unauthorized practice of law. These are false statements that TWT knows are
false.

18.  The Docket does not reflect a number of motions that Windsor
attempted to file, including a Motion for Remand. TWT denied the filing of this
motion and many others.

Civil Action No. 1:11-CV-01923-TWT

19 On May 20, 2011, Windsor filed a Verified Complaint in the Superior

Court of Fulton County. The civil action was assigned No. 2011CV200971.



20.; On June 13, 2011, U.S. Attorneys filed a NOTICE OF REMOVAL in
regard to Fulton County Superior Court Action No. 2011CV200971. No.
2011CV200971 became N.D.Ga Civil Action No. 1:11-CV-01923-TWT (“01923”),
ahd was assigned to TWT. (01923 Docket #1.)

21. The Docket shows most of the activity in Civil Action 1:11-CV-
01923-TWT. (Exhibit 28 to the Application for Stay is a true and correct copy of
the Docket.)

22.. The Docket shows that TWT entered orders without giving Windsor
tﬁe opportunity to file responses.

23. The Docket shows that TWT has ignored Windsor’s motions such as
the MOT'ION TO DENY REMOVAL AND EMERGENCY MOTION FOR
HEARING (01922 Docket #5.) This MOTION documents and cites the many
ways that!the Notice of Removal was illegal and defective.

24.. The Docket does not reflect a number of motions that Windsor
apempted to file, including a Motion for Remand. TWT denied the filing of this
motion and many others.

25. 01923 Docket #73 is the “Minute Entry” made at 3:52 pm on July 15,
Zbl 1. 01923 Docket #74 is a permanent injunction order issued sometime

tﬁmaﬂer;on July 15, 2011 that denies Windsor the ability to file any lawsuit in
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any courtl anywhere in America for the rest of his life. This permanent injunction
was issued after denying every right to due process. Windsor was denied the right
t¢ file a résponse to the motion, denied subpoenas for witnesses, denied the ability
td submit/documents into the record, denied the ability to call witnesses, denied the
right to testify himself, and more. TWT decided the matter before hearing from
Windsor, [had the order written before the hearing began, and read it at the end of
the 37 minute hearing. He then instructed the Office of the Clerk of the Court to
delay filing Windsor’s appeal.

26. OnlJuly 22,2011, TWT entered an order denying Windsor the right to
sénd lettets to anyone in the federal courthouses. [01923 Docket # 85.] (Exhibit
116.) Windsor has learned that the U.S. mail was intercepted and was not delivered
ta addressees. This was done and the order was issued to block Windsor’s ability

ta reach witnesses to provide evidence against the corrupt judges. So much for the

. First Amendment!

Civil Action No, 1:11-CV-02027-TWT

27. On June 20, 2011, Windsor filed a Verified Complaint pursuant to
Georgia RICO in Fulton County Superior Court. It was assigned Civil Action No.

2011CV202263.



28, OnJune 22, 2011, U.S. Attomeys filed a Notice of Removal to remove
th&e case ttj) federal court. TWT was the lead Defendant, and the case was assigned to
Jildge Thtash -- Civil Action 1:11-CV-02027-TWT (*2011-02027").

29. The Docket shows most of the activity in Civil Action 1:11-CV-
02027-TWT. (Exhibit 29 is a true and correct copy of the Docket.)

30. The Docket shows that TWT entered orders without giving Windslor
the opportunity to file responses.

31. The Docket shows that TWT has ignored Windsor’s motions such as a
MOTION TO VACATE NOTICE OF REMOVAL that was presented to the Clerk
on June 24, 2011. This MOTION documented and cited the many ways that the
Notice of Removal was illegal and defective. Docket #18 shows that the motions
presented on June 24, 2011 were denied filing.

32, The Docket does not reflect a number of motions that Windsor
a:fﬂt'empted to file, including a Motion for Remand. TWT denied the filing of this
motion and many others.

Civil Action No. 1:11-CV-02326-TWT

33,  OnJune 23, 2011, Windsor filed a Verified Complaint pursuant to

- Georgia RICO in Fulton County Superior Court. It was assigned Civil Action No.

2011CV202457.



34. Windsor attempted to obtain an ex parte TRO to block the illegal
removal. . Judge Constance C. Russell denied the request for an ex parte TRO
hearing, so Windsor filed an appeal to the Georgia Court of Appeals on July 14,
2011.

35.  OnlJuly 15, 2011, after being told the case was on appeal, U.S.
Attorneys filed a Notice of Removal to remove the case to federal court. TWT was a
]:ilefendanlt, and the case was assigned to TWT -- Civil Action 1:11-CV-02326-TWT
(402326”).

36, The Docket shows most of the activity in Civil Action 1:11-CV-
d2326—TWT. (Exhibit 30 to the Application for Stay is a true and correct copy of
the Docket.)

37. The Docket shows that TWT entered orders without giving Windsor
t]ile opportunity to file responses.

38. The Docket shows that TWT has blocked the filing of EVERYTHING
that Windsor has presented to the Clerk for filing. Windsor submitted numerous
motions to the Clerk for filing prior to the entry of the July 22, 2011 order denying
Windsor the ability to file. The motions that Windsor can prove were signed for

bibf the Cl{érk include Motion to vacate Notice of Removal, Motion for Remand,



Motion to Recuse TWT, and a Motion to Request a Certificate of necessity
]j!ursuanf to 28 U.S.C. 292.

REASONS A STAY SHOULD BE ISSUED:

THE DISTRICT COURT HAS NO JURISDICTION,
AND THE ORDERS ARE VOID.

39. The District Court has no jurisdiction.

40. A review of the Dockets (Exhibits 27, 28, 29, and 30) shows that
TWT nevier made a determination as to whether it had jurisdiction in these
removed petions. Not only did TWT fail to meet this requirement, but he ignored
Windsor’ib four motions to deny removal and refused to allow Windsor’s four
motions ﬁor remand to be filed.

_ 41 | It is clear and well established law that a judge must first determine
diéfhether tEhe judge has jurisdiction before hearing and ruling in any case. TWT
f%iled to (iio so, and the court’s so-called orders are void.

| (Adams v. State, No. 1:07-cv-2924-WSD-CCH (N.D.Ga. 03/05/2008).)

(See Steel Co. v. Citizens for a Better Env't, 523 U.S. 83, 94 (1998);
University of S. Ala. v. The Am. Tobacco Co., 168 F.3d 405, 410 (11th Cir.
1999); Jean Dean v. Wells Fargo Home Mortgage, No. 2:10-cv-564-FtM-

298PC (M.D.Fla. 04/21/2011); Taylor v. Appleton, 30 F.3d 1365, 1366
(11th Cir. 1994).)

42. TWT’s orders were, and are, void. The Supreme Court has stated:
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[Ifla court is] "without authority, its judgments and orders are regarded as
nullities. They are not voidable, but simply void; and form no bar to a
recovery sought, even prior to a reversal in opposition to them. They
constitute no justification; and all persons concerned in executing such
judgments or sentences, are considered, in law, as trespassers." (Elliot v.
Piersol, 1 Pet. 328, 340, 26 U.S. 328, 340 (1828).)

43, Fraud was committed in the removal of these cases from the Fulton
County Superior Court. TWT has committed fraud upon the court as has the U.S.
Attorney, TWT has not followed mandatory statutory procedures. TWT
committed untawful acts. TWT has violated due process. TWT is part of a
criminal racketeering enterprise. TWT has not complied with the rules, the Code

of Judicial Conduct, or the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure. This means TWT

does not have subject matter jurisdiction. Windsor has proof of all of this, but it is

. Ii!bt bein@j attached as it would create an overwhelming document.

44, TWT has demonstrated pervasive bias, and TWT’s failure to recuse
himself i$ additional grounds for disqualification. A study of pro se cases that
TWT has handled reveals that he has a proven overwhelming bias against pro se
ﬁlaintiffsi TWT has an “extra-judicial” bias against pro se parties. According to
Windsor’!s review of every case TWT has handled in his career using
www.versuslaw.com, no pro se plaintiff has ever won in TWT’s court; 90% of pro
Sle cases are dismissed, and 10% are defeated at summary judgment; no pro se

pilaintiﬁ I:has ever received a jury trial
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45, Failure to follow the mandatory requirements of the law is a further
efvidence‘of the appearance of partiality of TWT. This required recusal. (Liteky v.
¢T.S., 114{ S.Ct. 1147 (1994); Rankin v. Howard (1980) 633 F.2d 844, cert den;
Zj(eller V. j:RanIdn, 101 S.Ct. 2020, 451 U.S. 939, 68 1..Ed 2d 326; Piper v. Pearson,
Z Gray liO, cited in Bradley v. Fisher, 13 Wall 335, 20 L.Ed. 646(1872).)

. 46; TWT has committed treason.

Whenever a judge acts where he/she does not have jurisdiction to act, the

judge is engaged in an act or acts of treason. U.S. v. Will, 449 U.S. 200, 216,

101 8.Ct. 471, 66 L.Ed.2d 392, 406 (1980); Cohens v. Virginia, 19 U.S. (6

Wheat) 264, 404, 5 L.Ed 257 (1821).

47, Amendment V of the U.S. Constitution provides: “No person shall
be...deprived of life, liberty, or property, without due process of law....” Article
ﬂgof the qeorgia Constitution provides: “No person shall be deprived of life, liberty,
dr propexjty except by due process of law.”

| 48,  All of these rights have been violated.

49; TWT has improperly foreclosed Windsor’s access to the court. TWT
iéssued four preliminary injunctions without giving Windsor the opportunity to be
heard. Procedural due process requires notice and an opportunity to be heard
before any governmental deprivation of a property or liberty interest. Then he

issued a permanent injunction and denied every manner of due process in so doing.

(Zipperer v. City of Fort Myers, 41 F.3d 619, 623 (11th Cir. 1995).)
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50. Meaningful access to the courts is a Constitutional right that has been
denied by TWT, and the permanent injunction order and theft of U.S. mail order
deny significant rights.

(See Procup v. Strickiand, 792 F.2d 1069, 1072 (11th Cir. 1986) (per
curiam) (en banc); Christopher v. Harbury, 536 U.S. 403, 415 & n.12, 122
S.Ct. 2179, 2187 & n.12, 153 L.Ed.2d 413 (2002).)

51. There was no Show Cause order issued to Windsor as required by
Eleventh Circuit law. Windsor was denied proper notice.

Upon these findings and consistent with Eleventh Circuit law, this Court
requiied Plaintiff to show cause within ten days... why a Martin-
Trigona injunction should not be entered. (See Procup v. Strickland, 792
F.2d 1069 (11th Cir. 1986); Torres v. McCoun, No. 8:08-cv-1605-T-33MSS
(M.D.Fla. 09/10/2008); Western Water Management, Inc. v. Brown, 40
F.3d 105, 109 (5th Cir. 1994).) [emphasis added.]

52. Every judge or government attorney takes an oath to support the U.S.
¢0nstitution. Whenever any judge violates the Constitution in the course of
ﬁerfonnirpg his/her duties, as TWT has, then he has defrauded not only the Plaintiff
ihvolved, but has also the government.

53. Windsor filed appeals of the injunctions on filing restrictions, but
']]'WT ignored the appeals. He held a hearing and issued the permanent injunction
1$ a case t:hat was on appeal for his illegal preliminary injunction order. The

Supreme iCourt stated the law on jurisdiction quite clearly in 1982:
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“Ewven before 1979, it was generally understood that a federal district court
and a federal court of appeals should not attempt to assert jurisdiction over a
cage simultaneously. The filing of a notice of appeal is an event of
jurisdictional significance -- it confers jurisdiction on the court of appeals

and divests the district court of its control over those aspects of the case
inI;lved in the appeal. See, e.g., United States v. Hitchmon, 587 F.2d 1357

(CAS 1979).” (Griggs v. Provident Consumer Discount 439 U. §. 56
(1982).)

54,  For these many reasons, TWT has no jurisdiction.

THE DISTRICT COURT VIOLATED WINDSOR’S
RIGHTS TO DUE PROCESS.

55,  TWT has violated just about every right to due process that there is.
Fairness is not even a word in TWT’s vocabulary with Windsor.

56. TWT allowed illegal, defective notices of removal to remove cases
from Fulton County Superior Court. TWT failed to review the notices of removal
and failed to rule on jurisdiction. TWT allowed the U.S. Attorney to file motions
ajdrl'egedlyi for Defendants, but required filings and authorizations have not been
ﬂnade. T]WT denied Windsor the right to respond to motions filed by the U.S.
Attomeyi. TWT ordered that Windsor could not file anything with the Court, and
he issued this injunction without notice or a hearing and without even giving
Windsor|the time to respond to the U.S. Attorney’s motion. TWT conspired with
1i:he- Office of the Clerk of the Court to cause Windsor’s documents presented for
flli-ng to ﬂisappear. Windsor’s properly presented motions and affidavits have not
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Been filed. TWT denied Windsor’s right to file Motions for Remand. He simply
riefiised to allow them to be filed. TWT has ignored Windsor’s motions for
recusal.

57. TWT ignored the fact that he is a defendant in two actions filed by
Windsor and has the most personal interests possible in all matters involving
Windsor,i and he falsely claimed the “Rule of Necessity” required that he preside in
these cases. TWT announced his decision in the Underlying Actions before they
aven began.

58, TWT ordered a hearing on the U.S. Attorney’s motion to modify the
PROTECTIVE ORDER that blocked Windsor from filing anything. TWT then
refused to allow Windsor to respond to the motion. He refused to allow Windsor
tpfilea rhotion seeking to have subpoenas issued for witnesses needed for the
hearing. He issued an order denying Windsor the ability to call any witnesses, and
he restricted Windsor to 100 sheets of paper brought into the courthouse, and
armed guards enforced that at the entrances to the courthouse where Windsor’s
8x10 col¢r photo was placed. TWT refused Windsor’s right to make objections.
He refused to allow Windsor to be sworn in so his testimony would be on the
record. He refused to rule on the objections that Windsor made during the hearing.

$efore he gave his argument, Windsor asked TWT if an order had already been
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written djqaciding the motion even before Windsor’s presentation was heard. TWT
slhnapped %d said he was not going to answer any questions. Following Windsor’s
ﬁresentation after a few comments between the judge and the U.S. Attomey, after
rii,ever leaving the bench, TWT leaned to his left and read the order. Exhibit 31 to
the Application for Stay is an affidavit from Jeff Goolsby, one of the many in the
dourtrooth who saw that TWT was totaily biased and had already written the order.

59: OnJuly 22, 2011, TWT violated Windsor’s First Amendment rights to
ﬁ*.ee speech and probably committed mail theft and interference with private
communications via the U.S. mail by interfering with letters mailed to federal
eémployees. |

60. The Orders of TWT contain perjury, were issued to obstruct justice,
wifio&ate thee rules, and ignore the statutes. Windsor can document anything that the
S%upreme Court would care to see.

| 61; TWT has ordered Windsor to post a $50,000 cash bond or surety

1t:fcmd. W:indsor has no job and no money and no ability to post a bond. TWT
made no ,’:tnquiries into Windsor’s ability to pay.

62, It seems silly to even cite any law on this because the violations are
so fundarnental. TWT is operating a criminal racketeering enterprise, and the laws

and the rules are meaningless to him.
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Fifth Amendment to the Constitution; Snyder v. Massachusetts, 291 U S.
97L 105 (1934); Goldberg v. Kelly, 397 U.S. 254, 267 (1970); Palko v.
Cannecticut, 302 U.S. 319 (1937); (Carey v. Piphus, 435 U.8. 247, 259
(1978); Fuentes v. Shevin, 407 U.S. 67, 81 (1972); Armstrong v. Manzo,
38D U.S. 545, 552 (1965); In re Murchison, 349 U.S. 133 (1955); World

Wi

Wﬁfe Volkswagen v Woodsen, 444 US 286, 291 (1980), National Bank v
ley, 195 US 257 (1904); Pennoyer v Neff, 95 US 714 (1878).

e process of law is violated when the government vindictively attempts to
penalize a person for exercising a protected statutory or constitutional right.
(United States v. Conkins, 9 F.3d 1377, 1382 (9th Cir. 1993).)

THE CLERK OF THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT CIRCUIT FOR THE
! Ng’ JRTHERN DISTRICT OF GEORGIA VIOLATES THE LAW

REGULARLY

63; Windsor’s documents presented for filing often disappear. This is

iftentional.

64, The Office of the Clerk of the Court is guilty of all types of

wrongdoing.

65.  The orders issued by the District Court are invalid. Orders have not

been sigried, issued under seal, or signed by the Clerk of the Court in violation of

28 U.S.C. 1691.

The word “process” at 28 U.S.C. 1691 means a court order. See Middleton
Paper Co. v. Rock River Paper Co., 19 F. 252 (C.C. W.D. Wisconsin

1884); Taplor v. U.S., 45 F. 531 (C.C. E.D. Tennessee 1891); U.S. v.
. Murphy, 82 F. 893 (DCUS Delaware 1897); Leas & McVitty v. Merriman,

132 F. 510 (C.C. W.D. Virginia 1904); U.S. v. Sharrock, 276 F. 30 (DCUS
Montana 1921); In re Simon, 297 F. 942, 34 ALR 1404 (2™ Cir. 1924);
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Schnbe Mfg. Co. v. Tryon, 400 F.2d 598 (9™ Cir. 1968); and Miles v.
Gussin, 104 B.R. 553 (Bankruptcy D.C. 1989).

WHY RELIEF IS NOT AVAILABLE FROM ANY OTHER COURT

66. The relief sought is not available from any other court or judge due to
several factors.

67. Windsor is blocked from seeking a Stay in the Eleventh Circuit
Hecause orders deny Windsor the ability to file anything with the Eleventh Circuit.
The order states, “The Clerk may discard any documents tendered by Appellant
dfter entry of this Order.”

68. Windsor has been denied the ability to file anything in the District
Court. Windsor is blocked from filing anything without consent in in1:11-CV-
01922-TWT Docket #25 (Exhibit 2.) .Docket # 41 and 42 (Exhibits 4 and 5)
inl:11-CV-01922-TWT show that Windsor’s requests are denied. ‘The District
Court has ignored all of Windsor’s motions for stays. (1:11-CV-01922-TWT
Docket #51.)

69. Windsor is blocked from filing anything without consent in inl:11-
¢V-01923-TWT Docket #33 (Exhibit 9.) Docket # 57 (Exhibit 11) in1:11-CV-
d-l 923-TWT shows that Windsor’s requests are denied. TWT has ignored all of

Windsor’s motions for stays. (1:11-CV-01923-TWT Docket #77.)
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70,  Windsor is blocked from filing anything without consent in 1:11-CV-
02027-TWT Docket #17 (Exhibit 19.) Docket #18 (Exhibit 20) and Docket #22
(Exhibit ﬁl) inl:11-CV-02027-TWT show that Windsor’s requests are denied.
TWT has| ignored all of Windsor’s motions for stays. (1:11-CV-02027-TWT
Docket #30.)

71.  Windsor is blocked from filing anything without consent in in1:11-
CV-02326-TWT Docket #8 (Exhibit 25.) The Docket does not reflect that
Windsor’s filings are denied, but Windsor has presented a number of motions and
a]ﬂidavitsf to the Clerk for filing, but these have disappeared, and the Clerk of the
¢0uﬁ refiises to respond as to the whereabouts of these filings. TWT is totally
Iiomespohsive.

72, Exhibit A hereto is a true and correct copy of the Notice of Filing of
Hetition fpr Writ of Mandamus.

WEREFORE, Windsor prays that this Court grant this request and that this
Court do Fls follows: grant the request for approval to file this Notice; and grant
such other relief as the Court deems appropriate.

Submitted, this 1st day of August 2011.
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William M., Windsor
Pro Se

P.O. Box 681236

Marietta, GA 30068
Telephone: 770-578-1094
Fax: 770-234-4106
williamwindsor@bellsouth.net
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VERIFICATION OF WILLIAM M. WINDSOR

I; William M. Windsor, swear and state that I am authorized to make this
\ieriﬁcati;m on behalf of myself and that the facts alleged in the foregoing Request
for Specifw Approval are true and correct based upon my personal knowledge,
except as|to the laws and rules discussed, and that as to those matters I believe
them to be true.

This 1st day of August 2011.

W’Z&" (buiin—,

WILLIAM M. WINDSOR

CERTIFICATE OF COMPLIANCE
As'required by Local Rule 7.1D, N.D. Ga., I hereby certify that this pleading
has been prepared in Times New Roman 14-point font, one of the font and point

splecﬁonq approved by this Court in Local Rule 5.1B, N.D. Ga.

N v e R/ ] O~

William M. Windsor

Pro Se

PO Box 681236

Marietta, GA 30068

Telephone: 770-578-1094

Facsimile: 770-234-4106

Email: williamwindsor@bellsouth.net
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that I served this NOTICE by depositing in the United States
N:'{[ail wnh sufficient postage addressed as follows:

CHRISTOPHER J. HUBER
ASSISTANT U.S. ATTORNEY
Georgia Bar No. 545627
600 Richard B. Russell Federal Bldg.
75 Spring Street, S.W. -- Atlanta, Georgia 30303
Telephone: (404) 581-6292 -- Facsimile: (404) 581-6181
Email: chris.huber@usdoj.gov

I have also prepared a copy for each Defendant to be served with the
Summons and Complaint.

This 1st day of August 2011.

R A (J Jr i arry

William M. Windsor
Pro Se

PO Box 681236

Marietta, GA 30068

Telephone: 770-578-1094

Facsimile: 770-234-4106

Email: williamwindsor@bellsouth.net
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Exhibit
A




| UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF GEORGIA -- ATLANTA DIVISION

WILLIAM M. WINDSOR,
Plaintiff

v CIVIL ACTION NO.

WDGE LIAM S. DUFFEY, 1:11-CV-01922-TWT
MAID OF THE MIST
ORPORATION, MAID OF THE

MIST STEAMBOAT COMPANY,
LTD., JUh)GE ORINDA D. EVANS,
JUDGE JULIE E. CARNES, JUDGE
JOEL F. DUBINA, JOHN LEY, AND
JAMES N. HATTEN,
~ Defendants.

e .= T i R N N N N

NOTICI_E OF FILING OF PETITION FOR WRIT OF MANDAMUS

Plaintiff William M. Windsor hereby gives NOTICE OF FILING OF
ﬁEHTIQN FOR WRIT OF MANDAMUS for consideration in this matter. The
Betition fpr Writ of Mandamus is Exhibit A hereto.

Respectfully submitted, this 1st day of August 2011.

William M. Windsor
Pro Se

PO Box 681236
Marietta, GA 30068



Telephone: 770-578-1094
Facsimile: 770-234-4106
Email: williamwindsor@bellsouth.net



CERTIFICATE OF COMPLIANCE
Ag required by Local Rule 7.1D, N.D. Ga., I hereby certify that this pleading
has been|prepared in Times New Roman 14-point font, one of the font and point
$election;§ approved by this Court in Local Rule 5.1B, N.D. Ga.

R U A Y rirFho—

William M. Windsor

Pro Se

PO Box 681236

Marietta, GA 30068

Telephone: 770-578-1094

Facsimile: 770-234-4106

Email: williamwindsor@bellsouth.net



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I Hereby certify that I served this NOTICE OF FILING by depositing in the
Un-ited Sﬁ;ates Mail with sufficient postage addressed as follows:

CHRISTOPHER J. HUBER
ASSISTANT U.S. ATTORNEY
Georgia Bar No. 545627
600 Richard B. Russeil Federal Bldg.
75 Spring Street, S.W. -- Atlanta, Georgia 30303
Telephone: (404) 581-6292 -- Facsimile: (404) 581-6181
Email: chris.huber@usdoj.gov

1 Have also prepared a copy for each Defendant to be served with the

$ummonis and Complaint.

This 1st day of August 2011,

gL ey VIV

William M. Windsor
Pro Se

PO Box 681236

Marietta, GA 30068

Telephone: 770-578-1094

Facsimile: 770-234-4106

Email: williamwindsor@bellsouth.net
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INTRODUCTION

This Application seeks to order a stay in Civil Action Nos. 1:11-CV-01923-
TWT, 1:11-CV-01922-TWT, 1:11-02027-TWT, and 1:11-02326-TWT (“Underlying
Actions”) in the United States District Court for the Northern District of Georgia
(“NDGa”). This Application precedes the filing of Windsor's Petition for Writ of
Mandamus.

Judge Thomas Woodrow Thrash (“Judge Thrash”) has violated Windsor's
Coihstitutional rights and rights to due process in a wide variety of ways. He has
done it intentionally for the purpose of destroying Windsor and to conceal the
corruption in the federal courts in Atlanta. Windsor has nowhere to turn except
this Court. This Court cannot sanction the unbelievable legal abuse that J udge
Thrash is inflicting.

STATEMENT OF RELIEF SOUGHT

1. Windsor seeks a stay in the Underlying Actions and in Appeals in 1:11-
CvV 401922 “TWT Number not Assigned (Docket #46), 1:11-CV- 01923-TWT Number
not iAss:lgned (Docket #62), 1:11-CV-01923-TWT Number not Assigned (Docket
#Uf};known), 1:11-CV-01923-TWT Nun:;ber not Assigned (Docket #80), 1:11-C'V-
019#3'WT Number not Assigned (Docket #83), 1:1 1-CV-01923-TWT Number not
Assigned (Docket #87), and 1:11-CV-02027-TWT No, 11-13215-C (Docket #26) in the
Ele‘}enth Circuit (“Appellate Actions”). Windsor seeks a stay to prevent irreparable
harin as he has been injured, will be further injured, and has no adequate remedy

at lgw.
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2. Pursuant to Supreme Court Rule 23.3, the Orders that Windsor is
askling this Court to review are Exhibits 1 to 26 o this Application. A wide variety

of statutes, rules, and Constitutional rights have been violated by J udge Thomag

3. Rule 23.3 requires that this Application show that the requested relief
has l?peen sought from the lower courts. This is detailed in baragraphs 63-69 helow
| 4. This stay is neceséary to protect Windsor from the wrongful acts of the
Uniqiad States District Court for the Northern District of Georgia and the United
Statd;s Court of Appeals for the Eleventh Circuit,
5. The Underlying Actions are part of litigation involving Georgia federa]
Judges who are operating a crimina] racketeering enterprise.

6. Windsor has attempted to file severs] motions for stays with the

FACTUAL BACKGROUND
=200 DACKGROUND

"ﬁ Windsor has been working to €Xpose corruption and criminal activity

| int the federa] courts in Atlanta for five years.



8. On May 12, 201 1, Windsor wag notified that g federal Prisoner was
approach;ad by someone with the U.S. government with a deal to let hijm out of
pri_pon if he would infiltrate organizations of people battling government Corruption,
and the assassination of Windsor and another man in Georgia wag mentioned.

Civil Action No. 1°11-CV-01922-TWT

9. On May 19, 2011, Windsor filed a simple Declaratory J udgment Action
in t}é:le Superior Court of Fulton County asking the court to declare what Georgia’s
statj].zte means as to power of attorney agreements. The civil action was assigned
No. 2011CV200857.

10, OnJune13 2011, U.S. Attorneys filed a NOTICE OF REMOVAL iy
regaii-d to No. 2011CV200857, and it became N.D.Ga Civil Action No. 1:11-CV-
01922-TWT (“01922"), and was assigned to Judge Thrash.

- 11.  The Docket shows most of the activity in Civil Action 1:11-CV-01929-
TWT| (Exhibit 27 is a true and correct copy of the Docket,.)

12, The Docket shows that Judge Thrash entered orders without giving
Windsor the opportunity to file responses.
13.  The Docket shows that J udge Thrash hag ignored Windsor's motions

such as the MOTION TO DENY REMOVAL AND EMERGENCY MOTION FOR

- HEARING. (01922 Docket #5.) This MOTION documents and cites the many ways

- that the Notice of Removal wag illegal and defective.

14 OnJune 15, 201 1, Judge Thrash denjed a hearing on a request for g



26 hereto, referenced and incorporated herein.) Judge Thrash stated m his June 15,
20]j1 Order Denying TRO that the purpose of the restraining order was to restrain
Judge Duffey “from violating 0.C.G.A. § 10-6-5." J udge Thrash stated in his June
15, 2011 Order Denying TRO that the Motion for TRO fails because Windsor was
seellcing to commit the unauthorized practice of law. These are false statements
thaq: Judge Thrash knows are false.

15.  The Docket does not reflect a number of motions that Windsor
attdmpted to file, including a Motion for Remand. Judge Thrash denied the filing of

this|motion and many others.

Civil Action No. 1:11-CV-01923-TWT

16. On May 20, 2011, Windsor filed a Verified Complaint in the Superior
Coutt of Fulton County. The civil action was assigned No. 2011CV200971.

17.  OnJune 13, 2011, U.S. Attorneys filed a NOTICE OF REMOVAL in
regaljrd to Fulton County Superior Court Action No. 201 1CV200971. No.
201]iCV200971 became N.D.Ga Civil Action No. 1:11-CV -01923-TWT (“01923"), and
was pssigned to JUDGE THRASH. (01923 Docket #1.)

18.  The Docket shows most of the activity in Civil Action 1:11-CV- 01923-
TW’ﬂ' (Exhibit 28 is a true and correct copy of the Docket. )
19. The Docket shows that Judge Thrash entered orders without giving

Wmdsor the opportunity to file responses.
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20.  The Docket shows that J udge Thrash hag ignored Windsor's motions
such as the MOTION TO DENY REMOVAL AND EMERGENCY MOTION FOR
HEARING. (01922 Docket #5.) This MOTION documents and citeg the many ways
that the Notice of Removal was illegal and defective.

21.  The Docket does not. reflect a number of motions that Windsor
attefrmpted to file, including a Motion for Remand. Judge Thrash denied the filing of
this motion and many others,

22. 01923 Docket #73 is the “Minute Entry” made at 3:52 Pm on July 15,
2011. 01923 Docket #74 is a permanent injunction order 1ssued sometime
thereafter on July 15, 2011 that denies Windsor the ability to file any lawsuit in any
court anywhere in America for the rest of his life. This permanent Injunction wag
igsued after denying every right to due process. Windsor was denied the right ¢, file
a response to the motion, denied subpoenas for witnesses, denied the ability to
submit documents into the record, denied the ability to call witnesses, denjeq the
right|to testify himgelf, and more. J udge Thragh decided the matter before hearing
from Windsor, had the order written before the hearing began, and read it at the
end o*?' the 37 minute hearing. He then instructed the Office of the Clerk of the
Court|to delay filing Windsor's appeal.

23.  On July 22, 201 1, Judge Thrash entered an order denying Windsor the
right to send letters to anyone in the federal courthouses. [01923 Docket # 85.]

(Exlnbht 16.) Windsor has learned that the U'S. mail wag Intercepted and was not

. delivered to addressees. This was done and the order was issued to block Windsor's



ivil Action No. 1:11-CV-02326-TWT

30.  On June 23, 2011, Windsor filed a Verified Complaint Pursuant tg
Georgia RICO in Fulton County Superior Court. It was assigned Civi] Action No.
2011CV202457.

81.  Windsor attempted to obtain an ex parte TRO to block the illegal
removal. Judge Constance C. Russell denied the request for an ex parte TRO hearing,
s0 Windsor filed an appeal to the Georgia Court of Appeals on J uly 14, 2011

32.  Onduly 15, 2011, after being told the case was on appeal, U.S. Attorneys
filed a Notice of Removal to remove the case to federa] court. Judge Thrash wag a
Defendant, and the case was assigned to Judge Thrash - Civil Action 1:11-CV-0239¢-
TWT (“02326").

33.  The Docket shows most of the activity in Cjvil Action 1:11-CV-0232¢6-
TWT! (Exhibit 30 is a true and correct copy of the Docket.)

34.  The Docket shows that J udge Thrash entered orders withoyt giving
Windsor the opportunity to file responses.

35.  The Docket shows that Judge Thrash has blocked the filing of
EVER;[YTHING that Windsor has presented to the Clerk for filing. Windsor

submij:ted humerous motions to the Clerk for filing prior to the entry of the July 22,

- 2011 o%rder denying Windsor the ability to file. The motions that Windsor can prove

| were si;gned for by the Clerk include Motion to vacate Notice of Removal, Motion for

Remanki, Motion to Recuse J udge Thrash, and g Motion to Request a Certificate of

' Decessity pursuant to 28 U.S.(., 292.
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REASONS A STAY SHOULD BE ISSUED:

THE DISTRICT COURT HAS N JURISDICTIO
AND THE, ORDERS ARE VOID,

36.  The District Court has no jurisdiction.

37.  Areview of the Dockets (Exhibits 27, 28, 29, and 30) shows that the
Dﬂtnct Court never made a determination as tc; whether it had Jurisdiction in these
removed actions. Not only did the District Court fail to meet this requirement, byt
the District Court ignored Windsor’s four motions to deny removal and refused to

allow Windsor's four motions for remand to be filed.

38. Itisclear and well established law that g Judge must first determine
whe%;her the judge has jurisdiction before hearing and ruling in any case. The
Distft'ict Court failed to do so, and the court’s so-called orders are void.

(Adams v. State, No. 1:07-cv-2924-WSD-CCH (N.D.Ga. 03/05/2008).) (See
Steel Co. v. Citizens for a Botter Env', 623 U.S. 83, 94 (1998); Univorsity of
S. Ala. v. The Am. Tobacco Co., 168 F.3d 405, 410 (11th Cir. 1999); Jean Dean
v. Wells Fargo Home Mortgs , No. 2:10-cv-564-FtM-298PC (M.D.Fla.

. 04/21/2011); Taylor v. Appleton, 30 F.34 1365, 1366 (11th Cir. 1994) )

. 39.  The District Court’s orders were, and are, void. This Court hag stated:
| [If a court is] "without authority, its judgments and orders are regarded as

| nullities. They are not voidable, but simply void; and form no bar to 5

| recovery sought, even Prior to a reversal in opposition to them. They

| constitute no justification; and all persons concerned in executing such

| judgments or sentences, are considered, in law, as trespassers. " (Elhiot v.
Piersol, 1 Pet. 328, 340, 26 U.S. 328, 340 (1828).)

40. Fraud was committed in the removal of these cageg from the Fulton

County Superior Court. The District Court has committed fraud upon the court as

8



has the U.S. Attorney. The District Court has not followed mandatory statutory
procedures. The District Court committed unlawful acts. The District Court hag
violated due process. The District Court js part of a criminal racketeering
enﬂ;.erprise. The District Court has not complied with the rules, the Code of Judicia]
Cohduct or the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure. Thig means this Court does not
ha\{e subject matter jurisdiction. Windsor has proof of all of this, but it is not being
att#ched as it would create an overwhelming document.

41.  Judge Thrash has demonstrated pervasive bias, and Judge Thrash’s
faﬂtre to recuse himself is additional grounds for disqualification. A study of pro se
casds that Judge Thrash has handled reveals that he has g proven overwhelming
bias|against pro se plaintiffs. J udge Thrash has an “extra-judicial” biag against pro
8e parties. According to Windsor’s review of every cage J udge Thrash hag handled
in his career using Www.versuslaw.com, no pro se plaintiff has ever won in Judge
’I‘hrd;sh’s court; 30% of pro se cases are dismissed, and 10% are defeated at
summary judgment; no pro se plaintiff has ever received a jury tria]

42.  Failure to follow the mandatory requirements of the law is a further
evidence of the appearance of partiality of Judge Thrash. This required recusal.
(Liteky v. U.S., 114 S.Ct. 1147 (1994); Kankin v. Howard (1980) 633 F.o4 844, cert
den; Zeller v. Rankin 101 S.Ct. 2020, 451 U.S. 939, 68 L.Ed 24 32¢; Fiperv.
Pearson, 2 Gray 120, cited in Bradley v. Fisher, 13 Wall 336, 20 L.Ed. 646(1872) )
43.  Judge Thrash has committed treason.

|Whenever a judge acts where hé/she does not have Jurisdiction to act, the
hudge 15 engaged in an act or acts of treason. US v. Will 4491 8. 200, 218,

9
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09/10/2008); Western Water Management. Inc, v. Brown, 40 F.3d 105, 199
(5th Cir. 1994)) [emphasis added.]

49.  Every judge or government attorney takes an oath to support the U.S.

Constitution. Whenever any judge violates the Constitution in the course of

performing his/her duties, as Judge Thrash has, then he hag defrauded not only the

Plaintiff involved, but has also the government.

50.  Windsor filed appeals of the mjunctions on filing restrictions, but

Juq'ge Thrash ignored the appeals. He held a hearing and issued the permanent

injlinction 18 & case that was on appeal for his illegal preliminary injunction order.

| The|Supreme Court stated the law on jurisdiction quite clearly in 1982:

a federal district court
and a federal court of appeals should not attempt to assert Jurisdiction over g

case simultanecusly. The filing of a notice of appeal is an event of
- Jurisdictional significance - it confers jurisdiction on the court of appeals and
- divests the district court of its control over those asg

pects of the case involved
_ inthe appeal. See, e.g., United States v. Hitchmon, 587 F.2d 1357 (CA5
- 1979).” (Griggs v. Provident Consumer Discount 459 U_ S, 56 (1982))

51. For these many reasons, The District Court has no jurisdiction.

THE DISTRICT COURT VIOLATED WINDSOR'S RIGHTS TO DUE PROCESS.

92.

The District Court has violated just about every right to due process

that there is. Fairness is not even a word in Judge Thrash’s vocabulary with

Windsor.

93.  Judge Thrash allowed illegal, defective notices of removal to remove

cases from Fulton County Superior Court. J udge Thrash failed to review the

hotices of removal and failed to rule on jurisdiction. Judge Thrash allowed the U.S.

| ! Attorney to file motions allegedly for Defendants, but required filings and

11



nght to make objections. He refused to allow Windsor to be sworn in $0 hig
tesﬁjimony would be on the record. He refused to rule on the objections that Windsor
malde during the hearing. Before he gave his argument, Windsor agked Judge
Thrash if an order had already been written deciding the motion evep before
Wil?.dSOI"S presentation was heard. Judge Thrash snapped and said he wag not
gnix?g to answer any questions. Following Windsor's presentation after a fow
oom[ments between the judge and the U.S. Attorney, after never leaving the bench,

J udge Thrash leaned to his left and read the order. Exhibit 31 is an affidavit from
Jeff \Goolsby, one of the many in the courtroom who saw that the judge was totally
bmsbd and had already written the order.

56.  Onduly 22, 2011, J udge Thrash violated Windsor’s First Amendment
nghts to free speech and probably committed mail theft and interference with
pnvate communications via the U.S. mail by interfering with letters mailed to
federal employees.

57.  The Orders of Judge Thrash contain perjury, were issued to obstruct
Justice, violate the rules, and ignore the statutes. This Court doesn’t want to get

bogged down in facts, so Windsor will simply state that he can document anything

that this Court would care to see.

58.  Judge Thrash has ordered Windsor to post a $50,000 cash bond or
surety bond. Windsor has no job and no money and no ability to post a bond. J udge

Thrash made no inquiries into Windsor's ability to pay.

99. It seems silly to even cite any law on this because the violations are go

13
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ﬁ];it:1gs are denied, but Windsor has presented a number of motions and affidavits to
the Clerk for filing, but these have disappeared, and the Clerk of the Court refuses
to fespond as to the whereabouts of these filings. The District Court is totally
norresponsive.
69. This Application is verified, so it serves as a sworn affidavit under
penalty of perjury from William M. Windsor.
CONCLUSION

70.  Supreme Court Rule 23 provides that “a stay may be granted by a
Justice as permitted by law.

71.  Windsor has shown that he will suffer irreparable harm if this
Application is not granted.

WHEREFORE, Windsor respectfully requests:

a. that a stay of all orders issued in the Underlying Actions be ordered
w*ithiout bond pending the filing of and decision on Windsor’s Petition for Writ of
Mandamus;

b. that a stay of all activity be ordered without bond in Appeals of al]
orde:ti-s in the Underlying Actions and that the time for filing appeals be frozen
pending the filing of and decision on Windsor's Petition for Writ of Mandamus;

and

c. that the Chief Justice name a judge from outside the territory of the

Eleventh Circuit to preside over the Underlying Actions;

d. that the new presiding judge review jurisdiction and issye appropriate

orders;

16
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e.  that the Clerk of the Court be ordered to file all of Windsor's motijong

I and other documnents as of the date and time presented;

f that this Court grant such other and further relief as ig appropriate.

Respectfully submitted this 28th day of July, 2011.

William M. Windsor
Pro Se

PO Box 681236
Marietta, GA 30068
Telephone 770-578-1094
Facsimile: 770-578- 1057

Email: Mmdaor@beﬂsouth net
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that I served this APPLICATION FOR STAY by United

States Postal Service first-class mail with sufficient Dostage attached, addressed a5

Christopher J. Huber, Neeli Ben-David, Darcy Coty
ASSISTANT U S, ATTORNEYS
600 Richard B. Russeli Federal Bldg,
75 Spring Street, S.W.
Atlanta, Georgia 30303
Telephone: (404) 581-g29 -- Facsimile: (404) 581-6181
Email: chris.huber@usdoj .gov

This 28th day of J uly, 2011.

§17, Wy N
William M. Windsor
Pro Se

PO Box 681236

Marietta, GA 30068

Telephone: 770-578-1094

Facsimile: 770-578- 1057

Email: Williamvvindsor@bellsouth.net
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VERIFICATION OF WILLIAM M. WINDSOR

I, William M. Windsor, swear that I am authorized to make this
verification and that the facts alleged in the foregoing APPLICATION are true and
correct based upon my personal knowledge, except as to the matters herein stated
to be aileged on information and belief, and that as to those matters [ believe them
to be true.

In accordance with 28 U.S.C. § 1746, I declare under penalty of perjury that

 the forgoing is true and correct based upon my personal knowledge.

William M. Windsor

This 28th day of July 2011.
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- Clarence Cooper, J. Owen Forrester, Willis B. Hunt, Harold L. Murphy, William C.
O’Kelley, Charles A. Pannell, Marvin H. Shoob, Richard W. Story, G. Ernest Tidwell,
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' JAMES N. HATTEN, Anniva Senders, J, White,

WILLIAM M. WINDSOR, )

Plaintiff,
CIVIL ACTION NO,

L'ﬂ.ﬂ(;mzz-rwr

B. Gutting, Margaret Callier, B, Grutby,
Douglas J. Mincher, Jessica Birnbaum,
Judge William $, Duffey, Judge Orinda D.

Judge Joel F. Dubina, Judge Ed Carnes,

| Judge Rosemary Barkett, Judge Frank M.
'Fiull, Jane Doe l,JancDoez,JaneDoe:i,
Jane Doe 4, Jane Doe 5, John Doe 1,
iJohnDer. and Does 8 to 1000, and

The United States of America,

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
:

Evans, Judge Julie E. Carnes, John Ley, )
)
)
)
)
)
3

Defendants, 3

WHEREAS, defindants Judge William 8. Duffey, Judge Orinda b, Evans,

Jodge Julie B. Cernes, Judge Joel F. Dubina, John Ley and James N. Hatten

Have shows good cause as to why thelr Motion Por- An Extension Of Time To File

Responsive Pleading Or Motion should be granted,

ITIS HEREBY ORDEREDthatthemoﬁonisGRANTEDandﬂ:atthe
above-referenced defendants shall not be required to answu-orbthemriserespond
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SOORDERED this ;¢ dayof_}‘w
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF GEORGIA

ATLANTA DIVISION
WILLIAM M. WINDSOR,
Plaintiff,
V. . CIVIL ACTION FILE

NO. 1:11-CV-1922-TWT
~ JUDGE WILLIAM S. DUFFEY, et al,

Defendants.

ORDER

This is a pro se civil action, It is before the Court on the Federal Defendants
|Judge William S. Duffey, Judge Orinda D. Evans, Judge Julie E. Carnes, Judge Joe!
!F. Dubing, John Ley and Jemes N. Hatten’s Motion for Protective Order [Doc. 4],
'ThlS is the latest in a series of frivolous » malicious and vexatious [awsuyits filed by the

Plamtlff The Federal Defendants’ Motion for Protective Order [Doc. 4 is

pRANTED All outstanding discovery in this matter is quashed and no responses to
the discovery by any party or aon-party are required. No discovery shall be served
#nd the parties are not required to hold the conference pursuant to Federa Rules of
¢ivil‘ Procedure 26(f) pending further Order of this Cougt. No party need respond to

any filing by the Plaintiff absent an Order to do so by this Court. The Plaintiff is

ordered to post a cash bond or Corporate surety bond acceptable to the Cierk in the
Trionnsksunwmmlmlmmm.wpa
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amount of $50,000.00 to satisfy any award of Rule 11 sanctiong before filing any
additional papers in this case without the congent of the Court.
SO ORDERED, this 16 day of June, 2011.

/sfThomas W, Thrash
THOMAS W. THRASH, JR.
* United States District Judge

TVORDERS\] 1iWindonr 1evi922ipt0. wpd 2.
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF GEORGIA

ATLANTA DIVISION
WILLIAM M. WINDSOR,
Plaintiff,
v : CIVIL ACTION No.

1:11-CV-1922-TWT

Defendants.

Presently before the Court is Plaintiff William M. Windsor’s Motion for
Recusal of U.S. District Court Judge Thomas W. Thrash (“Pl.’s Mot. Recuse™) [Doc.
SI]. This Motion was transferred to the undersigned following Judge Thrash's Junc
£3, 2011 Order referring this motion to another judge pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 144
iDoc. 29].

. Litigation Background

This case is one of several lawsuits filed by Plaintiff Windsor in this court,'

' See Maid of the Mist Corp., et al. v. Alcatraz Media, LLC, et al., No. 1:06-
'V-0714-0ODE (N.D. Ga.) (“Maid Py, Maid of the Mist Corp., etal v, Alcatraz
%edia, LLC, et al, No. 1:09-CV-1543-WSD (N.D. Ga.) (“Maid Ir); Windsor v,
nited States, et al., No. 1:09-CV-2027-WSD (N.D. Ga.) (“Windsor ), Windsor
v| Judge Orinda D. Evans, et al., No. 1:10-CV-0197-RIL (D.D.C.) (“Windsor iy,
indsor v. Hatten, et al., No. 1:11-CV-1922-TWT (N.D. Ga.) (“Windsor i1 )
%’mﬂmr v. Hatten, et al,, No. 1:11-CV-1923.TWT (N.D. Ga.) (“Windsor / ™
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1n essence, these suits originally stem from a business dispute that was heard by U.S.
District Court Judge Orlinda D. Evans, Windsor was one of several defendants in Maid
of the Mist Corp., et al. v. Alcatraz Media, LLC, etal ,No. 1:06-CV-0714 (N.D. Ga. Mar.
28, 2006) (“Maid ). Judge Evans found that the defendants had engaged in tortious
k}us.iness interference and further ordered them to Pay plaintiff’s attomey s fees because
she found that they had been “stubbornly litigious.” (Maid 1, Ord. on Mot. for Summ. J.
8143, Aug. 9, 2007.) The order granting sanctions was upheld by the Court of Appeals for
the Eleventh Circuit. Maid of the Mist Corp. v. Alcatraz Media, LLC. 294 Fod Appx. 463
(11th Cir. Sept. 18, 2008). Although Plaintiff agreed to a Final Consent Order and
Jlirdgement waiving his right to an appeal as part of the negotiation of attorney’s fees
(Maid I, Consent Final Ord. on J., Dec, 9, 2008), he still continued to file sixty-two post

jngement motions, such as motions for recusal (Maid I, Mot. for Recusal April 24,

2009.), to reopen (Maid I, Mot. to Reopen, April 24, 2009), for sanctions ufider Fed. R.

Civ. P. 37 (Maid I, Mot. for Sanctions, April 27, 2009), and for discovery (Maid /, Mot.

for Disc., May 14, 2009). The Court denied those motions and the Court of Appeals for

the Eleventh Circuit affirmed the District Court’s rulings. Maid of the Mist Corp. v.

Alratraz Media, LLC, No. 09-13086 (11th Cir. Sep. 9, 2009).

Foliowing Plaintiffs numerous filings, Judge Evans entered an Order against

Windsor v. Thrash, et al., No. 1:11-CV-2027(N.D. Ga.} (Windsor V™).

-
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‘Plantiff enjoining him from filing any motion, pleading, or other paper in that cuse or
iﬁling any new suit from the same factyaj predicate or operative nucleys of facts. holding:
Windsor's persistently litigious behavior undermines the integrity of the
Consent Final Order and Judgment submitted by the parties and signed by
the Court in this case, as well as the other orders thus far issued by the Court,
through repeated unsubstantiated collateral attacks, procedurally improper
postiudgment motions, and increasingly bitter rhetoric, Windsor's continued
filing of frivolous, improper Post-judgment motions also continues to subject

Plaintiffs to needless trouble and expense.
(Maid I, Ord., Dec. 22,2009 at 19.) The Court of Appeals affirmed the order, finding the
“pleadings are long and repetitive, and the volume of his filings poses a burden to clerical
apd judicial operations and is an impediment to the administration ofjustice.” Maid of the
Mist Corp. v. Alcatraz Media, LLC, 388 Fed. Appx. 940, 942 (11th Cir. July 23, 2010).

In May 2009, Plaintiff filed 2 new suit and attempted to serve a subpoena on J udge
Evans in an effort to obtain her testimony for a motion for recusal regarding the original
Maid of the Mist dispute. The United States filed a motion 1o quash the subpoena, which
US. District Court Judge William §. Duffey granted. (Maid 11, Ord, on Mot. to Quagh,
June 30, 2009.) Plaintiff appealed that order as well (Maid 17, Notice of Appeal, Sep. 15,
2009), and the Court of Appeals affirmed the District Court's decision. Maid of the M
Corp. v. Aleatraz Media, LLC, No. 09-14735, (11th Cir, Feb, 26,2010). Plaintitf moved

to fecuse Judge Duffey in that matter and the motion was subsequently denied by Judge

Duffey. (Maid I7, Mot. for Recusal, July 21, 2010.)

3a
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Next, Plaintiff filed a separate complaint against Judge Evans and the United States.

along with several other parties, including the plaiﬁtiff' and their counse! from the original

- Maid of the Mist suit. (Windsor 1, Compl., July 7, 2009.) The United States moved to

dismiss Plaintiff"s complaint as frivolous, which the District Court granted and the Court

of Appeals affirmed. (Windsor 1, Ord. on Mot. to Dismiss, Oct. 20. 2010): Windsor +.

United States, et al., No. 10-148%9 (11th Cir. June 1, 201 1). Plaintiff filed a motion to

recuse Judge Duffey and the Court denied that motion. (Windsor I, Mot. to Recuse, July
28, 2009: Ord., July 30, 2009.)

Plaintiff then attempted to attack Judge Evans’ decisions from the original Maid of
the Mist dispute once again by filing a complaint against her with the District Court for
the District of Columbia. (Windsor 17, Compl., Feb. 4, 2010) The District Court dismissed
the complaint and the Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia affirmed. (/4. Ord.
Dismiss, Feb. 17, 2010); Windsor v. £vans, No. 10-5071 (D.C. Cir. Dec. 28, 2010),

Plaintiff most recently filed two new suits in Fulton County Superior Court agains:
several defendants, inciuding Judge Duffey, Judge Evans. and other employees of the
District Court. These suits, styled Windsor v. Duffeyetal. . 1:11-CV-~19722 (“Windsor 117y
and Windsor V. Hatten, etal.. 1:11-CV-1923 (“Windsor IV*), were removed (o this Court
on June 13, 2011 and assigned to Judge Thomas W. Thrash.

These latest actions essentially arise from Plaintiff's original litigation against

-4
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Yudge Evans, but add new parties and legal grounds for his clajms, On June 17, 2011,

Judge Thrash issued an order in both of these matters that quashed discovery and ordered

%that no party in these suits need respond to Plaintiff's filings absent an order by the court.
é.ludgc Thrash found that these suits were “the latest in a series of frivolous, malici ous, and
vexatious lawsuits filed by the Plaintiff.” (Windsor 111, Ord. on Mot. for Protective Ord.
at 1, June 17, 2011; Windsor 1V, Ord. on Mot. for Protective Ord. at 1. June 17,2011

| Following Judge Thrash’s Order, on June 20, 201 [, Plaintiff filed a complainy
agamst Judge Thrash and all the judges in the Northern District, including the
undersngned, in Fulton County Superior Court, styled Windsor V. Thrash et af. . No.
201 1CV202263. 'The case was removed to this Court on June 22, 2011 and assigned to
.ludge Thrash under case number 1:] 1-CV-2027(“Windsor V). On June 23. 2011
Plaintiff filed the present motion for recusal in the three cases currently asstgned to Jud ge
Thrash. (Windsor IfI, Mot. for Recusal, June 23, 201 1; Windsor IV, Mot. for Recusal. june
23,201Y; Windsor V, Mot. for Recusal, June 23,2011.) Judge Thrash subsequently issued
an order referring the motions to another judge pursuant to 28 U.8.C. § 144. (Windyor 117,

Ord., June 23, 2011; Windsor 1V, Ord., June 23, 201; Windsor V. Ord., June 23, 201 1.)

]] Instant Motion to Recuse

A.  Motion and Briefs
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Plaintiff contends that Judge Thrash should be recused from these cases for several
reasons. First, Plaintiff argues in his affidavit that J udge Thrash has “a pervasive
antagonistic bias towards [Plaintiff].” (Windsor's Aff. of Prejudice §12.) Plaintitt asserts
irhat Judge Thrash’s finding that his latest complaints are nothing more than “the latest in
a series of frivolous, malicious, and vexatious lawsuits filed by the Plaintiff™ is false and
blatant cvidence of his bias. (Windsor’s AT of Prejudice 4 75.) Second, Plaintiff citey
{several of Judge Thrash's rulings as evidence of bias against him, including: the court's
having not made a sva sponte determination that the removal was faciall y defective?; the
gourt’s denial of Plaintiff’s motion for a temporary restraining order (“TRO™); and the
qourt"s refusal 1o hold a hearing on tﬁe TRO motion. (Windsor's AIT of Prejudice 9% 22.
25, 30.) Third, Plaintiff avers that Judge Thrash “has demonstrated a bias against pro se
parties and against anyone who would have the audacily 10 sue a federa) judge.”
(Windsor’s AfT. of Prejudice 7 58.)

In response, Defendants argue that Plaintiff's motion fails to meet the signiticant
burden necessary to sustain a motion for recusal because there is no evidence of

extrajudicial bias. (Dcf.’s Br. in Opp’n to Mot. to Recuse at 8.} Defendants also assert

* The Court notes that a motion to remand the case subsequent to removal
was never filed and therefore, was not in front of Jud ge Thrash. However, based
upon the Court’s independent review of the removal | ssue, the Court finds that
jurisdiction properly lies in the federal court, as removal of this case was proper
pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1442(a)(1) and 23 U.S.C. § 2679,

e
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|that even if Judge Thrash had a personal interest in the matter, under the rule of necessity,
he need not recuse himself if there is no other judge lefl to hear the case dye to PlaintifTs
most recent suit that names all the judges in the Northern District as defendants. (fd at
9.)

In his reply to Defcndant’s brief, Plaintifl argucs that the standard for recusal does
1;-mt require extrajudicial bias. (Pl."s Reply to Def.’s Opp'nat 7.) He also argues the rule
of necessity does not apply in this case becausc there are other federal Jjudges owtside of
the Northern District who could hear his case, or the case should be remanded back 1o
lj?ulton County Superior Court. { P1."s Reply to Def.’s Opp'nat 13.)

Plaintiff also moves to strike porlions of Defendant’s brief discuss ing his litigation
ﬂistory claiming that they were prejudicial. 'fhe Court finds that Defendant’s summary
13 supported by the record in these cases, and that the litigation history is relevant to an
assessment of Plaintiff™s claims as well as motion for recusal. “A district court may take
Jjudicial notice of public records within its files relating to the particular case betore it or
otherrelated cases.” Cash Inn of Dade, Inc. v. Metropolitan Dade County, 938 F.2d 1289,

1243 (11 Cir. 1991). Therefore, Plaintiff’s Motion to Strike [Doc. 351 is DENIED.

B.  Analysis

Section 455(a) of Title 28 of the United States Code requires recusal of a judge

7.
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f‘in any proceeding in which his impartiality might reasonab ly be questioned” or when “he

has a personal bias or prejudice concerning a party.™ The standard under § 455(a) is

whetheran objective, fully informed lay observer would entertain significant doubt about
the judge’s impartiality.” Thomas v. Tenneco Packaging Co., Inc., 293 F 34 1306, | 329
(11th Cir. 2002). Generally. to warrant recusal, a “judge’s bias must be personal and
gxtrajudicial; it must derive from something other than which the judge leamned by
participating in the case.”™ McWhorterv. City of Birmingham, 906 F.2d 674,678 (11th Cir.
1990). Recusal may be based on judicial rulings only if the judge’s remarks in a judicial
context demonstrate “‘pervasive bias and prejudice™ against a party, Thomas, 293 ¥ 3d
1B06, 1329. As the Supreme Court has held, “[MNudicial rulings alone almost never
chnstitute a valid basis for a bias or partiality motion. In and of themselves, they cannot
possibly show reliance upon an extrajudicial source; and can only in the rarest
circumstances evidence the degree of favoritism or antagonism ... when no extrajudicial
squrce is involved. Almostinvariably, they are proper grounds for appeal. not for recusal. ™
Liteky v. United States, 510 U.S, 540, 555 (1994) (citations omitted).

Plaintiff has failed to establish sufficient Judicial grounds to recuse Judge Thrash.

First, while Plaintiff cites multiple disagreements with J udge Thrash’s rulings, the

*28 U.S.C. § 455(b) sets forth other factors requiring recusal that arc not at
issue here, including situations where the Judge previously served as a lawver in
the matter or has a financial interest in the matter.

-8-



Case 1:11-cv-01922-TWT Document 39  Filed 07/01/4 1 Page 9 of 13

great majorityof these pertain to the legal procedure utilized by ludge Thrash or the
outcome of his rulings. Plaintiff"s complaints in essence are legal objections thay may be
pressed as grounds for appeal, not as grounds for recusal, Liteky, 510 U.S. at 555,

Second, Judge Thrash clearly catered his rulings based on the Cour record
properly beforc him. The Plaintiffs prior cases in this Court provide relevant context for
his current lawsuit and claims. As the Supreme Court has noted, “[Olpinions formed by
the judge on the basis of facts introduced or events oceurring in the course of the current
proceedings, or of prior proceedings, do not constitule a basis for a bias or partiality
motion unless they display a deep-scated favoritism or antagonism that would make fair
judgment impossible.” Liteky, 510 U.S, at 555, (Emphasis added).

Plaintiff’s affidavit and pleadings* fail to demonstrate the “deep-seated favoritism
oﬁ antagonism” required as a predicate to establishing that Judge Thrash was biased and
incapable of fair judgment in this matier. One remark fulls at the centerpiece of Plaintiff s
asserted evidence of Judge Thrash’s bias: the J udge’s finding that Plaintiff's latest lawsuil
was “the latest in a series of frivolous, malicious, and vexatious lawsuits filed by the
Plaintiff.” (Windsor's Aff. of Prejudice § 75; Order of June 17,2011, Doc. 25.) However,

the Supreme Court has held “Judicial remarks during the course of x trial that are critical

' The undersigned judge has authorized the Clerk"s filing of all pleadings
Plaintiff has presented relating to his motion for recusal S0 as to review all
pertinent information Plaintiff may present in support of his motion.

9.
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or disapproving of, or even hostile to, counsel, the parties, or their cases, ordinari ly do not
support a bias or partiality challenge.” Litkey, 510 U.S. at 555. J udge Thrash's finding,
Mhile adverse to Plaintiff, was clearly based on his review of Plaintiff's pleadings in this
Epction as well as rclated court decisions in prior cases involving the Plaintiff. “The
Ebbjectivc appearance of an adverse disposition attributable to information acquired in a
prior trial is not an objective appearance of personal bias or prejudice, and hence not an
dbjective appearance of improper partiality.” Litkey, 510'U.S. at 1156 n. 2.

Third, thc only assertion Plaintiff makes tegarding alleged bias from an extrajudicial
source is that the Judge, who is now a subject of Plaintiff’s latest suit. “has demonstrated
2 bias against pro se parties and against anyone who would havc the audacity to suc a
federal judge.” (Windsor’s Aff. of Prejudice 9 58.) However, Plaintiff fails to cite to
factual evidence that supports his bald allegation of bias against pro se partics.
Conclusory allegations in the requisite affidavit for a motion for recusal will not he
d{eemed to properly establish gromd§ for recusal. Jones v. Pittsburg Nat'f Corp.. 899
Fl2d 1350, 1356 (3rd Cir. 1990). |

Fourth, the Plaintiff seeks recusal based on the purported bias of ail judges of this
Court, as he has by this datc filed collateral lawsuits naming each judge, including Judge
Thrash, as Defendants. ‘The rule is weli established that the i ling of a collateral lawsyit

against a judge clearly will not require recusal. See Jones v. Pittsburgh Nat ' Corp., 899

-10-
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F.2d 1350, 1355-56 (3d Cir. 1990); United States v Studley, 783 F 2d 934, 940 (%th Cir.

1986) (holding a judge is not disqualified by a litigant's suit or threatened suit against

himY): United States v. Grismore, 564 F.2d 929, 933 (10¢th Cir. 1977) (holding a Jjudge ix
not disqualified merely becausc a litigant sues or threatens to sue him). United States v,
Whitesel, 543 F.2d 1176, 1181 (6th Cir. 1976} (finding judges named in suit did not nced
to recuse themselves because “we do not think that the United States courts are so fragile
as 1o be subject to being put out of existence by a civil suit which names all sitting
Judges™). Therefore, Judge Thrash cannot be recused simply because Plaintiff hag filed
shit against him,

Moreover. in his latest suil. Plaintiff sues Judge Thrash along with all the judgcs
xri this District. including the undersigned. (See Windsor V.) The judicial doctrine of a

“the rule of necessily” provides that even when a judge bas a personal interest in the

case, he need not recuse himself when there would be no judge left in the district 1o
hear the case. Bolinv. Siory, 225 F.3d 1234, 1238 (11th Cir. 2000), Brinkley v. Hassig,
83 F.2d 351. 357 (10th Cir.1936) (“From the very necessity of the casc has grown the
rule that disqualification will not be permitted to destroy the only tribunal with power
in the premises.”). See also Pila v. American Bar Ass'n. $42 F.2d 56. 59 (8th
Ci1.1976) (stating that under rule of necessity, “where all arc disqualified, none are

dishua] ified”) (citation omitted).

-11-
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Plaintiif cites Jefferson County v. Acker, 92 F 34 1561 (11th Cir. 1996) (rev'd on
lother grounds) to support his contention that all federal judges have not been
idisqualiﬁed as there are “thousands of federal judges in the U1.S. to whom this civil
ipction may be assigned.”™ ( PL’s Reply to Def."s Opp'n. at 13, citing 92 F.3d 1561.)
iél-iowever, the court in Jefferson County decided that recusal was not warranted under
ighe rule of necessity, despite the possible option of convening “an en banc court for
this Circuit composed of non-disqualified judges exclusively drawn from other
Circuits.” 92 F.3d at 1583 n. 4. Furthermore, reviewing Plaintiff's litigation trail_ it
seems that each new complaint adds the name of the last Judge who ruled against him.
Following that logic. Plaintiff might likcly file suit against any judge. regardless of his
district, who ruled against Plaintilf. See Davis v. Kvalheim, 261 Fed. Appx. 231, 234
n.4 (11th Cir. 2008) (affirming the refusal of a district court judge named in a frivolous
]ﬁ_pro se complaint to recuse himself where it was clear that the Plaintiff would nam ¢,
z.{nd thereby try to disqualify. any judge who ruled against him). Thercfore, the nile of
nlecessity provides further support for the Court's denial of Plaintiff's motion for
recusal.

Plaintitf secks to escape the “rule of necessily” by his request for an order
directing Joel F. Dubina, Chief Judge of the 11™ Circuit Court of Appeals, 1o certity

this case to the Chicf Justice of the United State Supreme Court for purpose of’

-{2-
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assignment of a new judge pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 292(d). The Court finds
insufficient grounds to make such a request of Chief Judge Dubina and moreover, has
fipo autherity to direct Chicf Judge Dubina 1o issue such a certification request to the
Jupreme Court. Accordingly. the PlaintifI"s motion for certificate of necessity {Doc,
3‘7] is DENTED. Plaintiff's corresponding request for a hearing on the motion is
similarly DENIED.

For all of the foregoing reasons, the Court DENIES Plaintiff's motion to recuse
[Doc. 31] Judge Thrash.

C. SUMMARY OF RULINGS

The Court DENIES Plaintiff"s motion to recuse [Doc. 31]. For the same
réasons, the court DENIES Plaintiff’s motion for certificate of necessity |Doc. 37} and
cgrresponding motion for a hearing filed July 1, 2011. The Court additionally
DENIES Plaintiff's Motion to Strike [Doc. 35].

SO ORDERED, this 1% day of July, 2011.

AMY'T RG
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT

OF GEORGa
ATLANTA g VISION
WILLIAM M. WINDSOR,
Plaintiff,
Y.
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF GEORGIA

ATLANTA DIVISION
WILLIAM M. WINDSOR,
Plaintiff,
V. CIVIL. ACTION FILE

\ NO. 1:11-CV-1922-TWT
JUDGE WILLIAM S. DUFFEY, et al.,
Defendants.

ORDER

This is a pro se civil action against the Clerk of this Court and various J udges
of this Court and the Eleventh Circuit Court of Appeals and athers. The Court notes
thatin arelated case where the Plaintiff's appeal was dismissed as frivolous, the Court
of Appeals described the Plaintiff’s abuse of the judicial system as follows:

[ The Plaintiff’s] litigious behavior [has] undermined the integrity of the
- judgments and orders in this case. Although the case is closed, Windsor
- has repeatedly filed unsubstantiated, duplicative pleadings, many after
the district court issued an order denying them. Moreover, his pleadings
are long and repetitive, and the volume of his filings poses a burden to
clerical and judicial operations and is an impediment to the
administration of justice.

i After review, permission to file the papers received by the Clerk from the Plaintiff on

‘ July 11, 2011 is DENIED. The papers constitute attempted abuse of the judicial

. system. The claims are frivolous.

TAORIERS\! \Windsor1 [ovi922\filings3 wpd
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- SO ORDERED, this 12% day of July, 2011.

/s/Thomas W. Thrash
THOMAS W. THRASH, JR.
United States District Judge

‘ TAORDERS\ \Windsori1 1ev1922\filings3 wpd ~2-
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF GEORGIA

ATLANTA DIVISION
| WILLIAM M. WINDSOR,
|
| Plaintiff,
V. CIVIL ACTION FILE

NO. 1:11-CV-1922-TWT
JUDGE WILLIAM S. DUFFEY, et al., '
Defendants.

ORDER

This is a pro se civil action against various Judges of this Court and the

! Eleventh Circuit Court of Appeals and others. The Court notes that in a related case

I where the Plaintiff's appeal was dismissed as frivolous, the Court of Appeals

{ described the Plaintiff’s abuse of the Judicial system as follows:

. [The Plaintiff’s ] litigious behavior [has] undermined the integrity of the
' judgments and orders in this case. Although the case is closed, Windsor
 has repeatedly filed unsubstantiated, duplicative pleadings, many after
‘ the district court issued an order denying them. Moreover, his pleadings
| are long and repetitive, and the volume of his filings poses a burden to

|clerical and judicial operations and is an impediment to the
-administration of justice.

| The PlaintifPs Motions [Doc. 12, 24,26 & 27} are DENIED. The claims are

frivolous.

| ‘ TAORDERS\ #Windsond lev1922\motions wpd
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SO ORDERED, this 13 day of July, 2011.

/s/Thomas W. Thrash
THOMAS w. THRASH, JR.
United States District Judge

| 1{:\0@&511 1\Windsor\! 1 cv1922umotions wpd -2-
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF GEORGIA
ATLANTA DIVISION

WILLIAM M. WINDSOR,
Plaintiff,
v,

)
)

)

)

)
JAMES N. HATTEN, Anniva Sanders, J. White, )
B. Gutting, Margaret Callier, B. Grutby, )
Douglas I. Mincher, Jeasica Birnbaum, )
Judge William S. Duffey, Judge Orinda D, )
‘Evans, Judge Julie E. Carnes, John Ley, )
Judge Joel F, Dubina, Judge Ed Carnes, )
)

)

)

)

)

)

)

'Judge Rosemary Barkett, Judge Frank M.
Hull, Jane Doe 1, Jane Doe 2, Jane Doe 3,
Jane Doe 4, Jane Doe §, John Doe 1,

John Doe 2, and Does § to 1000, and

‘The United States of Americs,

Defendants.
QORDER
WHEREAS, defendants James M. Hatten, Angive Senders, J. White, B,
Gutting, Margaret Callier, B. Grutby, Douglas J, Mincher, Jessice Birnbaum,
Judge William S. Duffey, Judge Orind D. Evans, Judge Julie E. Camnes, John

Ley, Judge Joel P. Dubina, Judge Bd Carnes, Judge Rosemary Barkett, Judge
Frank M. Hull and the United States of America have showngoodcauseas to why
their Motion For An Extension Of Time To File Responsiye Pleading Or Motion
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Case 1:11.cv-01923-TWT Document 9 Filed 06/16/11 Page 2 of 2
IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that the motion is GRANTED and that the

abmwfamueddefmdmmMnotbereqﬁmdtomswmothemﬁsemspmd

. to the Complaint until 30 days after the U.S. Department of Justice hes rendered

| its determination on ail of the Pederal Defendants’ representation requests.
SOORDERED this__, ¢, dayﬂf.7am , 2011,

s { ) 27
DISTRICT JUDGE

Rl S

STATES

Prepared by:

Christopher J. Huber
Assistant U.S. Attorney
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF GEORGIA

ATLANTA DIVISION
WILLIAM M. WINDSOR, |
Plaintiff,
\2 CIVIL ACTION FILE
NO. 1:11-CV-1923-TWT
JAMES N. HATTEN, et al.,
Defendants.

QRDER

This isa pro se civil action. It is before the Court o the United States’ Motion
for Protective Order [Doc. 4). This is the lstest in a serics of fivolous, malicious and
vexatious lawsuits filed by the Plaintiff. The Motion for Protective Order [Doc. 4] is
GRANTED. All outstanding discovery i this matrer is quashed and no responses to

the discovery by any party or hon-party are required. No discovery shal] be served

amount of $50,000.00 to satisfy any award of Rule 11 sanctions before filing any

aliditional papers in this cage without the consent of the Cout.

TIORDERS\ Windson] Iev1923pt0 wpd
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SO ORDERED, this 17 day of June, 2011.

/s/Thomas W. Thrash

THOMAS W. THRASH, JR.
United States District Judge

TAORDERS:} Windsor] Lev1929\pto v 2~

Page 2 of 2
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF GEORGIA

ATLANTA DIVISION
WILLIAM M. WINDSOR,
Plaintiff,
v . CIVIL ACTION NO,

E1-CV-1923.-TWT

JAMES M. HATTEN, et al.

Defendants.

Presently before the Court is Plaintiff William M. Windsor's Motion for
Recusal of U.S. District Court Judge Thomas W. Thrash (**P1.’s Mot. Recuse™) [Doc.
| 43]. This Motion was transferred to the undersigned following J udge Thrash's Jupe

23, 2011 Order referring this motion to another judge pursuant to 28 US.C. § 144
[Doc. 41].

L Litigation Background

This case is one of several lawsuits filed by Plaintiff Windsor in this court.'

' See Maid of the Mist Corp., et al v, Alcatraz Media, LLC e al., No. 1:06-
CV-0714-ODE (N.D. Ga.) (“Maid Py, Maid of the Mist Corp,, etal v. dicatraz
Media, LLC, et al., No. 1:09-CV-1543-WSD (N.D. Ga.) (“Maid IT*): Windsor v,
United States, et al.. No. 1:09-CV-2027-WSD (N.D. Ga.) (“Windsor ), Windsor
v. Judge Orinda D. Evans, et al., No. 1:10-CV-0] 97-RIL (D.D.C.) (“Windsor Iry;
Windsor v. Hatten, et al., No. 1:11-CV- [922-TWT (N.D. Ga.) (“Windsor iury:
Windsor v. Hatten, et al, No. 1:11-CV-1923-TWT (N.D. Ga.) (“Windsor | V)
Windsor v. Thrash, et al., No. 1:11-CV-2027(N.D. Ga.) (Windsor 1),
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In essence, these suits originally stem from a business dispute that was heard by U 5.
District Court Judge Orlinda D, Evans, Windsor was one of several defendants in Agyiy
of the Mist Corp., et al. v. Alcatrae Media, LLC, etal., No. 1:06-CV-0714 (N.D. Ga, Mar.
28, 2006) (“Maid I"). Judge Evans found that the defendants had engaged in tortioys
business interference and further ordered them to pay plaintiffg attorney’s fees becauge
she found that they had been *“stubbom ly litigious.™ (Maid 7, Ord. on Mot. for Summ. J.
2143, Aug. 9, 2007.) The order granting sanctions was upheld by the Court of Appeals for
the Eleventh Circuit. Maid of the Mist Corp. v. Alcatrar Media, LLC 294 Feq. Appx. 463
(11th Cir. Sept. 18, 2008). Although Plaintiff agreed to a Final Consent Order and
Judgement waiving his right to an appeal as part of the negotiation of attorney’'s fees
(Maid I, Consent Final Ord. on J., Dec. 9, 2008), he stil] continued to file SIXty

-two post

Judgement motions, such as motions for recusal (Maid I, Mot. for Recusal April 24,
2009.), to reopen (Maid 1, Mot. to Reopen, April 24, 2009), for sanctions under Fed, R
Civ. P. 37 (Maid I, Mot. for Sanctions, April 27, 2009}, and for discovery (Maid /. Mot.
for Disc., May 14, 2009). The Court denied those motions and the Court of Appeals for
the: Eleventh Circuit affirmed the District Court’s rulings. Maid of the Mg Corp. v.
Alcatraz Media, LLC No. 09-13086 (11th Cir. Sep. 9, 2009).

Following Plaintiff’s numerous filings, Judge Evans entered an QOrder against

Plaintiff enjoining him from filing any motion, pleading, or other paper in that case or

-2



Case 1:11-cv-01923-TWT Document53 Fieg 07101711 Page 3 of 13

filing any new suit from the same factua) predicate or operative nucleus of facts, holding:

Windsor's persistently litigious beha
Consent Final Order and J; udgment submitted b

improper

continued
filing of frivolous, improper post-judgment motions alsg continues to subject

(Maid 1, Ord., Dec. 22, 2009 at 19.) The Court of Appeals affirmed the order, finding the
“pleadings are long and repetitive, and the volume of his filings poses a burden 1o clerical
and judicial operations and is an impediment to the administration of justice.” Afgid of the
Mist Corp. v. dlcatraz Media, LLC, 388 Fed. Appx. 940, 942 (11th Cir. July 23, 2010).
In May 2009, Plaintiff filed a new suit and attempted to serve a subpoena on Judge
Evans in an effort to obtain her testimony for a motion for recusa] regarding the origina)
Muid of the Mist dispute. The United States filed a motion to quash the subpoena, which
U.S. District Court Judge William §. Duffey granted. (Maid II, Ord. on Mot to Quash,

June 30, 2009.) Plaintiff appealed that order as wel] (Maid iI, Notice of Appeal, Sep. 15,

. 2009), and the Court of Appeals affirmed the District Court’s decision. Maiq of the Mist

Corp. v. Alcatraz Media, LLC, No. 0914735, (11th Cir. Feb, 26, 2010). Plaintiff moveq

to recuse Judge Duffey in that matter and the motion was subsequently denjed by Judge

Duffey. (Maid I, Mot. for Recusal, July 21, 2010.)

Next, Plaintiff filed g Scparate complaint against J udge Evans and the Un ited States,

3
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along with several other parties, including the plaintiff and their counsel from the or; ginal
Maid of the Mist suit. (Windsor I, Compl., July 7, 2009) The United States moved (o
dismiss Plaintiff”s complaint as fxivolous, which the District Court granted and the Court
of Appeals affirmed. (Wmdsorf Ord. on Mot. to Dismiss, Oct. 20, 2010); Windsor v,
United States, et al., No. 10-14899 (11th Cir. June 1, 201 1). Plaintiff filed a motion to

recuse Judge Duffey and the Court denied that motion. (Windsor 1, Mot, to Recuse, July

© 28,2009; Ord., July 30, 2009.)

Plaintiff then attempted to attack J udge Evans® decisions from the original Maid of
the Mist dispute once again by filing a complaint against her with the District Court for
the District of Columbia, (Windsor i1, Compl., Feb. 4,2010) The District Court dismissed
the complaint and the Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia affirmed. (/4. Ord.
Dismiss, Feb. 17, 2010); Windsor v. Evans, No. 10-5071 (D.C. Cir. Dec. 28, 2010).

Plaintiff most recently filed two new suits in Fulton County Superior Court against
several defendants, including J udge Duffey, Judge Evans, and other employees of the
District Court. These suits, styled Windsor v, Dyffeyeral., 1:11-CV-1922 (“Windsor IiT)
and Windsor V. Hatten, etal,, 1:1 1-CV-1923 (“Windsor I V™), were removed to thig Court
onJune 13, 2011 and assigned to Judge Thomas W. Thrash.

These latest actions essentially arise from Plaintiffs original litigation against

Judge Evans, but add new parties and legal grounds for his claims. On June 17, 2011,

R
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Judge Thrash issued an order in both of these matters that quashed discovery and ordered
that no party in these suits need respond to Plaintiff's filings absent an order by the court,
Judge Thrash found that these suits were “the latest in a series of frivolous, malicious, and
vexatious lawsuits filed by the Plaintiff.” (Windsor 7, Ord. on Mot. for Protective Ord.
at 1, June 17, 2011; Windsor IV, Ord. on Mot. for Protective Ord. at 1, June 17,2011)
Following Judge Thrash’s Order, on June 20, 201 1, Plaintiff filed a complaint
against Judge Thrash and all the judges in the Northern District, including the
undersigned, in Fulton County Superior Court, styled Windsor V. Thrash et al., No.
2011CV202263. The case was removed to this Court on June 22. 201 t and assigned to
Judge Thrash under case number 1:11-CV-2027(“Windsor V”). On June 23, 201 1,
Plaintiff filed the present motion for recusal in the three cases currently assigned to Judge
Thrash. (Windsor 111, Mot. for Recusal, June 23, 201 1; Windsor 1 V, Mot. for Recusal, June
23,2011; Windsor V, Mot. for Recusal, June 23,'201 1.) Judge Thrash subsequently issued
an order referring the motions to another judge pursuant to 28 U.S.C. 8 144. (Windsor 111,

Ord., June 23, 2011; Windsor IV, Ord., June 23, 201 1; Windsor V, Ord., June 23, 2011 )

Il. Instant Motion to Recuse

A. DMotion and Briefs

Phaintiff contends that Judge Thrash should be recused from these cases for several

.5
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reasons. First, Plaintiff argues in his affidavit that Judge Thrash has “ pervasive
antagonistic bias towards [Plaintiff],” (Windsor’s Aff. of Prejudice ) 12.) Plaintiff asserts
that Judge Thrash’s finding that his latest complaints are nothing more thap “the latest in
a series of frivolous, malicious, and vexatious lawsuits filed by the PlaintifP” i false and
blatant evidence of his bias. (Windsor’s Aff. of Prejudice 175.) Second, Plaintiff cites
several of Judge Thrash’s rulings as evidence of bias against him, including: the court's
having not made a sua sponte determination that the removal was facially defective?, the
court’s denial of Plaintiff’s motion for a temporary restraining order (“TRO™: and the
¢ourt’s refusal to hold a hearing on the TRO motion. {Windsor's Aff of Prejudice 9 22,
25, 30.) Third, Plaintiff avers that Judge Thrash “has demonstrated a bias against pro sc
parties and against anyone who would have the audacity to sue g tederal judge.™
(Windsor's Aff. of Prejudice v58.)
In response, Defendants argue that Plaintiff’s motion fails to meet the significant
burden necessary to sustain a motion for recusal because there is no evidence of

extrajudicial bias. (Def.’s Br. in Opp'n to Mot. to Recuse at 8.) Defendants also assert

that even if Judge Thrash had a personal interest in the matter, under the rule of necessity,

JR—

* The Court notes that a motion to remand the case subsequent to removal
w?s never filed and therefore, was not in front of Judge Thrash. H owever, based
upon the Court’s independent review of the removal issue, the Court finds that
jurisdiction properly lies in the federaj court, as removai of this case was proper
pursuant to 28 U.5.C. § 1442(a)(1) and 28 U.S.C. § 2679,

-6-
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‘he need not recuse himself if there is no other Judge left to hear the case due to Plaintiff's
most recent suit that names all the judges in the Northern District as defendants, (Id at
9.)

Int his reply to Defendant’s brief, Plaintiff argues that the standard for recusal does
not require extrajudicial bias. { PL.'s Reply to Def.’s Opp'nat7.) He aiso argues the ruje
of necessity does not apply in this case because there are other federal judges outside of
the Northemn District who could hear his case, or the case should be remanded back to
Fulton County Superior Court. ( PL’s Reply to Def.’s Opp’nat 13.)

Plaintiff also moves to strike portions of Defendant’s brief discussing his litigation
history claiming that they were prejudicial, The Court finds that Defendant's summary
i5- supported by the record in these cases, and that the litigation history is relevant to an
assessment of PlaintifP’s claims as well as motion for recusal. “A district court may take

Judicial notice of public records within its files relating to the particular case before it or
other related cases.” Cash Inn of Dade, Inc. v. Metropolitan Dade County, 938 F.24 1289,

1243 (11 Cir. 1991). Therefore, Plaintiff’s Motion to Strike [Doc. 47] is DENIED.

B.  Analysis

Section 455(a) of Title 28 of the United States Code requires recusal of a judge

“Inany proceeding in which his impartiality might reasonably be questioned” or when “he

7.
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has a personal bias or prejudice concerning a party.”™ The standard under § 455(a) is
“whether an objective, fully informed lay observer would entertain significant doubt about
the judge’s impartiality.” Thomas v, Tenneco Packaging Co., Inc,, 293 F.3d 1306, 1329
(11th Cir. 2002). Generally, to warrant recusal, 2 “judge’s bias must be personal and
éxtrajudicial; it must derive from something other than which the judge leamed by
participating in the case.” McWhorterv. City of Birmingham, 906 F.2d 674,678 (11th Cir.
1990). Recusal may be based on judicial rulings oniy if the Jjudge’s remarks in a Judicial
context demonstrate “pervasive bias and prejudice™ against party. Thomas, 293 F.3d
1306, 1329.  As the Supreme Court has held, “[Judicial rulings alone almost never
constitute a valid basis for a bias or partiality motion. In and of themselves, they cannot
possibly show reliance upon an extrajudicial source; and can only in the rarest
circumstances evidence the degree of favoritism or antagonism ... when no extrajudicial
squrce is involved. Almost invariably, they are Proper grounds for appeal, not for recusaj
Liteky v. United States, 510 U.S. 540, 555 (1994) (citations omitted).

Plaintiff has failed to establish sufficient Judicial grounds to recuge Judge Thrash.

First, while Plaintiff cites multiple disagreements with Judge Thrash's rulings, the

grf:at majorityof these pertain to the legal procedure utilized by Judge Thrash or the

-8-
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outcome of his rulings. Plaintiff’s complaints in essence are legal objections that may be
pressed as grounds for appeal, not as grounds for recysal. Liteky, 510 US. at 5 55.
Second, Judge Thrash clearly entered his rulings based on the Court record

property before him. The Plaintiff’s prior cases in this Court provide relevant context for
his current lawsuit and claims. As the Supreme Court has noted, “{O]pinions formed by
the judge on the basis of facts introduced or events occurring in the course of the current
proceedings, or of prior proceedings, do not constitute a basis for a bias or partiality
motion unless they display a deep-seated favoritism or antagonism that would make fajr
Judgment impossible.” Liteky, 510 U.S. at 555, (Emphasis added).

Plaintiff’s affidavit and pleadings* fail to demonstrate the “deep-seated favoritism

Or antagonism” required as a predicate to establishing that Judge Thrash was biased and
incapable of fair judgment in this mater. One remark falls at the centerpiece of Plaintiff s
asserted evidence ofJﬁdge Thrash’s bias: the Judge’s finding that Plaintiff"s [atest lawsuit
Was “the latest in a series of frivolous, malicious, and vexatious lawsuits filed by the
Plaintiff.” (Windsor’s Aff. of Prejudice §75; Order of June 1 7,2011, Doc. 25.) However,
the Supreme Court has held “Judicial remarks during the course of 3 trial that are criticg]

ordisapproving of, or even hostile to, counsel, the parties, or thejr cases, ordinarily do not

* The undersigned judge has authorized the Clerk’s filing of all pleadings
i 1 i SO a3 o review al|



Case 1:11-cv-01923-TWT Document 53  Fileq 07/01111 Page 10 of 13

Support a bias or partiality challenge.” Litkey, 510 U.S. at 555, Judge Thragh's finding,

while adverse to Plaintiff, was clearly based on his review of Plaintiff's pleadings in thig

action as well as related court decisions in prior cases involving the Plaintiff “The
objective appearance of an adverse disposition attributable to information dcquired in
prior trial is not an objective appearance of personal bias or prejudice, and hence not an
objective appearance of improper partiality.” Litkey, 510 U.S. at 1156 n. 2.

Third, the only assertion Plaintiff makes regarding alleged bias from an extrajudicial
source is that the Judge, who is now a subject of Plaintiff's latest Suit, “has demonstrated
a; bias against pro se parties and against anyone who would have the audacity to sye a
f?deral Jjudge.” (Windsor’s Aff. of Prejudice ¥ 58.) However, Plaintiff fails to cite 1o
fqlctual evidence that supports his bald allegation of bias against pro se parties,
Conclusory allegations in the requisite affidavit for a motion for recusal will not be
dqiemed to properly establish grounds for recusal,

Jones v, Pittsburg Nar' Corp.. 899
F.2d 1350, 1356 (3rd Cir. 1990).

Fourth, the Plaintiff seeks recusai based on the purported bias of all judges of this
Court, as he has by this date filed collateral lawsuits naming each judge, including J udge
Thrash, as Defendants. The rule is well established that the filing of a collateral lawsyjq
against a judge clearly will not require recusal. See.Jones v, Littsburgh Nat '] Corp., 899

F.Z?:l 1350, 1355-56 (3d Cir. 1990); United States v. Studley, 783 F 2d 934, 940 (th Cir.,

=10
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‘other grounds) to support his contention that all federa] Judges have not been
disqualified as there are “thousands of federa] Judgesinthe Us. to whom thig civil
action may be assigned.” (Pl s Repiy to Def.’s Opp'n, at 13, citing 92 F 34 1561.)
However, the court in Jefferson County decided that recusal wag Lot warranted under
the rule of necessity, despite the possible option of convening “an en banc court for
this Circuit composed of non-disqualified j udges exclusively drawn from other
Circuits.” 92 F.3d at 1583 n. 4. Furthermore, reviewing Plaintiff's litigation trail, it
seems that each new complaint adds the name of the last judge who ruled against him.
Following that logic, Plaintiff might likely file sujt against any Judge, regardiess of his
district, who ruled against Plaintiff. See Davyis v Kvalheim, 261 Feq, Appx. 231, 234
n.4 (11th Cir. 2008) (affirming the refusal of a district court judge named in » frivoloug
pro se complaint to recuse himself where it was clear that the Plaintiff would name,
and thereby try to disqualify, any Jjudge who ruled against him), Therefore,

the rule of

necessity provides further support for the Court’s denial of Plaintiff's motion for

recusal.

Plaintiff seeks to escape the “rule of necessity” hy his request for an order

directing Joel F. Dubina, Chief 1 udge of the 11" Circuit Court of Appeals, to certify
this case to the Chief J ustice of the United State Supreme Court for purpose of

assignment of 2 new Judge pursuant to 28 USC.§ 292(d). The Court finds

-12-
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. insufficient grounds to make such a request of Chief J udge Dubina and moreover, has
.no authority to direct Chief Judge Dubina to issue such a certification request to the
Supreme Court. Accordingly, the Plaintif's motion for certificate of necessity [Doc.
50] 1s DENIED. Plaintiff’s cmrésponding request for a hearing on the motion Doc.
611 is similarly DENTED.

For all of the foregoing reasons, the Court DENIES Plaintiff's motion to recuse
[Doc. 4] Judge Thrash.

C. SUMMARY OF RULINGS

The Court DENIES Plaintiff*s motion to recuse [Doc. 43]. For the same
reasons, the court DENIES Plaintiff’s motion for certificate of necessity [Doc. 30] and
corresponding motion for a hearing filed July 1, 2011 [Doc. 51]. The Court

additionally DENIES Plaintiff’s Motion to Strike [Doc, 47,

50 ORDERED, this 1* day of July, 2011.

AMY TOTE RG
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE

-13-
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF GEORGIA
ATLANTA DIVISION

CIVIL ACTION FILE
NO. I:] 1-CV-1923-TwT

ORDER

After review, permission to file the papers recejved by the Clerk on June 27,

2011, June 29, 2011, Jupy 1, 2011, July 5, 2011, and July 7, 2011 is DENIED,

‘ claims are frivolous and the papers constitute Eftempted abuse of the Jjudicial system.
SO ORDERED, this 7% day of July, 2011,

/s/Thomas W. Thrash
THOMAS W. THRASH, JR,
United States District Judge

T\ORDERS\ I\Wmmuﬂllwlml&rpwpd

i
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF GEORGIA

ATLANTA DIVISION
. WILLIAM M. WINDSOR,
~ Plaintiff,
v. CIVIL ACTION FILE

NO. 1:11-CV-1923-TWT
. JAMES N. HATTEN, et al.,
| Defendants.

ORDER

This is a pro se civil action against the Clerk of this Court and various J udges
| of this Court and the Eleventh Circuit Court of Appeals and others. It is before the
l_ Court on the Defendant United States’ Motion for Modification of Protective Order

i [Ddc. 40]. A hearing on this matter is scheduled for Friday July 15, 2011at 2:00
. PM. | |
| Inaletter to the Court dated July 11, 201 .1 , the Plaintiff has expressed his intent
i to bring a “truckload” of documents to the hearing. The Court notes that in a related
| case where the Plaintiff's appeal was dismissed as frivolous, the Court of Appeals

descriibed the Plaintiff’s abuse of the Judicial system as follows:

 [The Plaintiff*s ] litigious behavior [has] undermined the integrity of the
' judgments and orders in this case. Although the case is closed, Windsor
 has repeatedly filed unsubstantiated, duplicative pleadings, many after

: TAORDERS\ 1\Windsor] lev1923\kearing, wpd
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the district court issued an order denying them. Moreover, his pleadings
are long and repetitive, and the volume of his filings poses a burden to
clerical and judicial operations and is an impediment to the
administration of justice.
I light of the Plaintiff’s past conduct and expressed intent in this instance, the
| following limitations upon the parties will be enforced: (1) The Plaintiff and alj
others acting in concert with him will be allowed to bring no more than 100 pages of
paper into the courthouse for purposes of the hearing. Those items already filed in
the case are a matter of record. The Marshal’s Service will enforce this limitation at
, the: doors to the courthouse. (2) The Plaintiff and the Defendants will each have 20

' minutes for argument on the motion. (3) No witnesses will be called by either side.

SO ORDERED, this 12 day of July, 2011.

{/s/Thomas W. Thrash
THOMAS W. THRASH, JR.
United States District Judge

| TAORPERS\ \Windsonl 10v1923\earing wpd -2-
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF GEORGIA
ATLANTA DIVISION

WILLIAM M. WINDSOR,
. Plaintiff,

V. CIVIL ACTION FILE
NO. 1:11-CV-1923-TWT

. JAMES N. HATTEN, et al,,
i _Defendants.

ORDER

This is a pro se civil action against the Clerk of this Court and various Judges

'; of this Court and the Eleventh Circuit Court of Appeals and others. The Court notes
|

' thatlin a related case where the Plaintiff’s appeal was dismissed as frivolous, the Court
| of Appeals described the Plaintiff’s abuse of the Judicial system as follows:

[The Plaintiff’s ] litigious behavior [hastundermined the integrity of the
- judgments and orders in this case. Although the case is closed, Windsor
| | has repeatedly filed unsubstantiated, duplicative pleadings, many after
- | the district court issued an order denying them. Moreover, his pleadings

| . are long and repetitive, and the volume of his filings poses a burden to
o

clerical and judicial operations and is an impediment to the
administration of justice.

Aﬁei'. review, permission to file the papers received by the Clerk from the Plaintiff on
| July |13, 2011 is GRANTED. The Motion for Reconsideration contains Mr.

Wim!sor’s usual outlandish ravings and preposterous claims. However, the motion

TAORDERSH [\Windsor\] 1cv] 923\filings3. wpd
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| ddes show that he has received notice of the July 15, 2011 hearing and the July 12,
| Zdl 1 Order setting forth the limitations which will govern the hearing, The Motion
" for Reconsideration is DENIED.

SO ORDERED, this 14" day of July, 2011.

/s/Thomas W. Thrash
THOMAS W. THRASH, JR.
United States District Judge

‘ r:xonn}.rnsu 1\Windsor\l 1cv1923\flings3 wpd -2-



Exhibit




TSIV LgdIRLUITC | Lder/egl-Din/att_mkminC
Case 1:11-cv-01923-TWT Document 73  Filed 07/15/11 Page 1 of 1

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF GEORGIA

ATLANTA DIVISION

1:11-cv-01923-TWT
‘Windsor v. Hatten et al
Honorable Thomas W. Thrash, Jr.

Minute Sheet for proceedings held In Open Court on 07/15/2011.

TIME COURT COMMENCED: 2:00 P.M.

! % COURT CONCLUDED: 2:37 P.M. COURT REPORTER: Monty Vann

IN COURT: 0:37 DEPUTY CLERK: Sheila Sewell
OFFICE LOCATION: Atlanta

Christopher Huber representing United States
William M. Windsor appearing Pro Se

Motion Hearing(Motion Hearing Non-evidentiary);

The Court heard from counsel for defendants and plaintiff on defendants
Motion for Modification of Protective Order [40]. Defendants
exhibits1-5 ADMITTED. The Court granted the defendants' Motion to
Modify the Protective Order and enjoined the plaintiff from filing any
new lawsuit without approval of a district court in the district that the
law suite is to be filed. If lawsuit names federal judges or court
employecs the plaintiff must tender $50,000 bond. A written order to
follow later this afternoon.

Hearing Concluded
Exhibits retained by the Court to be forwarded to the Clerks Office.

07/15/2011 3:52 p
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF GEORGIA

- WILLIAM M. WINDSOR,

Plaintiff,

'

| SAMES N. HATTEN, et al.,
' Defendants.

This is & pro se civil action against the Clerk of this Court and various Judges

lof this Court and the Eleventh Circuit Court of Appeals and others., [t is before the

judicial system as follows:

[The Plaintiff’s ] litigious behavior

ATLANTA DIVISION

CIVIL ACTION FILE
NO. 1:11-CV-1923-TWT

ORDER

ICourt on the Defendant United States” Motion for Modification of Protective Order
[Doc. 40]. The Court notes that in a related case where the Plaintiff’s appeal was

.dismissed as frivolous, the Court of Appeals described the Plaintiff's abuse of the

[has] undermined the integrity of the

judgments and orders in this case. Although the case is closed, Windsor

has repeatedly filed unsubstantiated
the district court issued an order den

» duplicative pleadings, many after

g them. Moreaver, his pleadings

are long and repetitive, and the volume of his filings poses a burden to
clerical and judicial operations and is an impediment to the

administration of justice.

]?\ORDERSH WWindsor\} 1ov 1923\, wnd
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350,000.00 cash bond or a $50,000.00 corporate surety bond sufficient to satisfy an

' award of Rule i1 sanctions since such actions are presumably frivolous. Fajlure 10

" abey this Order. inciuding by attempting to avoid or circumvent the intent of this

Order, will be grounds for sanctions including contempt.

SO ORDERED, this 15 day of July, 2011

/s/Thomas W. Thrash

THOMAS W. THRASH, JR.
United States District Judge

TAORDERSM 1\Windsor\l | ¢v 1923wy wed =3
|
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| written with an intent to intimidate the recipients. The Court 1s further informed that similar
| .
| leueré have been sent to the employees of the Court of Appeals. Under existing procedures,

each of these letters has been screened and would have to be distributed and delivered by

IMaysha-]'s Service and Court personnel. As such, much in the same manner as the Plaintiff's
iﬁ-iu@j_cus, malicious and vexatious pleadings, the letters Tepresent a dismption of the Court's
clerical processes and abuse of the Cour(’s resources. This is true withoyt considering the
i:otcmia.l distraction or upset that may be caused the employces intended to teceive these

The Court views thiy latest action of Plaintiff as continuation of the misconduct
iﬂentiﬁed by the Court of Appeals as "2 burden to clerical and judicig] operations” and “up
Li%;pedmmt to the administration of Justice.” While the Court has sought to limit the
PZia‘muiﬁ’s filing of pleadings in recognition of his misconduct, the Coyrt has not had reason
tq’ address other than pleadings. The Plaintifrs latest actions establish that reason, In light
oﬂl the most recent actions of the Plaintiff and ty ensuge the object of thig

Ofder i realized; that the judicial and clerical operations of ¢

Court’s earljer

his court not be distupted,
| ITIS HEREBY ORDERED that any future mailings received fig

a Aemom acting on his behalf and addresged to multiple employecs of the
| .
dalﬁvered to the employees , but will pe delivered to the Clerk of Court or

m the Plaintiff or
Court, will not be
such other person
or persons as the Clerk shall designatefoﬂhatpurpose: and

|

2



Dated this 22™ day of July, 2011,

W,
THOMAS w. THRASH, IR,
United States District udge
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF GEORGIA
ATLANTA DIVISION

W’[LLIAM M. WINDSOR

Plaintiff, Civil Action No.

v. 1:11-CV-01923-TWT

JAMES N. BATTEN, ET AL.

| Defendants.

HUVWW‘-’W\-’\-’V

ORDER
The Court having reviewed non-party movants Maid of the Mist Corporation

and Maid of the Mist Steamboat Company, Ltd.’s motion for access to exhibits

referred to in July 15, 2011 hearing transcript and having determined that the

motion ig ripe for determination, the Court grants the motion and enters thjs order

. | directing that the clerk make the exhibits from the July 15, 2011 hearing availabje

:' ' | to Maid’s counsel and/or his designee for inspection and copying of the same.

[ : SO ORDERED, this 27th day of July, 2011.

(8 | Thomas W. Thrash, Judge
| United States District Court
Northern District of Georgia

-1-
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF GEORGIA

ATLANTA DIVISION
. WILLIAM M. WINDSOR,

Plaintiff,

v | © CIVIL ACTION NO.
| 1:11-CV-2027-TWT
| THOMAS WOODROW THRASH,

. et al.
" Defendants.

Presently before the Court is Plaintiff William M. Windsor’s Motion for
Recusal of U.S. District Court Judge Thomas W. Thrash (“P1.’s Mot, Recuse”) {Doc,

4}, This Motion was transferred to the undersigned foliowing Judge Thrash’s June 23,

2011 Order referring this motion to another judge pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 144 [Doc.
51

‘I Litigation Background

This case is one of several lawsuits filed by Plaintiff Windsor in this court "

' See Maid of the Mist Corp., et al. v. Alcatraz Media, LLC, et al., No. 1:06-
CV-0714-ODE (N.D. Ga.) (“Maid Iy, Maid of the Mist Corp., etal v, Alcatraz
Media, LLC, et al., No. 1:09-CV-1543-WSD (N.D. Ga.) (“Maid IP); Windsor v,
United States, et al., No. 1:09-CV-2027-WSD (N.D. Ga.) (“Windsor I); Windsor
v. Judge Orinda D. Evans, et al., No. 1 :10-CV-0197-RI1, (D.D.C.) (“Windsor .
Windsor v. Hatten, et al., No. 1:11 -CV-1922-TWT (N.D. Ga.) (“Windsor 1r;
Windsor v. Hatten, et al,, No. 1:1 1-CV-1923-TWT (N.D. Ga.) (“Windsor ).
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]Piaintiff enjoining him from filing any motion, pleading, or other paper in that case or
iﬁling any new suit from the same factua} predicate or operative nucieus of facts, holdin g:
Windsor's persistently litigious behavior undermines the integrity of the
Consent Final Order and J udgment submitted by the parties and signed by

the Court in this casc, as well as the other orders thus far issued by the Court,
| through repeated unsubstantiated coliatera] attacks, proceduraily improper

| postjudgment motions, and increasingly bitter rhetoric, Windsor's continued

filing of frivolous, improper post-judgment motions also continues to subject
| Plaintiffs to needless trouble and expense

(jMaidI, Ord., Dec. 22, 2009 at 19.) The Court of Appeals affirmed the order, finding the
‘T:pieadings are long and repetitive, and the volume of his filings poses a burden to clericaf
a?hdjudicial operations and is an impediment to the administration ofjustice.” Maid of the
Mist Corp. v. Alcatraz Media, LLC, 388 Fed, Appx. 940, 942 (11th Cir. July 23, 2010),

Tn May 2009, Plaintiff filed a new suit and attempted to serve a subpoena op J udge
Evans in an effort to obtain her testimony for a motion for recusa] regarding the original
Maid of the Mist dispute. The United States filed a motion to quash the subpoena, which
U:S. District Court Judge William S, Duffey granted. (Maid /I, Ord. o Mot. to Quash,
June 30, 2009.) Plaintiff appealed that order as well (Maid II, Notice of Appeal, Sep. 15,
2009), and the Court of Appeals affirmed the District Court's decision, Maiy of the Mist
CaTrp.- v. Alcatraz Media, LLC, No. 09-14735, (11th Cir, Feb. 26, 2010). Plaintifr moved
to recuse Judge Duffey in that matter and the motion was subsequently denied by Judge
Duffey. (Maid I, Mot. for Recusal July 21, 2010,)

3~
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Next, Plaintiff filed a separate complaint against Judge Evans and the United States,
albng with several other parties, inchuding the plaintiffand their counsel from the origing|

Maid of the Mist suit. (Windsor |, Compl,, July 7, 2009.) The Unitegd States moved to

dismiss Plaintiff’s complaint as frivolous, which the District Court granted and the Court
| of‘Appea.ls affirmed. (Windsor 7, Ord. on Mot. to Dismiss, Qct, 20, 2010); Windsor v
Um:ed.S’rates, et al., No. 10-14899 (11th Cir. June 1, 2011). Plaintiff filed a motion to

| recuse Judge Duffey and the Court denied that motion, (Windsor 7, Mot. to Recuse, July
|28* 2009; Ord., July 30, 2009.)

Plaintiff then attempted to attack Judge Evans’ decisions from the original Mgy of
:the Mist dispute once again by filing & complaint against her with the Distric; Court for
Fha Distriet of Columbsia. Windsor I, Compl., Feb. 4,2010) The District Court dismigsed
Pxe complaint and the Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia affirmeq. {d., Orq.
bxsnruss Feb. 17, 2010); Windsor v. Evans, No. 10-5071 (D.C. Cir. Dec. 28, 2010),

Plaintiff most recently filed two new suits in Fulton County Superior Court against

Several defendants, including Judge Duffey, Judge Evans, and other employess of fhe

District Court, These suits,styled Windsorv. Duffeyetal , 1:11-CV-1922 (“Wingisor ry

and W‘ndsor V. Hatten, etal., 1:11-CV-1923 (“Wi indsor [V™), were removed to this Court
o}n June 13, 2011 and assigned to Judge Thomas W Thrash.

These latest actions cssentially arise from Plaintiff's original litigation against

4-
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Judge Evans, but add new parties and legal grounds for his claims. On June 17, 2011,
Judge Thrash issued an order in both of these matters thar quashed discovery and ordereq

| thet no party in these suits need respond to Plaintiff"s filings absent an order by the courr,

| Jutige Thrash found that these suits were “the latest in a series of frivolous, malicious, and

- vekatious lawsuits filed by the Plaintife™ (Windsor 111, Ord. on Mot, for Protective Org,

at 1, June 17, 2011; Windsor IV, Ord. on Mot. for Protective Ord. at 1, June 17.2011)
Following Judge Thrath’s Order, on June 29, 2011, Plaintiff filed g complaint

;against Judge Thrash and gll- the judges in the Northem District, including the

undersigned, in Fulton Co Superior Court, styled Windsor V, Thrash et al., No.
2011CV202263. The case w s removed to this Court on June 22, 2011 and assigned to
Judge Thrash under case nnJ;nbea’ 1:11-CV-2027(“Windsor ¥”). On June 23, 2011,
;i’!aintiﬂ' filed the present moti{j:m for recusal in the three cases Currently assigned to Judge
hnash. (Windsor IIi, Mot. for | June23,2011; Windsor IV, Mot. for Recusal June
#3,201 L; Windsor V, Mot. for June23,20i1.) Judge Thrash subsequcntly issued

4n order referring the motions fo another judge pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 144, (Windsor 117,
Ord., June 23, 2011; Windsor ¥, Ord., June 23, 2011; Windsor ¥, Ord,, June 23, 201 )

Q Instant Motion to Recise

A.  Motion and Bricfs




|
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Plaintiff contends that Judge Thrash should be recused from these cases for several
| reasons First, Plaintiff argues in his affidavit that Judge Thrash has “g pervasive

‘ antagonistic bias towards- [Plaumﬂ] (Windsor’s Aff, of Prejudice §12.) Plaintiff agserts
| that Judge Thrash’s finding that his latest complaints are nothing more than “the latest in

| & sries of frivolous, malicious, and vexatious lawsuits filed by the Plaintiff” is false and
blalant evidence of his bias. (Windsor’s Aff. of Prejudice § 75.) Second, Plaintiff cites
|several of Judge Thrash’s rulings as evidence of bias against him, including: the courts
[having not made a sua sponte determination that the remova) was facially defective?: the
‘court's- denial of Plaintiff’s motion for g temporary restraining order (*TRO™); and the
F;om-t’s refusal to hold a hearing on the TRO motion. (Windsor’s Aff. of Prejudice 9922,
jzs 30.) Third, Plaintiff avers that Judge Thrash “has demonstrated a bias against pro se
pames and against anyone who would have the audacity to sue a federa judge.”
(Windsor s Aff. of Prejudice ¥ 58.)

Ie response, Defendants argue that Plaintiff's motion fails to meet the significant
l?:mlen fecessary 10 sustain & motion for recusal because there is no evidence of
mjﬁclﬂ bias. (Def.’s Br. in Opp’n to Mot. to Recuse at 8.) Defendants also assert

juris cﬁonproperlyIiwinﬂ:eMeralmurt,asremova!ofthnscasewaspmper
to280U.8.C §l442(a)(l)m1d28USC § 2679,

-
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. ~ thateven if Judge Thrash had a persona! interest in the matter, under the rule of necessity.

H e - beneed not recuse himself if there is no other judge leﬂtohearmecaseduetol’laintiﬂ‘-s
:l o " most recent suit that names all the Judges in the Northern District as defendants. (/d, a
g : )

i In his reply to Defendant’s brief, Plaintiff argues that the standard for recysa does
I . not require extrajudicial biss, (PL’s Reply to Defs Opp'nat 7.) He also argues the rufe

of necessity does not apply in this case because there are other federal Jjudges outside of

|1 ‘ the Northern District who could hear his case, or the case should be remanded back to

Fylton County Superior Court. { PL’s Reply to Def.’s Opp’n at 13.)
" Plaintiffalso moves to strike portions of Defendant's brief discussing his litigation
‘ ' | hitory claiming that they were prejudicial. The Court finds that Defendant’s summary
| . issupported by the record in these cases, and that the litigation history is relevant to an

 assessment of Plaintiff's claims as well as motion for recusal. “A district coyrt may take

| Judlicial notice of public records within its files relating to the particular case before it or

| other related cases.” Cashinn of Dade, Inc, v. Metropolitan Dade County, 938F.2d | 289,

1243 (11 Cir. 1991). Therefore, Plaintiff's Motion to Strike [Doc. 12] is DENIED,

B. Anglysis

Section 455(a) of Title 28 of the United States Code requires recusal of a judge

-7-
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extrajudicial; it must derive from something other than which the judge leamed by
- participating in the cage.* McWhorterv. City of Birmingham, 906 F 24 674,678 (11th Cir.
1990). Recusal may be based on judicial rulings only if the judge’s remaris in a judicial
| context demonstrate “pervasive biag and prejudice” against a party. 7; homas, 293 £ 34
11306, 1329.  As the Supreme Court has held, “[Nudicial rulings alone almost pever
|cotnstatute a valid basis for a biag or partiality motion. In and of themsetves, they cannot
ipw..wzib[:,w show reliance upon an extrajudiciaf Source; and cap only in the rares
#wcmnstmces evidence the degree of favoritism Or antagonism ... when ng extrajudicial

s*oume isinvolved. Almost invariably, they are proper grounds for appeal, not forrecusal "
4ifeky v. United States, 510 U 8. 540, 555 (1994) (citations omitted),

Plaintiff has failed to establish sufficient Judicial grounds to recuge Judge Thragh

First, while Plaintiff cites multiple disagreements with Judge Thrash’s rulings, the

. *28USC.§ 455(b) sets forth other factors requiring recusaj that are not at
issue here, including situations where the judge Previously served gg 5 lawyer in
the matter or has a financial interest in the matter.

-8-
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outcome of his rulings. PlaintifPs complaints in essence are legal objections that may be
| pressed as grounds for appeal, not as grounds for recusal. Liteky, 510 U.S. at 555
Second, Judge Thrash clearly entered his rulings based on the Court recorg
| properly before him. The Plaintiff's prior cases in this Court Provide refevant contexy for
| his current lawsuit and claims. As fhe Supreme Court has noted, “[O]pinions forme by
|the judge on the basis of facts introduced OF events occurring in the course of the current
hsruceedmgs. or of prior proceedings, do not constitute a basis for a biag or partiality
iﬁ'ﬂoﬂm unless they display a deep-scated favoritism or antagonism that woy)d make fair
ju;dgment impossible.” Liteky, 510 U S, at 555, (Emphasis added).

: Plaintiff"s affidavit and pleadings* fail to demonstrate the “deep-seated favoritism
#mmm" required as a predicate to establishing that Judge Thrash wag biased and

incapable of ur judgment n this mtter. Oneremark flsatthe centepiece o Plinir
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'a biss against pro se parties and against anyone who would have the audacity to sye 4
federal judge.” (Windsor's Aff. of Prejudice 9 58.) However, Plaiptify fails to cite tq
factual evidence that supports his bald allegation of bigg against pro ge parties,

:Conclusozy allegations in the requisite affidavit for g motion for recusa wij not be
deemed to properly establish grounds for recusal. Jones v, Pittsburg Nag'f Corp., 899
#.Zﬂ 1350, 1356 (3rd Cir. 1999).
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| F.2d 1350, 1355-56 (3d Cir. 1990); United States v, Studley, 783 F.24 934, 940 (9th Cjr.
| 1986} (holding & judge is not disqualified by a litigant’s suit or threatened suit against
s United Sines

suit did not need
| tarecuse themselves because “we do not think that the United States courts are o fragile

ias to be subject to being put out of existence by a civil sujt which names al) sjy;

Moreover, in his latest suit, Plaintiff syes Judge Thrash along with i) the judges
F“ﬂ‘“ District, including the undersigned. (See Windsgr - ) The judicial doctripe of 4
‘?r‘tﬁem.le of necessity” provides that even when a judge has a personal interest in the
d:ase, he need not recuse himself when there would be no judge left in the district 1o
ticar the case. Bolin v, Story, 225 F.3d 1234, 1238 (1 tth Cir. 2000); Brinkiey v, Hassig,

%; F.2d 351, 357 (10th Cir.1936) (“From the very necessity of the case has growp the

-Ii.
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PIRintift cites Jefferson County v, Acker, 93 F 34 1561 (11¢h Cir. 1996) (rev’q
. ather grounds) to support his contention that all federal judges have not been
. disqualified as there are “thousands of federal Judges in the U.S. o whom this civi]
attion may be assigned.” ( PL’s Reply to Def.’s Opp'n, at 13, citing 92 F.3d 1561 J
- However, the court in Jefferson County decided that recusal was pot warranted under
the rule of necessity, despite the possible option of convening “an en banc court for
| this Circuit composed of non-disqualified judges exclusively drawn from other

. Circuits.” 92 F.3d az 1583 n, 4, Furthermore, reviewing Plaintiffs itigation tra

| seems that each new complaint adds the name of the last judge who rujed against him,

I Following that logic, Plaintiﬁ'lmight likely file suit against any judge, regardless of his
1 district, who ruled againist PlaintifY. See Davis v. Kvalheim, 261 Fed. Appx. 231, 234
‘n.4(11th Cir. 2008) (affirming the refusal of a district court Judge named in a frivolous
] pro-se complgint to recuse himself where it was clear that the Plaintiff woujqd name,
@'ﬁmw try to disqualify, any judge who ruled against him), Therefore, the rule of
ecessity provides further support for the Cont' denial of Plaintif’s motion for
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| asyignment of a new judge pursuant to 28 US.C. § 292(d). The Court finds

I insufficient grounds fo make such g request of Chief Judge Dubina and moreover, has
no-authority to direct Chief Judge Dubina to issue such a certification request to the
Supreme Court. Accordingly, the PlaintifPs motion for certificate of necessity [Doc,
14]is DENIED. Plaintiff’s corresponding request for a hearing on the motion s
similarly DENIED.

. For alt of the foregoing reasons, the Court DENIES Plaintiff's motion to recuse
p)oc 4] Judge Thrash.

C. SUMMARY OF RULINGS

The Court DENIES Plaintif's motion to recuse [Doc. 4]. For the same reasons,
the coutt DENIES Plaintiff's motion for certificate of necessity [Doc. 14] and
contesponding motion for a bearing filed July 1, 2011. The Court additionally
DENIES Plaintiff's Motion to Strike [Doc. 12].

SO ORDERED, this 1 day of July, 2011.

13-
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF GEORGIA

ATLANTA DIVISION
William M. Windsor, )
)
' Plaintiff, )
? _ ) CIVIL ACTION NO.
v. )
_ ) 1:11-ev-2027-TWT
omas Woodrow Thrash, Christopher Huber, )
Sally Quillian Yates, William S. Duffey, )
inda D. Evans, Julie E. Carnes, Steve C. Jones, )

da
Tirothy C. Batten, Clarence Cooper, )
J. !()wen Forrester, Willis B, Hunt, )
Harold L. Murphy, William C. O’Kelley, )
Charles A. Pannell, Marvin H. Shoob, )
Richard W. Story, G. Emest Tidwell, )
y Totenberg, Robert L. Vining, )
H T. Ward, Janet F. King, Susan S. Cole, )
J. Baverman, Gerrilyn G. Brill, )
C. Christopher Hagy, Linda T. Walker, )
Walter E, Johnson, E. Clayton Scofield, )
ell G. Vineyard, James N. Hatten, )
Anniva Sanders, Joyce White, Beverly Gutting, )
Callier, Douglas 7J. Mincher, )
thy, Jessica Bimbaum, Vickj )
John Ley, Joel F. Dubina, Ed Carnes, )
Rosemary Barkett, Frank M, Huli, )
' )
)
)
)
)

S H. Black, Charles R. Wilson,
J C. Hill, Beverly B. Martin, Peter T. Fay,
18 A. Kravitch, R, Lanier Anderson,

g
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:mmett Ripley Cox, Paul Howard, Jr. )
e United States of America, and )
Inkmown Does, )
)
Defendants. )
ORDER
WHEREAS, defendants Thomas W. Thrash, Christopher Huber, Sally

Quiltian Yates, William S. Duffey, Jr., Orinda D. Evans, Juli¢ E. Carnes, Steve C.
Jones, Timothy C. Batten, Clarence Cooper, J. Owen Forrester, Willis B. Hunt,
Harold L. Murphy, William C. O’Kelley, Charles A. Pannell, Marvin H. Shoob,
Richard W. Story, G. Emest Tidwell, Amy Totenberg, Robert L. Vining, Horace
T| Ward, Janet F. King, Susan S. Cole, Alan J, Baverman, Gerrilyn G. Brill, C,
Ci]ristopher Hagy, Linda T. Walker, Walter E. Johnson, E. Clayton Scofield,
R¢ssell G. Vineyard, James N. Hatten, Anniva Sanders, Joyce White, Beverly
Qm Margaret Callier, Douglas J. Mincher, B. Grutby, Jessica Birnbaum,
vlpq Hanna, John Ley, Joel F. Dubina, Ed Carnes, Rosemary Barkett, Frank M.
Hu}l, James Larry Edmondson, Stanley Marcus, William H. Pryor, Gerald Bard
Tjd;:ﬂat, Susan H. Black, Charles R. Wilson, James C. Hill, Beverly B. Martin,
Peter T. Fay, Phyllis A. Kravitch, R. Lanier Anderson, Emmett Ripley Cox and the
United States of America have shown good cause as to why their Motion For An

Extension Of Time To File Responsive Pleadings Or Mofions should be granted,

2
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. IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that the motion is GRANTED and that the
dibove—nmned defendants shall not be required to answer or otherwise respond to
qje Complaint until 30 days after the U.S; Department of Justice has rendered its
«%eterminaﬁon on all of the above-named defendants’ representation requests or 60
djays after all of the above-named defendants have been served with a copy of the
obmplaint, whichever is later.

SO ORDERED this 13th day of July, 2011.

/!

THE HONORABLE THOMAS W. THRASH, JR.
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE
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| lli1 Neeli BenDavid
L Assistant U.S, Attorney

i |
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! | . wm Fulton: County Superior Court Civi] Action File No,
| !

’; B 201 1€V202457, now pending in the Superior Court of Fulton County, Georgia, in

o accprdancemth.’ZSUSC § 1442, » pursuant to the provisions of 28 U.S.C. §
L 14447(1:.) as amended, it is hercby ORDERED:

The Clerk of the Superior Court of Fulton County, Georgia is hereby

OR]%‘)ERED to deliver forthwith ta the Clerk of this Court, located at United States

Coumouse, 2200 Richard B. Russell Federal Building, 75 Spring St., S.W.,

Aﬂ#‘m’ Georgia 30303, one (1) complete certified copy of the entire record herein
to d:#e in the above-referenced case.

| SO ORDERED this 18th day of July, 2011.

UN'ITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE

Submitted by:

) - (¥ Datgy F. Coty -
i Assistant US, Attorney
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT O
ATLANTA DIVISION

Wﬂuam M. Windsor,
. Plaintift

istopher Huber, Sally Quillian Yates,
illiam §. Duffey, Thomas Woodrow Thrash,

imothy C. Batten, Clarence Cooper,
J. Owen Forrester, Willis B. Hunt,

ld L. Murphy, William C, O’Kelley,
Charles A. Pannell, Marvin H. Shoob,
Richard W. Story, G. Ernest Tidwell, )
y Totenberg, Robert L. Vining,
T. Ward, Janet F. King, Susan 8. Cole,
J. Baverman, Gerrilyn G. Brill,
C. Christopher Hagy, Linda T. Walker,
Waljter E. Johnson, E. Clayton Scofield,
ell G. Vineyard, James N. Hatten,
liva Sanders, Joyce White, Beverly Guiting,
Margaret Callier, Douglas J. Mincher
B. C[rrutby, Jessica Bimbaum, Vicki
John Ley, Joel F. Dubina, Ed Carnes, )
Ro Barkett, Frank M. Hull,

James Larry Edmondson, Stanley Marcus,

William H. Pryor, Gerald Bard Tjoflat,

S H. Black, Charles R. Wilson,

James C. Hill, Beverly B. Martin, Peter T. Fay,
Phyllis: A, Kravitch, R, Laniey Anderson,
Emmett Ripley Cox, Paul Howard, Jr.,
NeelijBen-David, John A Horm, and

nda D. Evans, Julie E, Carnes, Steve C. Jones,

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

vwvvvvvvv

vvvuvvvv

F GEORGIA

CIVIL ACTION NO.
1:11-cv-2326-TWT
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Unknown Does,

e L N

Defendants,

Siuys Quillian Yates, Judge William §. Duffey, Judge Thomas Woodrow Thrash,
Judge Orinda D. Evans, Judge Julie E. Cames, Judge Steve C. Jones, Judge
Tithathy C. Batten, Judge Clarence Cooper, Judge J. Owen Forrester, Judge Wijs
B. Hunt, Judge Harold .. Murphy, Judge William C. OKelley, Judge Charles 4
Parinell, Judge Marvin H. Shoob, Judge Richard W. Story, Judge G. Emest
Tid%vell; Judge Amy Totenberg, Judge Robert [ Vining, Judge Horace T. Ward,
Jud.ge Janet F. King, J udge Susan S. Cole, Judge Alan J. Baverman, Judge Gerrilyn
G. qﬁn, Judge C. Christopher Hagy, Judge Linda T. Walker, Judge Walter £
John:bon; Judge E. Clayton Scofield, Judge Russei] G. Vineyard, James N. Hatten,
Annwa Sanders, Joyce White, Beverly Gutting, Margaret Callier, Douglas J.
Nﬁndber, B. Grutby, Jessica Bimbaum, Vicki Hanna, John Ley, Judge Joel F.

Dubita, Judge Ed Carnes, Judge Rosemary Barkett, Judge Frank M. Hull, Judge
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JupgeeR. Lanier Anderson, Judge Emmett Ripley Cox, Neelj Bend-David, and Jopy,
I-Iqm have shown good cause as to why their Motion For An Extension Of Time
To[Fiie Responsive Pleadings Or Motions should be granted,

' ITIS HEREBY ORDERED that the motion is GRANTED and that the
abq;w-named Defendants shaii not be required to answer or otherwise respond to
the Complaint until 30 days after the U.S. Department of Justjce has rendered its
dete?rmjnation on all of the above-named Defendants’ representatiop, Tequests or 60
day.dl afier all of the above-nameq Defendants have been served with a copy of the
complaint, whichever is Iater.

' SO ORDERED this 21st day of July, 2011,

J_l_ INAs W. Thrash
THE HONORABIE THOMAS w. THRASH, Jr.
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE

Prepaed by:

| lﬁila'tgrl? Coty

Darcy [F. Coty

Assmﬁ,nt U.S. Attomney
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF GEORGIA
ON

WLM M. WINDSOR,
Plaintiff,

V.

CHRISTOPHER HUBER, ¢t al,

CIVIL ACTION FILE
NO. 1:1 1-CV-2326-TWT

Defendants,

i the order denying them Moreover, hig Pleadings
| are Iong and repetitive, and the volume of his filings poses a burden to
icial operations and 1S an impediment 1, the



o 5 Case 1:11-cv-02326-TWT Document 8  Filed 07/21/11 Page 2 of 2

afy party or non-party aze required. No discovery shall be served and the parties e

nbt required to hold the conferonce pursnant to Federal Rules of Civil Procedure 26
pending further Order of this Court. No party need respond to any filing by the
Pl?jmﬂiﬁ‘absent an Order to do so by this Court. The Plaintiff is ordered to post a cash
| bo}ld or corporate surety bond acceptable to the Clerk in the amount o $50,000,00 1o
| ' sathfy any award of Rule 11 sanctions before filing any additional papers in this case

e i Wi#lom the consent of the Court.

. ' gooRDERED,ﬂ:js21dayofJuly,2011.

| = /s/Thomas W, Thrash
! THOMAS W. THRASH, JR.
; United States District Judge

'r:mnmidsu 1Windsor11cv2326\pto. wpd -2-
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| 4months, APPEAL, SUBMD,;

:, U.S. Distri(:t Court
| Northern District of Georgia (Atlanta) |
: CIVIL DOCKET FOR CASE #: l:ll-cv-01922-TWT

Windsor v. Duffoy et al Date Filed: 06/13/201)
. Assigned to: Judge Thomas W. Thrash, Jr Jury Demand: Nope
© 1 Caser 1:1-0v-02326.TWT Nature of Suit: 440 Cjvj Rights: Other
Dl Case n [pﬂmr cowrt: Superior Court of Fulton County, Jurisdiction: U.S. Government
11 = Georgia, 2011CV200857 Defendant
A | couse: 43:1443(1)&mm1 from State Court - Civil Rights
Il l I‘
{11 | Panug
i i | Willism M. Windsor represented by William M. Windsor
ot P. 0. Box 681236
Marietta, GA 30068
770-578-1094

.. Fax: 770-234-4106
\ PRO SE

fﬁm S. Duffey Iepresented by Christopher J. Huber

U.S. Attorneys Office - ATL
Assistant Uniteq States Attorney,
Criminal Divigion
600 Richard Rugsej] Building
75 Spring Street, S. W
! : : Atlanta, GA 30303
{ : (404) 581-6297
;! Emajl: chris.huber@usdoj. gy
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

& ’QM

Mﬂﬂ af thqil Mist Corporation
: !

12812011 1621 Anm




e

i O :
bl g ! Judge k)rindn D. Evans Tepresented by Christopher J. Huber
’ ' v i (See above for address)
: i ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED
§ o Judge t“ﬂe E. Cames Tepresented by Christopher J, Huber
i - (See above for address)
| ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED
it _L ' ] Def t
o | Judge Joel F. Dubina Tepresented by Christopher J. Huber
! ! (See above for address)
| ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED
- Defendnt
John Ley represented by Christopher J. Huber
(See above for address)
g : ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED
 James N. Hatien Tepresented by Christopher J. Haber
i ' (See above for address)
5 ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED
S Fikd | # [Docket Text
( 0&/13!20&1 1 | NOTICE OF REMOVAL with COMPLAINT filed by Judge Julie E Cames
Judge Joel F. Dubina, Judge William S. Duffey, Judge Orinda D Evans, John
| Leh, James N. Hatten. Consent form to proceed before [ S. Magistrate ang
J pretrial instructions provided. (Attachments: # 1 Exhibit A - Complaint for
| Declaratory Judgment, Petition for Temporary Restraining Order and Petition
’ for Injunction, # 2 Text of sed Order, # 3 Civil Cover Sheet) (dfb) Pleage
Visit our website at www gand.uscourts. gov to obtain Pretria] Instructions
(Entered: 06/13/2011)
T 1 081372010 2 | MOTION for Temporary Restraining Order, MOTION for Hearing by William
/M. _ M. Windsor. (dfty) (Entered: 06/ 13/2011)
]
{i| INEI LT Haraission of 2 MOTION for Temporary Restrining Order MOTION for
e Hearing, submitted o District Judge Thomas W, Thrash, (dfb) (Entered:
' . ? 06/13/2011)
o d@;nyzou Notification of Docket Correction to reflect vorrect civil action number
o [ | assigned, 1:11-cv-1922-TWT. (dfb) (Baterad. 06/13/2011)
. : 72812011 11:2) Am




06/13/2011

a2

| L
| os/13vg011

i

r@ﬁ/lﬁ;’;)l 1

LV,

Certificate of Interested Persons and Corporate Disclosure Statement by William
M. Windsor. (rvb) (Entered: 06/15/2011)

(16!14!21;Jll

(=2

RESPONSE re 4 MOTION for Protective Order, filed by William M. Windsor. |
(Attachments: # 1 Exhibit A)(rvb) (Entered: 06/15/2011)

| 06/14!2(#11 |

I~

MOTION to Deny Removal, and Bmergency MOTION for Hearing, by William
M. Windsor. (Attachments: # 1 Exhibit A)(rvb) (Entered: 06/15/201 ] )

I 06/15(2411

o

Letter from William M. Windsor requesting subpoenas, (rej) (Entered:
06/16/2011)

i |
i 06/15/2411

Letter from William M. Windsor regarding motion to disqualify. (rej) (Entered:
06/16/2011)

06/15/2011

NOTICE Of Filing of Motion to Disqualify by William M. Windsor (rej)
(Entered: 06/16/2011)

oensxzoibl,

MOTION to Disqualify Sally Quillian Yates, Christopher Huber, and the U.s.
Attorney's Office by William M. Windsor. (rej) (Entered: 06/16/2011)

Letter from William M. Windsor regarding Notices of F iling. (rej) (Entered:
06/16/2011)

|
wrszzop
En&n:s;zo{il

NOTICE Of Filing Certificate of Interested Persons and Corporate Disclosure
Statement by William M., Windsor (rej) (Entered: 06/16/201 1)

06115/2011

NOTICE Of Filing Response to the Defendants' Motion for A Protective Orde?
by William M. Windsor. (rej} (Entered: 06/16/201 1)

bes15/201]

NOTICE Of Filing of Motion to Deny Removal, and Emergency Motion for
Discovery and Hearing by William M. Windsor. (rej) (Entered: 06/] 6/2011)

06/15/2011

ORDER denying 2 Motion for TRO and Motion for Hearing. Signed by Judge
Thomas W. Thrash, Jr on 6/15/1]. (hfim) (Entered: 06/16/201 1)

06/15/2011

L'e?ter from William M, Windsor requesting copies of Notices of Electronic
Filing. (rej) (Entered: 06/16/201 1§

06/16/201]

|50

Notice for Leave of Absence for the following date(s): July 5, 6, 7. 8 2011, b
. N - ) ] 1 ] ) 1 y
Christopher J. Huber. (Huber, Christopher) (Entered: 06/16/201 [}

712812011 11:31 AM



06/ 16}20 11 Clerks Certificate of Mailing as to William M. Windsor re 17 Order on Motion
j_ for TRO, Oxder on Motion for Hearing (hfm) (Entered: 06/ 16/2011)
06/16/2011 Submission of 4 MOTION for Protective Order, submitted to District Judge

Thomas W, Thrash. (ss) (Entered: 06/ 16/2011)

06!16ij011

——]
06/1672011

Clerks Certificate of Mailing as to Wiltiam M. Windsor re 19 Order (ank)
(Entered: 06/16/2011)

06/17/201

Clerks Notation re 8 Leave of Absence July 5, 6, 7, 8, 2011, by Christopher J.
Huber. The Cowrt will not Tequire an appearance by C. Huber on these dates.
(ss) (Entered: 06/17/2011)

06/17/2011

NOTICE Of Filing Emergency Motion for Reconsideration of 19 Order
Granting an Extension of Time to File Responsive Pleading or Motion, by
William M. Windsor, (rvb) (Entered: 06/17/2011)

| 06/1772011

NOTICE Of Filing Emergency Motion for Leave of Court to Commence
Discovery and Obtain Subpoenas to Compel Attendance at Prefim;
Injunction Hearing, by William M. Windsor. (rvb) (Entered: 06/17/201 1)

06/17/2011

NOTICE Of Filing Emergency Motion for Reconsideration of Order Denying
Temporary Restraining Order and Emergency Motion for Prelimi Injunction
Hearing, by William M. Windsor. (rvb) (Entered: 06/17/2011)

506/17:’2411

23 | NOTICE Of Filing Response to the Federa] Defendants' Motion for an

Extension of Time to File Responsive Pleading or Motion apd Motion to Strike,
by William M. Windsor. (rvb) (Entered: 06/17/20] 1)

06/17/2011

0611772011

23 | ORDER granting the Federal Defendants' 4 Motion for Protective Order. AJ]

————

outstandjngdiscoveryinthismatterisquashedandnomsponsestothe
discovery by any party or non-party are required. No discovery shall be served
and the parties are not required to hold the conference Pursuant to Federal Ryles
of Civil Procedure 26(f) pending further Order of this Court, No party need
respond to any filing by the Plaintiff absent an Order 15 do so by this Court, The
Plaintiff is ordered to post a cash bond or corporate surety bond acceptable to
the Clerk_in the amount of $50,000.00 to satisfy any award of Rule 11 sanctions
before filing any additional papers in this case without the consent of the Court.

Signed by Judge Thomas W. Thrash_ Jr. op 06/17/2011. (dfb) (Entered:
06/17/2011)

T128/2011 11:21 AN



|

o BT R RIS MRS

' - 07/:41{;011
|

&

NOTICE of receipt of cg
07/14/2011)

07/14/2011

————

NOTICE Of Filing of Notice of Appeal by William M. Windsor, (fem) (Entereq:

07/14/2011)

i _ 07!14/4011

&

|
|
0"7!14/2(PII

Transmission of Certified Copy of Notice of
Docket Sheet to US Court of Appeals re 46 Notice of Appeal, (Attachments: # |
Appeal Fee Letter)(fem) (Entered: 0 -

Appeal, Judgment, Order ang

0711412011

—— )

7/14/2011)
Clerks Certificate of Mailing as to William M. Windsor re 48 Order. (dr)
(Entered: 07/14/201 1)

07/15/2011

by the Clerk from the
igned by Judge Thomas W. Thrash, Jr on

ORDER that permission to file the papers roceived
Plaintiff on 7/14/11 is GRANTED., S
7/15/11. (dr) (Bntered: 07/18/2011)

ioms/zo

[1

NOTICE Of Filing of Emergency Request for Consent to File Motion to
Confirm Stay by William M. Windsor (dr) (Entered: 07/18/201 1)

15201

21 | EMERGENCY Request for Consent to File MOTION to Confirm Stay by

—

William M. Windsor. (dr) (Entered: 07/18/201 1)

071182011

Clerks Certificate of Mailing as to William M. Windsor re 49 Order. (dr)

(Entered: 07/18/201 1)

77194201

MOTION to Dismiss The Federql Defendants' Motion ¢, Dismiss with Brief In
Support by Julie E. Carnes, Joel F. Dubina, William 8. Duffey, Orinda D, Evans,
James N. Hatten, John Ley. (Attachments: # 1 Brief Federal Defendants'
Memorandum Of Points And Authoritiesg In Support Of Motion To Dismiss, # >
Text of Proposed Order)(Huber, Christopher) (Entered: 07/19/20] | ) h

[Bilisble l_figes?_:[s |

(N e iz
PACER Login: fc3030 __[Clteat Code: [
{Deseription: Pucsatkea_oq}ls_u_r.eh_;cmm {L:11-ev-01922-TwT

(Cost: - {040 -

712812011 119 AM
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4months, APPEAL, EXH, SUBMD;
1S U.S. District Court
! ; Northern District of Georgia (Atlanta)
CIVIL DOCKET FOR CASE #: 1:11-cv-01923-TWT
i_ Windsor v. Hatten et al | Date Filed: 06/13/2011
' Assigned to; Judge Thomas W. Thrash, Jr Jury Demand: Plaintiff
[ TN ) Case: 11 1scv-02326-TWT Nature of Suit: 440 Civil Rights: Other
L Casein ‘other court: Superior Court of Fulton County, Jurisdiction: U.S. Government
L TG | Georgia, 2011CV200971 Defendant
I Causer 28:1443(1)Removal from State Court - Civil Rights
ME | Wilkem M. Windser represented by William M. Windsor
b | | P. O. Box 681236
Marietta, GA 30068
! 770-578-1094
; Fax: 770-234-4106
f | PRO SE
|
P V.
. '_* Jimes N, Bistten represented by Christopher J. Huber
AR |  TERMINATED: 06/13/2011 U.S. Attorneys Office - ATL
! Assistant United States Attorney,
? Criminal Division
600 Richard Russel] Building
; 75 Spring Street, $.W.
? _ Atlanta, GA 30303
| | (404) 581-6292
X ' Email: chris.huber@usdoj.gov
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED
i : Aulnivn ers represented by Christopher J. Haber
Wi TERMINATED: 0671312011 (See above for address)
Ll | ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED
-*'I. White | represented by Christopher J, Huber
W11 || TERMINATED: 06/13/2011 ~ (See above for address)
H"“’“ 182011 11:47 A]




B. Gutting
YERMINATED: 06/13/2011

] t Callier
{E. IATED: 06/13/2011

B-Grﬂi}by

J. Mincher
ATED: 06/13/2011

. Jessica Birnbsum
. TERMINATED: 06/13/2011

| Judge S. Duffey

£
 Judge Orinda D. Evans

ATTORNEY TQ BE NOTICED

represented by Christopher J. Huber
(See above for address)
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

represented by Christopher J. Huber
(See above for address)
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

represented by Christopher J. Huber
(See above for address)
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

represented by Christopher J. Huber
(See above for address)
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

represented by Christopher J. Huber
(See above for address)
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

represented by Christopher J. Huber
(See above for address)
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

......

712812011 11:47 A



I " ‘.'i 1- l4

B i Judge Ed Carnes
|

»
JndgeﬁlommaryBarkett
| Jhdgeﬁ ank M. Hall

-

Jane Dog 2

Jane Doe 3

| Defendant

Jane Do¢ 4

| Dot

\Fane noél 5

Defendat
John Dog 1
John Doe 2

Defendant

Does 8 to 1000

f‘nlted Sﬁtes

represented by Christopher J. Huber
{See above for address)
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

represented by Christopher J. Huber
(See above for address)
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

represented by Christopher J. Haber
(See above for address)
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

represented by Christopher J. Huber
(See above for address)
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

7/28/2011 11:42 A



M A S

".I:;-"ﬂ ( ; Geo | Athletic and Entertainment
o i ! oD

Co

li'i f}lv .
R DR
Al | Judge Moore

Therese Tran
Movanit

Mai ' Corporation represented by Carl Huago Anderson »JI.

i ofthe Mist Corpo Hawkins Parne]l Thackston & Young,
LLP
303 Peachtree Street, N.E

, 4000 SunTrust Plazy

/ ? Atlanta, GA 30308-3243

404-614-7400

: Fax: 404-614-7500

! _ Email: candmon@hptylaw.com

j ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

-
=

303 Peachtree Street, N.E.
4000 SunTrust Plaza
Aflanta, GA 30308-3243
404-614-7534

Email: sbright@hptylaw.com
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Movant

Mmofﬂje Mist Steamboat Tepresented by Carl Hugo Anderson , gy,

| Cosapany, Ltd. (See above for address)

| | ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Sarah Louise Bright
(See above for address)
ATTORNEY 10O BE NOTICED

06/13/201

' 12872011 11042 AM
1 :
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¢6/I3/#011

([ 8]

in Support with Brief I Support by Rosemary Barkett, Jessica Bimbaum,

06/13!2411

|t

06/13/20#1

(£ -9

(Entered: 06/13/2011)

0611472011 |

i

Certificate of Interesteq Persons and Corporate Dj
William M. Windsor, (tvb) (Entered: 06/ 15/2011)

|| 067142011

N

RESPONSE re 4 MOTION for Protective Order, filed by William M,
(Attachments; # 1 Exhibit A)(rvb) (Entered: 06/] 3/2011)

Windsor

i

=2

| |
omsaou

10 | Letter from William M. Windsor requesting subpoenas, (dfb) (Entereq:

06/16/2011)

06/15/2011

Letter from William M. Windsor regarding his notice of filings and motions,
(dfb) (Entered: 06/ 16/2011)

06/15/2011

06/1512011

[l | [oerismor

14

NOTICE of Filing of Plaintifps Emergency Motion for the Court to Order All
Defendants to e Present to Testify at the Removal Hearing by William M.
Windsor. (dft) (Entered: 06/16/2011)

71282011 11:42 A



I ] osnstaor

o TTTERRRnRVIZe00OU356

15 Emergency MOTION for the Court to OrderAHDeﬁndantsto Be Present 1o
TestlfyattheRemovalHeari:ngby William M. w;
| _ 06/16/2011)
! [06/152011 | 16 | NOTICE DY Filing of Request for Specific Approval to Fije Motion to
1 | Evidence by William M. Windsor. (dfb) (Entered: 06/
06/15/2011 17 | MOTION 1o ve Evidence by William M. Windsor. (dfb) (Entereq
| 06/16/2011)
06/15/2011 18 | NOTICE Of Filing of Motion for CM/ECF Password by William M. Windsor.
| (dfb) (Entered: 06/16/2011)
015720111 19 | MOTION for CM/ECF Password by Willin, M. Windsor. (dfb) (Entereq,
: 06/16/2011)
06/15/2011 | 20 | NOTICE of +iling of Mation to Require Sworn Verification wih o1 Filings by
i William M. Windsor. (db) (Entered: 06/1 6/2011)
06/15/211 21 { MOTION to Require Sworn Verifications with A} Filings by William M.
| Windsor. (dfb) (Entered: 06/16/2011)
' 06/1 SIZdII 22 | NOTICE Of Filing of Motion for Protection from Judge Orinda D, Evans by
_ William M. Windsor. (dib) (Entered: 06/16/201 1)
06/15/2011 23 | MOTION for Protection from Judge Orinda D Evans by William M Windsor
B | (dfv) (Bntered: 06/16/2011)
Fﬁ/ 1522011 |24 | NOTICE of Filing of Motion for Protection from Judge William . Duffey by
| William M. Windsor (dfb) (Entered: 06/16/2011)
06/15/2011 25 | MOTION for Protection from Judge William S, Duffey by William M. Windsor
| ; (dfb) (Bntered: 06/16/2011)
s/1520{1 |26 | NOTICE OF Filing of Motion to Disquality Sally Qe Yates, Christophe;
! Huber, and the U §. Attorney's Office by William M. Windsor. (dfb) (Entered:
. 06/16/2011)
06151201 |27 MOTION to Disqualify Sally Quillian Yates, Christopher Huber, and the (1.5
o Attorney’'s Office by William M. Windsor, (dfb) (Entered: 06/ 16/2011)
N . T ]
467152011 |28 | Letter from William M. Windsor enclosing three (3) Notices of Filings. (dfp)
o (Enitered; 06/16/2011)
- |l067157201 1
i Tobasmorr
0611572011

712812011 11:42 AM
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| [06/15/2011 | 32 | Letter from William M. Windsor requesting copies of aj Notices of Electronic
o Filing. (dfb) (Entered: 06/16/2011)

Notice for Leave of Absence for the following date(s): July 5,6, 7, 8,2011, by
Christopher J. Huber. (Huber, Christopher) (Entered: 06/16/2011)

06/16/2011 Submission of 4 MOTION for Protective Order, submitied o Do Judge |
: Thomas W. Thrash. {ss) (Entered: 06/16/2011)

|oo

L
; oefredgou

=)
&
X
g
g
=
g
g
&
g
7

I 06/1-64011

| rendered its determination on all of the Federal Defendants' Representation
requests. Signed by Judge Thomas W. Thrash, Jr on 6/16/20] 1 (ank) (Entered:
! 06/16/2011)

|
06/16/2011 Clerks Certificate of Mailing as to William M. Windsor re 9 Order (ank)
| (Entered: 06/16/2011)

| 0611772011 Clerks Notation re § Leave of Absence July 5, 6, 7, 8, 2011, by Christopher J.

—— ]

o&nmdu 33 | ORDER granting the United States' 4 Motion for Protoctiug Order. All

before filing any additional Papers in this case without the consent of the Court.
Signed by Judge Thomas W, Thrash, Jr. on 06/17/2011. (dfb) (Entered:

. 06/17/2011)
06/17/201] o erks Certifcate of Mailing as to William M. Windsor re 33 Oty o Motion
| for Protective Order. (dfb) (Entered: 06/17/2011)
" 66!17}'201& 34 { NOTICE Of Filing Emergency Motion for Temporary ining Order and O

| Hearing, by Wilkiam M. Windsor. (rvb) (Entered: 06/20/2011)

98172011 [35 | NOTICE Of Filing Emergency Motion for Reconsideration of Orger Granting
Windsor. (rvb) (Entered: 06/20/2011)
|

5 |
| 106/L77201 l‘ 36 | NOTICE Of Filing of Response to the Federal Defendapts' Motion for an
_. | Extension of Time to Fije Responsive Pleading or Motion and Motion to Strike,
: by William M. Windsor (tvb) (Entered: 06/20/20] 1)
—_— ]

712812011 11:42 A
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| ' 06/28/2011

06/17/2011

37 { Emergency MOTION for Temporary

Restraining Order, MOTION for Hearing,
by William M. Windsor. (rvb) (Entered: 06/20/2011)

06/17/2011
|

MOTION for Reconsideration re 9 Order on Motion for Extension of Timze, by
William M. Windsor. (rvb) (Entered: 06/20/201 1)

06:’17/#011

RESPONSE re 2 MOTION for Extension of Time to File Responsive Pleading
or Motion and Motion to Strike, filed by William M. Windsor, (rvb) (Bntered:
06/20/2011)

:06/22/#01 1

Emergency MOTION for Protective Order Seeking Modification of Protective
Order with Brief In Support by United States. (Attachments: # 1 Memorandum
in Support, # 2 Exhibit 1, # 3 Text of Proposed Order)(Huber, Christopher)
(Entered: 06/22/2011)

06/22/2011

ORDER directing the Clerk to file the Plaintiff's Motion to Recuse Judge Thrash
and refer it to another Judge pursuant to 28 U.S.C. 144, Signed by Judge
Thomas W. Thrash, Jr on 6/22/11. (dr) (Entered: 06/23/2011)

06/23/2011

Clerks Certificate of Mailing as to William M. Windsor re 41 Order (dr)
(Entered: 06/23/2011)

06/23!2_!)1 I

42 | NOTICE of Filing of Request for Consent to file Plaintiff William M. Windor's

Emergency Motion to Recuse Judge Thomas Woodrow Thrash by William M.
Windsor (dr) (Entered: 06/23/2011)

| 06/23/2%)1 I

EMERGENCY MOTION to Recuse Judge Thomas Woodrow Thrash by
William M. Windsor. (dr) (Entered: 06/23/2011)

06/23/2011
|

Submission of 43 MOTION for Recusal, submitted to District Judge Amy
Totenberg. (dr) (Entered: 06/23/2011)

|
06/24/2011

RESPONSE in Opposition re 43 MOTION for Recusal filed by United States.
(Attachments: # 1 Exhibit 1)(Huber, Christopher) (Entgred: 06/24/2011)

| 05!2812(}11 |

NOTICE Of Filing Reply to Opposition to Motion to Recuge Judge Thomas W.

Thrash and Motion to Strike by William M. Windsor (dr) (Entered: 06/28/20] 1)

46 | REPLY to Response to 43 MOTION for Recusal filed by William M. Windsor.

(dr) (Entered: 06/28/2011)

'06/28/2011

47 | MOTION to Strike 44 Response in Opposition to Motion by William M.

Windsor. (dr) (Entered: 06/28/201 1)

06/28/2011

DOCUMENT FILED IN ERROR - NOTICE Of Filing Reply to Opposition to

Motion to Recuse Judge Thomas W. Thrash and Motion to Strike by William M.
Windsor (dr) Modified on 6/28/2011 (dr). (Entered: 06/28/20 1)

06/28/2011

Notification of Docket Correction re 48 Notice of Filing, which was FILED IN

ERROR in the wrong case. (dr) (Entered: 06/28/201 1)

712812011 11:43 4
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|| 07012011

06/30/2011

and assignment of presiding Judge by the Chief Justice of the United Stateg
Supreme Court by William M. Windsor (dr) (Entered: 06/30/20] 1)

49 { NOTICE Of Filing request for consent to file motion for certificate of necessity

06/30!%01 I

of presiding judge by the Chief Justice of the United States Supreme Courtby
William M. Windsor. (dr) (Entered: 06/30/2011)

MOTION for Consent to file motion for certificate of necessity and assignment

|
| orouz011

(tcc) (Entered: 07/01/2011)

MOTION for Leave to File Motion For Hearing Plaintiff William M. Windsor's
MOTION For Certificate of Necessity and Assignment of Presiding Judge By
the Chief Justice of The United States Supreme Court by William M. Windsor.

07/0 1/1401 I

NOTICE Of Filing William M. Windsor's Second Supplemental Affidavit of

Woodrow Thrash, # 2 Exhibit 1, # 3 Exhibit 2)(tcc) (Entered: 07/0 1/2011)

Prejudice of Thomas Woodrow Thrash by William M. Windsor, (Attachments: #
1 William M. Windsor's Second Supplemental Affidavit of Prejudice of Thomas

court DENIES Plaintiff's motion for certificate of necesstty 50 and
corresponding motion for a hearing filed July 1, 201] 31. The Court
additionally DENIES Plaintiff's Motion to Strike 47 . Signed by Judge Amy
Totenberg on 7/1/2011. (tcc) (Entered: 07/0 1/2011)

33 { ORDER DENYING Plaintiffs motion to recuse 43 . For the same reasons, the

| 07/0 1/2131 1

Clerks Certificate of Mailing as to William M. Windsor re 53 Order. (tcc)
(Entered: 07/01/2011)

|
| owoﬁfzcﬁn

NOTICE of Hearing on Motion re: 40 Emergency MOTION Seeking
Modification of Protective Order. Motion Hearing set for 7/15/201] at 10:00
AM in ATLA Courtroom 2108 before Judge Thomas W. Thrash jr. (ss)
(Entered: 07/06/2011)

a i
07/06/2411

on Motion 7/15/11. (ss) (Enteged: 07/06/2011)

Clerks Certificate of Mailing as to William M. Windsor re 34 Notice of Hearing

07062011

Thomas W. Thrash Jr.. (ss) (Entered: 07/06/2011)

Hearing set for 7/15/2011 at 02:00 PM im ATLA Courtroom 2108 before Judge

|
|
07/06/2011

0‘3/06/20;& 1

and August 11, August 12, 2011, by Chri
(Entered: 07/06/2011)

Notice for Leave of Absence for the following date(s): July 25, July 26, July 2;,—
her J. Huber. (Huber, Christopher)

0740772011

Clerks Notation re 56 Leave of Absence July 25-27, and August 11-12, 201 1,
Christopher J. Huber. The Court will not require

these dates. (ss) (Entered: 07/07/2011)

by

an appearance by C. Huber on

/2812011 11:42 A
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0707011 |7 | ORDER that permission to file papers received by the Clerk on 6/27/11,
: 6(29/11, 7/\/11, 7/5/11, and 7/7/11 is DENIED: Signed by Judge Thoms
| Thrash, Jr on 7/7/11. (dr) (Entered: 07/07/2011)

E O‘HU‘!/#OII Clerks Certificate of Mailing as to William M. Windsor re 57 Order. (dr)
| (Entered: 07/07/2011)
07/11/2011 Submission of 7 MOTION to Deny Removal MOTION for Diseovery

MOTION for Hearing, 21 MOTION to Require Sworn Verifications with All

Filings, 19 MOTION for CM/ECF Password, 37 MOTION for Temporary

Restraining Order MOTION for Hearing, 17 MOTION to Approve Evidence, 15

; = MOTION for the Court to Order All Defendants to Be Present to Testify at the

| Removal Hearing, 25 MOTION for Protection from Judge William S, Duffey,
38 MOTION for Reconsideration re 9 Order, 23 MOTION for Protection from

| Judge Orinda D. Evans, 40 Emergency MOTION for Protective Order Seeking

f Modification of Protective Order, 13 MOTION for Order, 27 MOTION to

| Disqualify Attorney, submitted to District Judge Thomas W. Thrash, (dr)

(Entered: 07/11/2011)

1671272011 | 58 | ORDER Re: hearing scheduled for Friday 7/15/11 - limiting documents to be

i brought to Courthouse, setting time limits for argument by parties at 20 minutes
each, and directing that no witnesses will be called by either side. Signed by
Judge Thomas W. Thrash, Jr on 7/12/11. (ss) (Entered; 07/12/2011)

0771212011 Clerks Certificate of Mailing as to William M. Windsor re 58 Order (59
| | (Entered: 07/12/2011)
07/12/2011 Clerks Certificate of Mailing re 58 Order, Delivery of order to USM, (s

(Entered: 07/12/2011)

07/12/2011 |59 | ORDER that permission o file papers received by the Clerk from the Plaintify
f on 7/11/11 is DENIED. The papers constitute attempted abuse of the judicial

system. The claims are frivolous. Signed by Judge Thomas W, Thrash, Jr on

| 7/12/11. (dr) (Batered: 07/13/2011)

0711372011 Clerks Certificate of Mailing as to William M. Windsor re 59 Order (d
| (Entered: 07/13/2011)

OW13/2011 |63 | ORDER denying 25 Motion for Miscellaneous Relief, denying 27 Motion to
_ Disqualify Attarney, denying 37 Motion for TRO, denying 37 Motion for

Signed by Judge Thomas W. Thrash, Jr on /13/11. (ds) (Estered: 07141901 ) i

I| 12812011 11:42 A




071340011

It d] 1

67/ 13/%011

: |
o 141#011-

07/ 14!4_01 1

07/14/2011)

07/14f2b11

docket text. (fem). (Entered: 07/ 14/2011)

07/14/20111

(Entered: 07/14/201 1)

Eowwzoih

R

o74201

07/14/2011

|| emiar2011

o/14/2201 1

07152011

Z0 | ORDER that permission to file the Papers received by the Clerk from the
Plaintiff on 7/15/11 ig

GRANTED with Tespect to his Reply to Certain

0711512011

NOTICE of receipt of comrespondence by William M_ Windsor. (fem) (Entered-
07/14/2011)

NOTICE of Filing of Notice of Appeal by William M. Windsor. (fem) (Entereq:

Clerks Certificate of Mailing as to William M. Windsor re 63 Orger. (dn)

Clerks Certificate of Mailing as to William M. Windsor re 67 Order (dr)

IUFa0060356¢

Defendants’ Response to Notice of Appeal. Signed by Judge Thomas W. Thras
| I on 7/15/11. (k) (Butered: 07/15/2011) e e,

712812011 11:42 amn
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'07/15&011

72 | REPLY to 68 Response to Notice of Appeal filed by Willjam
(Batered: 07/15/2011)

M. Windsor. (dr)

|
07/ IS)pOll

(Entered: 07/15/2011)

Clerks CertiﬁcateofMailingastoWdliamM. Windsor re 70

—— ]

Onrder (dr)

| 07!15/%011

73 { Minute Entry for proceedings held before Judge Thomas W, Thrash, Jr: Motion
Hearing held on 7/15/2011. The Court heard from counsel for defendants and

plaintiff on defendants Motion for Modification of Protective

Defendants exhibits1-5 ADMITTED. The Court granted the defenda-x_r;s' Motion

Order 40 .

07/15/2011

cash bond or a $50,000.00 Corporate surety bond sufficient to

proceeding is to be filed. If the lawsuit or administrative proceeding names
. | federal judges or court employees, the Plaintiff must also tender a $50,000.00

of Rule 11 sanctions since such actions are presumably frivolous. Signed by
Judge Thomas W. Thrash, Jr on 7/13/11. (dr) (Entered: 07/15/2011)

i omsrzﬁm

CIerksCerﬁﬁcateofMaiﬁngas to William M. Windsor re 74
(Entered: 07/15/2011)

Order. (dr)

. L
| 0711512011

7/15/11. (dr) (Entered: 07/18/2011)

73 | ORDER that permission to file the papers received by the Clerk from the
Plaintiff on 7/14/11 is GRANTED. Signed by Judge Thomas W. Thrash, Jr on

07/15/2011

76 | NOTICE Of Filing of

Request for Consent to File Motion to
Confirm Stay by William M. Windsor (dr) (Entered: 07/ 18/2011)

07/15/2011

77 | EMERGENCY Request for Consent to File MOTION to Confirm Stay by

William M. Windsor. (dr) (Entered: 07/18/201 1)

G7/15/2011

18 | EXHIBITS from 7/15/11 hearing received from Courtroom D
in Exhibit room. Defendants 1.6, (dr) (Entered: 07/ 18/2011)

eputy and placed

0/15/2011

13 | NOTICE Of Filing of Amended Notice of Appeal by William
(fem) (Entered: 07/18/201 1)

M. Windsor.

i
07/15/201

g

7/29/2011. No Fee, TFP forms and appeal fee letter forwarded
(Entered; 07/18/2011)

for Protective Order, by William M. Windsor, Transcript Qrder Form due on

77282011 11:42 A
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07/18/2011

Cletks Certificate of Mailing

(Entered: 07/18/2011)

Ing as to William M. W‘mdsorre_'7_§_0rder. {dr)

07/18/2011

81 | Transmission of Certified Copy of Notice of Appeal, Judgment, Order ang
Docket Sheet to US Court of Appeals re 80 Notice of Appeal (Attachments: #1

Appeal Fee Letter)(fem)

(Entered: 07/18/2011)

|
071972011

NOTICE Of Filing of Second Amended Notice of Appeal by William M.

Windsor (fem}) (Entered:

07/19/2011)

07/19/2011

GWIQXZ%III

| 0‘7/22!2(#11

02572011

Notice of Filing of Third
(fem) (Entered: 07/25/20

Amended Notice of Appeal by William M. Windsor.
11) '

072572011

THIRD AMENDED NOTICE OF APPEAL as to 85 Order, by William M.
Windsor. Transcript Order Form due on 8/8/2011. No Fee, IFP forms and appea]
fee letter forwarded to plaintiff. (fem) Modified on 7/25/2011 to correct docket
text. (fem). (Entered: 07/25/201 1)

wrsra0n)

¢8 | Transmission of Certified Copy of THIRD AMENDED Notice of Appeal,
Judgment, Order and Docket Sheet to US Court of Appeals re 87 Notice of
Appeal (Attachments: # 1 Appeal Fee Letter)(fem) (Entered: 07/25/201 1)

&}msxzo: }

MOTION for Order Non-Party Movants Maid of the agieg Corporation ang

- 0@7{29{2011?

Ii.

ORDERgranﬁng_B_QMotionforaccess to exhibits; the Clerk is directed to make
the exhibits from the 7/15/1] hearing available 1o Maid's counsel and/or his
designee for inspection and copying of the same, Signed by Judge Thomas w.
Thrash, Jr on 7/27/11. (dr) (Bntered: 07/27/2011)

—

71282011 11:42 AM
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Clerks Certificate of
(Entered: 07/27/201 1)

e L L s

Mailing as to William M, W'mdsorreiQOIder.(dr) '

|
T

“PACER Service Contor

_ .. Yransaction Receipt

r[ . 07/28!2011 1137 30

[PACER Logh: [5u3050__ [ Giewt Code: | __
i[ n:  Docket Report “;[smcmm 111-cv—01923TWT

{Billable Pages: 0 |ICost: lo.72

——e

772812011 11:42 A
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Wind#iorv.'IhIashetal

Case:; 1:11-cv-02326-TWT

2011CV202263

Plaintiff
Willinﬁn M. Windsor

A

ilEdorn

4months, APPEAL, PROTO, SUBMDJ

U.S. District Court

Assigaed to: Judge Thomas W, Thrash, Jr

Northern District of Georgia (Atianta)
Do ; CIVIL DOCKET FOR CASE #: 1:11-¢v-02027-TWT

Date Filed: 06/22/2011
Jury Demand: Plaintiff
Nature of Suit: 470 Racketeer/ Corrupt

Caseilpothercoun: USCA-11th Circuit, 11-13215-C Organization |
Superior Court of Fulton County, Jurisdiction: Federal Question

Cause:{28:1441 Petition for Removal- Racketeering (RICO)

| represented by William M. Windsor

P. 0. Box 681236
Marietta, GA 30068
770-578-1094

PRO SE

represented by Neeli Ben-David
U.S. Attorney's Office-ATL,
600 U.S. Courthouse
75 Spring Street, S.W.
Atlanta, GA 30303
404-581-6303
Email; nee!i.ben-david@usdoj_gov
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

represented by Neeli Ben-David
(See above for address)
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

represented by Neeli Ben-David
(See above for address)
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

/2812011 11:55



represented by Neeli Ben-Davig
(See above for address)
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Tepresented by Neeli Ben-Davig
' (See above for address)
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

represented by Neeli Ben-David
(See above for address)
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

represented by Neeli Ben-David
(See above for address)
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

i‘E’I’ff”%rltﬂti by Neeli Ben-David
(See above for address)
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

represented by Neell Ben-David
(See above for address)
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

represented by Neeli Ben-David
(See above for address)
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Tepresented by Neeli Ben-Davig
(See above for address)
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Tepresented by Neeli Beu-Davig
(See above for address)
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

71282011 11:55 A
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represented by Neeli Ben-Davig
(Sec above for address)
ATTORNEY 1O BE NOTICED

represented by Neelf Ben-David
(See above for address)
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

represented by Neeli Ben-David
(See above for address)
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

represented by Neeli Ben-David
(See above for address)
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

represented by Neeli Ben-David
(See above for address)
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

represented by Neeli Ben-David
(See above for address)
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

represented by Neeli Ben-David
(See above for address)
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

represented by Neell Ben-David
(See above for address)
ATTORNEY 70 BE NOTICED

represented by Neeli Ben-David
(Sce above for address)
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

72812011 11:55 A



' | Wall:er E Johason

represented by Neeli Ben-David
(See above for address)
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

represented by Neeli Ben-David
(See above for address)
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

represented by Neeli Ben-David
(See above for address)
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

represented by Neeli Ben-David
(See above for address)
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

represented by Neeli Ben-David
(See above for address)
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Tepresented by Neeli Ben-David
(See above for address)
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Tepresented by Neeli Ben-David
(See above for address)
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Tepresenied by Neeli Ben-Davig
(See above for address)
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

represented by Neeli Ben-David
(See above for address)
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

71282011 11:55 2
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represented by Neell Ben-David
(See above for address)
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Tepresented by Neel Ben-David
(See above for address)
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

represented by Neel Ben-Davig
(See above for address)
ATTORNEY 7O BE NOTICED

Tepresented by Neeli Ben-Davig
(See above for address)
ATTORNEY 10 BE NOTICED

Tepresented by Neeli Ben-Davig
(See above for address)
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Tepresented by Neeli Ben-David
(Sce above for addregs)
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

represented by Neeli Ben-David
(See above for address)
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

represented by Neeli Ben-David
(See above for address)
ATTORNEY 10 BE NOTICED

Tepresented by Neeli Ben-David
(See above for address)
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

12872011 11:55 A
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represented by Neeli Ben-David
(See above for address)
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

represented by Neeli Ben-David
- (See above for address)
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

represented by Neeli Ben-David
(See above for address)
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

represented by Neeli Ben-David
(See above for address)

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

represented by Neeli Ben-David
(See above for address)
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

represented by Neeli Ben-David
(See above for address)
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

represented by Neeli Ben-David
(See above for address)
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Tepresented by Neeli Ben-David
(See above for address)
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

represented by Neeli Ben-David
(See above for address)
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

2812011 11:55
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Tepresented by Neeli Ben-Daviqd

(See above for address)
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

represented by Neeli Ben-Davig
(See above for address)
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Tepresented by Neeli Ben-David
(Sec above for address)
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Tepresented by Neeli Ben-David
(See above for address)
ATTORNEY 10 BE NOTICED

Tepresented by Neeli Ben-Davig

(See above for address)
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

represented by Neeli Ben-Davig
(See above for address)
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Tepresented by Neeli Ben-Davig

(See above for address)
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

1282011 11:55 A
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i (Entered: 06/22/2011)

|I 06/2?}20 1 NOTICE by Clnistopﬁa Huber Notice of Substitution of Uniteqd s,

: tates
| ; Defendant (Attachmenty: # 1 Exhibit A)(Ben-David, Neeli) (Entereg: ®
| 06/22/2011)

06&3&01 1 NOTICE of Filing Emergency Motion to Disqualify Judge Thomag
_ .
Thrash by William M. Windsor, (dr) (Entered: 06/23/201 1)

EMERGENCY MOTION to Disqualify Judge Thomas Woodrow Thrash 1,
William M. Windsor, (dr) (Entered: 06/23/2011) ¢

ORDER directing the Clerk to assign the 4 MOTION 1o

([

LTS

-06/23/&61[

(29

Itn

06/23/_iou

; — : : —_— ]
| 0612372011 Submission of 4 MOTION to Disqualify Judge, submitted to District Juqge

Amy Totenberg, (dr) (Entered: 06/23/2011)

|| 0612372011 Cletks Certificate of Mailing as to William pg Windsor re 5 Order. (dr)
(Entered: 06/23/2011) B

MOTION for Protective Order by Defendans Christopher Huber and the
United States of America with Brief In Support by Christopher Huber

| (Ben-David, Neeli) (Entered: 06/23/2011)

|

06!2‘#20?1 RESPONSE in Opposition re 4 MOTION to Disqualify
- : Christopher Huber (Attachments: # 1 Exhibit 1)(Bep-D.

| i
- ‘oszzsfzdn

ey

=2

062412011
N | | Thrash by William M. Windsor. (dr) (Enterey. 06/27/2011)

joo
Z
:
o
i
3
]
E
;
S
g
=

§
:
:
;
5

[o6r201; |10 [NoTICE OF Filing Reply to Opposition to Motiog

dmsfzon 11 REPLYtoResponseto4MOTIONtoDisqmljfy Jud illi
| | 11 4 ge filed by Wilj; .
- Windsor. (dr) (Entered: 06/28/2011) ¢ mM

2k 196/28/2010 |12 | MOTION o Strike 7 Response in
| ' Windsor, (dr) (Bntered: 06/28/201 1)

- Joers0n01; | / 13 { NOTICE Of Filing motion for certificate of necessity ang assignment of

ition to Motion by William M

712812011 11:55 Am




06/3d/2011 14 | MOTION for Certifi
J 14 . cate of Necessity and Ass; i
signment of presiding jud
. ge by the

j —
07012011 | 15 | NOTICE Of Fiting Wi
. illia;m M. Windsor's Second
o Supplementa] Affidavit
: : of

. —
070122011 | 16 | ORDER DMG ?laimiﬂ‘s motion to recuse 4 . For the Same reasons, th
. o~ R » 1€

Totenberg on 7/1/2011. (toc) (Entered: 07/01/2011)

|
07/01/2011 Clerks Certificate o
| of Mailing as to William ]
| (Entered: 07/01/2011) M. Windsor re 16 Order. (tcc)

i award of Rule 11 sanctions before filing iti

| \ any additional papers iy thj

| without the consent of the Court, Signed byy.]fudge '?l;zlmas W, Thm mms el
i 7/6/11. (dr) (Entered: 07/07/2011) +orash, Jron

y ! 07!07/2#11 Clerks Certificate .

T . of Mailing as to William

.- $ (Entered: 07/07/2011) M. Windsor re 17 Order. (dr)

- #07/07/2011 | 18 { ORDER grant; -

| - = granting permission to file Plaintifpg
: for Protective Order . Response to Defendants' Mo
demiod Withv:espect t:nt:c Certificate of Interested Persons, Permission to]!\;fi(l}:::l ;sn
othet papers received by the Clerk on 6/24/1

6/27/11, 6/29/11 and 7/5/11 Signed i
3 - J’
(dr) (ntered: 07/07/2011) » omas W. Thrash, Jr on 7/7/11.

: — |

- omwzohl Clerks Certif, il

| | cate of as to Willi

oion OH)Mﬁllmg illiam M. Windsor re 18 Order. {(dr)

o |
Jlowor2011 [ 19 | NOTICE of Fiting Protect]
: i of Response to the Defendants' Mo
NOTICE : ts' Motion for i
otion to Strike by William M. Windsor. (dr) (Entered: 07/07/20 IT; Onder

1 07071201

s
g
g
3
g
(=,
5
5
Z
g
]
g.
g
>
:
8
Z
g
2]
g

. i o722 i
i 011 21 | MOTION for Extension of Time to File Responsive Pleadings with Bri fIn
. : ! rie

2812011 11:55 A
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07 15i/20 I |30 | EMERGENCY Request for Consent to File MOTION 1o Confirm Stay by
William M. Windsor. (dr) (Entered: 07/18/201 )

|
| 0711812011 Clerks Certificate of Mailing as to William M, Windser o 28 Order. (dr)
(Batered: 07/18/2011)

071262011 |31 | Usca Ackmowledgment of 26 Notice of Appeal, fijod by William M. Windsor.
_ f Case Appealed to USCA-11th Cireuit. Case Number 11-13215-C. (pjm)
[ (Entered: 07/27/2011)

— —— — -, *—____—-—__-_'—__‘_‘—‘—-
| PACER Service Center B

| Transaction Receipt -

I ___ 0RO TT5103

RACER Login: 1we3030  — [Cllent Code:

ecription:__ IDocket Roport[Seareh Critera: [1-11<v-03023 777

[PilablePages: {5 JCom: o |

71282011 11:55 Al
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4months, PROTO
~ U.S. District Court
| Northern District of Georgia (Atlanta)
CIVIL DOCKET FOR CASE #: 1. 11-cv-02326-TWT
: Wi frv. Huber et al Date Filed: 07/15/201]
1 Assigned to: Judge Thomas W. Thrash, Jr ' Jury Demand: Plaintiff
" Cases; 1:06-¢v-00714-ODE ~ Nature of Suit: 440 Civil Rights: Other
1:09-cv-01543-WSD Jurisdiction: U.S, Government
1 1:09-cv-02027-WSD Defendant
1:11-cv-01922-TWT
11 1-cv-01923-TWT
L1E-cv-02027-TWT
Case in other court: Superior Court of Falton County,
2011CV202457
+, Cause: 28:1443(1)Removal from State Court - Civil Rights
| Paimtist '
- William‘M. Windsor Tepresented by William M. Windsor
5 P.O. Box 681236
Marietta, GA 30068
770-578-1094
PROSE
V. :
t
Cliristopher Huber Tepresented by Darcy F. Coty
' U.S. Attorneys Office - ATL
Assistant United Stateg Attorney,
Criminal Division
: 600 Richard Russell Building
| 75 Spring Street, S.W.
Atlanta, GA 30303
404-581-6043
Fax: 404-581-6150
i Email: Darcy.Coty@usdoj.gov
| ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED
- | Sally lerlm Yates
712872011 11:58 Ap




D
ism §. Duffey

] Defm

Thoms Woodrow Thrash

n : ;. Def
E o D. Evans
i | !

it l : ; t
Julie j Carnes

", Bteve q Jones

; Timntht C. Batien

GL Eh'nest vell

T TR ma gl T
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. SusanS. Cole

pher Hagy

ant

Linda T.

C.C

Whaiker

ant

| ‘Walter E. Johnson

int

g . E. Clayton Scofield
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Defendant

Susaa H. Black
Chr
R. Wilson
ﬁ C. Hill

Beve ly B. B. Martin
Defﬁfgi t

Peter I'I‘ Fay

Phyllis A. Kravitch
Defi | t

R.L nier Anderson
Defen

‘Emmett Ripley Cox
Def F t

Paul Howard, Jr.
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[ ot

/ NOTICE OF REMOVAL with COMPLAINT with JURY DEMAND filed by
Christopher Huber, Conscat form to proceced before U.S. Magistrate and pretrial
instructions provided. (Attachments: # 1 Exhibit A, # 2 Exhibit B, # 3 Exhibit C,
# 4 Civil Cover Sheet) (rej) Please visit our website at

http://www.gand uscourts.gov to obtain Pretrial Instructions. (Entered:
07/18/2011)

/

i
0771802011

TS

ORDER that the Clerk of the Supertor Court of Fulton County, Georgia is
ordered to deliver forthwith to the Clerk of this Court, 1 complete certified copy
of the entire record herein to date in the above-referenced case. Signed by Judge
Thomas W. Thrash, Jr on 7/18/11. (dr) (Entered: 07/18/2011)

_ 07/13)1;011

Clerks Certificate of Mailing as to William M. Windsor re 2 Order. (dr) (Entered:
07/18/2011)

07/18)!201[

i

Transmittal Letter sent to the Superior Court of Fulton County with a certified
copy of 2 Order. (dr) (Entered: 07/18/2011)

07/18/2011

I

NOTICE of Substitution of United States as Defendant by Christopher Huber
(Coty, Darcy) (Entered: 07/18/2011)

| ornonort

LA

MOTION for Extension of Time to File Answer or Responsive Pleading by
United States of America. (Attachments: # 1 Text of Proposed Order)(Coty,
Darcy) (Entered: 07/19/2011)

o790

[~

MOTION for Protective Order by United States of America. (Attachments: # 1
Text of Proposed Order)}{(Coty, Darcy) (Entered: 07/19/2011)

Hom1z011

i~

ORDER granting 5 Motion for Extension of Time to Answer or Respond to the
Complaint until 30 days after the US Department of Justice has rendered its
determination on all of the Defendants’ representation requests or 60 days after all
of the named Defendants have been served with a copy of the complaint,
whichever is later. Signed by Judge Thomas W. Thrash, Jr on 7/21/11. (dr)
(Entered: 07/21/2011)

| .
07/21/2011

Clerks Certificate of Mailing as to William M. Windsor re 7 Order. (dr) (Entered:
07/21/2011)

07/21!2(#11
i

loe

ORDER granting 6 Motion for Protective Order, all outstanding discovery is
quashed and no responses to the discovery by any party or non-party are required.
The Plaintiff is ordered to post a cash bond or corporate surety bond in the
amount of $50,000.00 to satisfy any award of Rule 11 sanctions before filing any
additional papers in this case without the consent of the Court. Signed by Judge
Thomas W. Thrash, Jr on 7/21/11. (dr) (Entered: 07/22/2011)

O‘ﬁfzﬂzolFl |

Clerks Certificate of Mailing as to William M. Windsor re 8 Order. (dr) (Entered:
07/22/2011)
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the courtroom and it wyg
€asy to see what he wys doing, It appeared to me that the hearing wag g, the
| Purpose of damage 10 Windsor,
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thqie foregoing is trye and correct. |




UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF GEORGIA -- ATLANTA DIVISION

WILLIAM M. WINDSOR,

Plaintiff
V. CIVIL ACTION NO.
JUDGE WILLIAM S. DUFFEY, 1:11-CV-01922-TWT
MAID OF THE MIST
CORPORATION, MAID OF THE
MIST STEAMBOAT COMPANY,

LTD., JUDGE ORINDA D. EVANS,
JUDGE IUULIE E. CARNES, JUDGE
JOEL F. DUBINA, JOHN LEY, AND
JAMES N. HATTEN,

Defendants.

i I ™ L W g W g e g

NOTICE OF FILING OF REQUEST FOR CONSENT TO FILE
NOTICE OF PETITION FOR WRIT OF MANDAMUS

Plamtlff Wllham M. Windsor hereby glves NOTICE OF FILING OF
RJEQUEST FOR CONSENT TO FILE NOTICE OF PETITION FOR WRIT OF
MANDAMUS for COIISldEI‘&tIOIl 1n th;s matter

Respectfully submitted, this lst day of August 20] 1 |

William M. Wl 'dsj_
Pro Se T

PO Box 681236

1



Marietta, GA 30068

Telephone: 770-578-1094

Facsimile: 770-234-4106

Email: williamwindsor@bellsouth.net



CERTIFICATE OF COMPLIANCE

As required by Local Rule 7.1D, N.D. Ga., I hereby certify that this pleading
has been prepared in Times New Roman 14-point font, one of the font and point
selections. approved by this Court in Local Rule 5.1B, N.D. Ga.

(Wi Yo (I

William M. Windsor

Pro Se

PO Box 681236

Marietta, GA 30068

Telephone: 770-578-1094

Facsimile: 770-234-4106

Email: williamwindsor@bellsouth.net



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that I served this NOTICE OF FILING by depositing in the
Uhxit-ed States Mail with sufficient postage addressed as follows:

CHRISTOPHER J. HUBER
ASSISTANT U.S. ATTORNEY
Georgia Bar No. 545627
600 Richard B. Russell Federal Bldg.
75 Spring Street, S.W. -- Atlanta, Georgia 30303
Telephone: (404) 581-6292 -- Facsimile: (404) 581-6181
Email: chris.huber@usdoj.gov

I haive also prepared a copy for each Defendant to be served with the

Sammons|and Complaint.

This 1st day of August 2011.

[T O/ f [T

William M. Windsor
Pro Se

PO Box 681236

Marietta, GA 30068

Telephone: 770-578-1094

Facsimile: 770-234-4106

Email: williamwindsor@bellsouth.net



