
This Is Where The Supreme Court Clerk Got Defrauded At.  

The Case Had Not Been Heard By The Supreme Court Of The 

United States As Based Upon The Dismissal (April 16, 2018). 

This Was Fraud Upon The Court Using Deceptive Practices.  
 

The Supreme Court Should Have Looked At The Dates and 

Case Laws On The Letter Of Dismissal and She Would Have 

Seen The Court Of Appeal Dismissed The Case Based Upon 

The Supreme Court Had Heard The Case and That Was Not 

True and The Appendix Had Been Filed By Rule (25a) 2(A) and 

More.   
 

When appeal is taken from a void judgment, the appellate 

court must declare the judgment void. Because the appellate 

court may not address the merits, it must set aside the trial 

court's judgment and dismiss the appeal. A void judgment may 

be attacked at any time by a person whose rights are affected. 

See El-Kareh v. Texas Alcoholic Beverage Comm'n, 874 

S.W.2d 192, 194 (Tex. App.--Houston [14th Dist.] 1994, no 

writ); see also Evans v. C. Woods, Inc., No. 12-99-00153-CV, 

1999 WL 787399, at *1 (Tex. App.--Tyler Aug. 30, 1999, no 

pet. h.).  
 

 

Fraud Upon Court: In the United States, when an officer of 

the court is found to have fraudulently presented facts to 

court so that the court is impaired in the impartial 

performance of its legal task, the act, known as "fraud upon 

the court", is a crime deemed so severe and fundamentally 

opposed to the operation of justice that it is not subject to 

any statute of limitation. Officers of the court include: lawyers, 



judges, referees, and those appointed; guardian ad litem, 

parenting time expeditors, mediators, rule 114 neutrals, 

evaluators, administrators, special appointees, and any others 

whose influence are part of the judicial mechanism.   

 
 

Statement Of Facts: Fraud Upon The Court Existed Here 

Because, The Supreme Court Had Heard The Case By The Case 

Laws Issued On The Letter Of Dismissal (April 16, 2018) 

Without Further Notice To Be Issued and Given To The Plaintiff 

Corla Jackson.  All Of This Was Covered Up.  
 

The Evidence On The Face Of The Docket Sheet Shows The 

Following: If This Isn’t (Fraud Upon The Court-Corruption) 

From The Beginning, What Is? 
 

1.  There Was No Notice Issued The Supreme Court Dismissed 

The Complaint (April 16, 2018) To The Court Of Appeal 

Eleventh Circuit Clerk, To Dismiss The Case Violating 

Federal Laws and Rules and This Case From Being Heard, 
 

2.  There Was No Notice Issued By The Clerk or A Notice To 

Correct Default Dismissal and Remedy To Set Aside Dismissal 

Within (14) Days Prior To (April 16, 2018) Recoded On The 

Face Of The Docket Sheet. This Was Fraud Upon The Court 

Using Deceptive Practices.   
 

3.  The Appendix Was Timely Filed By Rule (25(a) 2(A) and 

More.  This To Was Fraud Upon The Court Using Deceptive 

Practices Because It Is Not Shown On The Face Of The Docket 



Sheet and More. The Case Was Corrupted On The Face Of The 

Docket Sheet and More, This Is Crystal Clear.  
 

The Clerk and Defendants Committed Civil Fraud Upon The 

Court Using Deceptive Practices Dismissing A Case Based 

Upon Fraud Stating The Case Had Been Dismissed-Heard By 

The Supreme Court Of The United States Without The Facts-

Truth, That Never Should Have Occurred In The First Place.   

 

A void judgment is a nullity from the beginning, and is 

attended by none of the consequences of a valid judgment. It 

is entitled to no respect whatsoever because it does not affect, 

impair, or create legal rights." Ex parte Seidel, 39 S.W.3d 221, 

225 (Tex. Crim. App. 2001).   

 

When appeal is taken from a void judgment, the appellate 

court must declare the judgment void. Because the appellate 

court may not address the merits, it must set aside the trial 

court's judgment and dismiss the appeal. A void judgment may 

be attacked at any time by a person whose rights are affected. 

See El-Kareh v. Texas Alcoholic Beverage Comm'n, 874 

S.W.2d 192, 194 (Tex. App.--Houston [14th Dist.] 1994, no 

writ); see also Evans v. C. Woods, Inc., No. 12-99-00153-CV, 

1999 WL 787399, at *1 (Tex. App.--Tyler Aug. 30, 1999, no 

pet. h.). 

 

The law is well-settled that a void order or judgement is void 

even before reversal", VALLEY v. NORTHERN FIRE & 

MARINE INS. CO., 254 U.S. 348, 41 S. Ct. 116 (1920) "Courts 



are constituted by authority and they cannot go beyond that 

power delegated to them. If they act beyond that authority, and 

certainly in contravention of it, their judgements and orders are 

regarded as nullities; they are not voidable, but simply void, and 

this even prior to reversal." WILLIAMSON v. BERRY, 8 

HOW. 945, 540 12 L. Ed. 1170, 1189 (1850). 

 
 

Fraud Upon Court: In the United States, when an officer of 

the court is found to have fraudulently presented facts to 

court so that the court is impaired in the impartial 

performance of its legal task, the act, known as "fraud upon 

the court", is a crime deemed so severe and fundamentally 

opposed to the operation of justice that it is not subject to 

any statute of limitation. Officers of the court include: lawyers, 

judges, referees, and those appointed; guardian ad litem, 

parenting time expeditors, mediators, rule 114 neutrals, 

evaluators, administrators, special appointees, and any others 

whose influence are part of the judicial mechanism.   

 

Grounds for Relief from a Final Judgment, Order, or 

Proceeding. On motion and just terms, the court may relieve a 

party or its legal representative from a final judgment, order, or 

proceeding for the following reasons, fraud (whether previously 

called intrinsic or extrinsic), misrepresentation, or misconduct 

by an opposing party. Rule: 60(b)(3)(4)(6), (d)(1)(3).  

 



A court cannot confer jurisdiction where none existed and 

cannot make a void proceeding valid.  A void judgment which 

includes judgment entered by a court which lacks jurisdiction 

over the parties or the subject matter, or lacks inherent power to 

enter the particular judgment, or an order procured by fraud, can 

be attacked at any time, in any court, either directly or 

collaterally, provided that the party is properly before the 

court. See Long v. Shorebank Development Corp., 182 F.3d 

548 (C.A. 7 Ill. 1999).  

 

The law is well-settled that a void order or judgement is void 

even before reversal", VALLEY v. NORTHERN FIRE & 

MARINE INS. CO., 254 U.S. 348, 41 S. Ct. 116 (1920) "Courts 

are constituted by authority and they cannot go beyond that 

power delegated to them. If they act beyond that authority, and 

certainly in contravention of it, their judgements and orders are 

regarded as nullities; they are not voidable, but simply void, and 

this even prior to reversal." WILLIAMSON v. BERRY, 8 

HOW. 945, 540 12 L. Ed. 1170, 1189 (1850).  A void judgment 

is a nullity from the beginning, and is attended by none of the 

consequences of a valid judgment. It is entitled to no respect 

whatsoever because it does not affect, impair, or create legal 

rights." Ex parte Seidel, 39 S.W.3d 221, 225 (Tex. Crim. App. 

2001).   

 

 



























 
 







Fraud Upon Court: In the United States, when an officer of the 

court is found to have fraudulently presented facts to court so 

that the court is impaired in the impartial performance of its 

legal task, the act, known as "fraud upon the court", is a crime 

deemed so severe and fundamentally opposed to the 

operation of justice that it is not subject to any statute of 

limitation. Officers of the court include: lawyers, judges, 

referees, and those appointed; guardian ad litem, parenting time 

expeditors, mediators, rule 114 neutrals, evaluators, 

administrators, special appointees, and any others whose 

influence are part of the judicial mechanism.  Grounds for 

Relief from a Final Judgment, Order, or Proceeding. On 

motion and just terms, the court may relieve a party or its legal 

representative from a final judgment, order, or proceeding for 

the following reasons, fraud (whether previously called intrinsic 

or extrinsic), misrepresentation, or misconduct by an opposing 

party. Rule: 60(b)(3)(4)(6), (d)(1)(3).  

 

Fraud upon the court" has been defined by the 7th Circuit 

Court of Appeals to "embrace that species of fraud which does, 

or attempts to, defile the court itself, or is a fraud perpetrated 

by officers of the court so that the judicial machinery cannot 

perform in the usual manner its impartial task of adjudging cases 

that are presented for adjudication".  

 

In Bulloch v. United States, the court stated "Fraud upon the 

court is fraud which is directed to the judicial machinery itself 

and is not fraud between the parties or fraudulent documents, 

false statements or perjury.... It is where the court or a 

member is corrupted or influenced or influence is attempted 

or where the judge has not performed his judicial function-



thus where the impartial functions of the court have been 

directly corrupted.  

 

The law is well-settled that a void order or judgement is void 

even before reversal", VALLEY v. NORTHERN FIRE & 

MARINE INS. CO., 254 U.S. 348, 41 S. Ct. 116 (1920) "Courts 

are constituted by authority and they cannot go beyond that 

power delegated to them. If they act beyond that authority, and 

certainly in contravention of it, their judgements and orders are 

regarded as nullities; they are not voidable, but simply void, 

and this even prior to reversal." WILLIAMSON v. BERRY, 8 

HOW. 945, 540 12 L. Ed. 1170, 1189 (1850). 

 

Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 17 (a) (1) (a) (b) (c) (d) 

(e) (f) (g), which requires that "[a]n action must be 

prosecuted in the name of the real party in interest. “See 

also, In re Jacobson, 402 B.R. 359, 365-66 (Bankr. W.D. 

Wash. 2009); In re Hwang, 396 B.R. 757,766-67 (Bankr. 

C.D. Cal. 2008). 

 

When appeal is taken from a void judgment, the appellate court 

must declare the judgment void. Because the appellate court 

may not address the merits, it must set aside the trial court's 

judgment and dismiss the appeal. A void judgment may be 

attacked at any time by a person whose rights are affected. See 

El-Kareh v. Texas Alcoholic Beverage Comm'n, 874 S.W.2d 

192, 194 (Tex. App.--Houston [14th Dist.] 1994, no writ); see 

also Evans v. C. Woods, Inc., No. 12-99-00153-CV, 1999 WL 

787399, at *1 (Tex. App.--Tyler Aug. 30, 1999, no pet. h.).  



A Party Affected by VOID Judicial Action Need Not 

APPEAL. State ex rel. Latty, 907 S.W.2d at 486. If an appeal is 

taken, however, the appellate court may declare void any orders 

the trial court signed after it lost plenary power over the case. " 

 

Under Federal law which is applicable to all states, the U.S. 

Supreme Court stated that 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 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. 

 

A void judgment is a nullity from the beginning, and is 

attended by none of the consequences of a valid judgment. It 

is entitled to no respect whatsoever because it does not affect, 

impair, or create legal rights." Ex parte Spaulding, 687 S.W.2d 

at 745 (Teague, J.,concurring). 

   

 

 



 

Whenever any officer of the court commits fraud during a proceeding 

in the court, he/she is engaged in "fraud upon the court".  FRCP Rule 

60(b) provides that the court may relieve a party from a final judgment 

and sets forth the following six categories of  reasons for which such relief 

may be granted: (1) mistake, inadvertence, surprise, or excusable neglect; 

(2) newly-discovered evidence which by due diligence could not have 

been discovered in time to move for a new trial under Rule 59; (3) fraud, 

misrepresentation, or misconduct by an adverse party; (4) circumstances 

under which a judgment is void; (5) circumstances under which a 

judgment has been satisfied, released, or discharged, or a prior judgment 

upon which it is based has been reversed or otherwise vacated, or it is no 

longer equitable that the judgment should have prospective application; or 

(6) any other reason justifying relief from the operation of the judgment. 

F.R.C.P. Rule 60(b)(1)-(b)(6).  To be entitled to relief, the moving party 

must establish facts within one of the reasons enumerated in Rule 60(b).  

 

Black's Law Dictionary, Sixth Edition, p. 1574: Void judgment.  One 

which has has no legal force or effect, invalidity of which may be asserted 

by any person whose rights are affected at any time and at any place 

directly or collaterally.  Reynolds v. Volunteer State Life Ins. Co., 

Tex.Civ.App., 80 S.W.2d 1087, 1092.  One which from its inception is 

and forever continues to be absolutely null, without legal efficacy, 

ineffectual to bind parties or support a right, of no legal force and effect 

whatever, and incapable of confirmation, ratification, or enforcement in 

any manner or to any degree.  Judgment is a "void judgment" if court that 

rendered judgment lacked jurisdiction of the subject matter, or of the 

parties, or acted in a manner inconsistent with due process.  Klugh v. U.S., 

D.C.S.C., 610 F.Supp. 892, 901.  See also Voidable judgment.  Black's 

Law Dictionary, Sixth Edition, p. 1574. 

 



A court cannot confer jurisdiction where none existed and cannot make a 

void proceeding valid.  A void judgment which includes judgment 

entered by a court which lacks jurisdiction over the parties or the 

subject matter, or lacks inherent power to enter the particular 

judgment, or an order procured by fraud, can be attacked at any 

time, in any court, either directly or collaterally, provided that the 

party is properly before the court. See Long v. Shorebank Development 

Corp., 182 F.3d 548 (C.A. 7 Ill. 1999).  

 

State courts, like federal courts, have a constitutional obligation to 

safeguard personal liberties and to uphold federal law.” Stone v Powell, 

428 US 465, 483 n 35, 96 S. Ct 3037, 49 L Ed. 2d 1067 (1976)” Any 

judge who does not comply with his oath to the Constitution of the United 

States, wars against that Constitution and engages in violation of the 

Supreme Law of the Land.  If a judge does not fully comply with the 

Constitution, then his orders are void, In re Sawyer, 124 U.S. 200 (1888), 

he is without jurisdiction, and he/she has engaged in an act or acts of 

treason.” U.S.  v. Will, 449 U.S. 200, 216, 101 S. Ct. 471, 66 Ed.2d 392, 

406 (1980); Cohens v. Virginia, 19 U.S. (6 Wheat) 264, 404, 5 L.Ed 257 

(1821).  

 

No man in this country is so high that he is above the law. No officer of 

the law may set that law at defiance with impunity. All the officers of the 

government from the highest to the lowest, are creatures of the law, and 

are bound to obey it.” Butz v. Economou, 98 S.Ct. 2894 (1978); United 

States v. Lee, 106 U.S. at 220, 1 S.Ct. at 261 (1882)” Further it is the 

obligation of every Judge to honor, abide by, and uphold not only the 

Constitution and laws of the State, but they are bound by the laws and 

Constitution of the United States as well.  Under Federal Question 

Jurisdiction, a litigant-regardless of the value of the claim-may bring a 

claim in federal court if it arises under federal law, including the U.S. 

Constitution. See 28 U.S.C. § 1331. It is important to note that 28 U.S.C. § 

1367 provides for supplemental jurisdiction in federal courts. The 

Supreme Court ruling lawsuit states that every American would benefit to 



know about the sheer fact that exposes corruption and hypocrisy we 

uphold ignorantly and agree to civil action no. 00-CV-12485-RCL.  

 

The United States Court of Appeals for the Sixth Circuit has set forth 

five elements of fraud upon the court which consist of conduct: “1. On the 

part of an officer of the court; 2. That is directed to the ‘judicial 

machinery’ itself; 3. That is intentionally false, willfully blind to the truth, 

or is in reckless disregard for the truth; 4. That is a positive averment or is 

concealment when one is under a duty to disclose; 5. That deceives the 

court.” Demjanjuk v. Petrovsky, 10 F.3d 338, 348 (6th Cir. 1993).   

A court cannot confer jurisdiction where none existed and cannot make a 

void proceeding valid.  A void judgment which includes judgment entered 

by a court which lacks jurisdiction over the parties or the subject matter, or 

lacks inherent power to enter the particular judgment, or an order procured 

by fraud, can be attacked at any time, in any court, either directly or 

collaterally, provided that the party is properly before the court. See Long 

v. Shorebank Development Corp., 182 F.3d 548 (C.A. 7 Ill. 1999). 
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When appeal is taken from a void judgment, the appellate 

court must declare the judgment void. Because the appellate 

court may not address the merits, it must set aside the trial 

court's judgment and dismiss the appeal. A void judgment may 

be attacked at any time by a person whose rights are affected. 

See El-Kareh v. Texas Alcoholic Beverage Comm'n, 874 

S.W.2d 192, 194 (Tex. App.--Houston [14th Dist.] 1994, no 

writ); see also Evans v. C. Woods, Inc., No. 12-99-00153-CV, 

1999 WL 787399, at *1 (Tex. App.--Tyler Aug. 30, 1999, no 

pet. h.).  

 

Fraud Upon Court: In the United States, when an officer of the 

court is found to have fraudulently presented facts to court so 

that the court is impaired in the impartial performance of its 

legal task, the act, known as "fraud upon the court", is a crime 

deemed so severe and fundamentally opposed to the operation of 

justice that it is not subject to any statute of limitation. Officers 

of the court include: lawyers, judges, referees, and those 

appointed; guardian ad litem, parenting time expeditors, 

mediators, rule 114 neutrals, evaluators, administrators, special 

appointees, and any others whose influence are part of the 

judicial mechanism.   

 

Grounds for Relief from a Final Judgment, Order, or 

Proceeding. On motion and just terms, the court may relieve a 

party or its legal representative from a final judgment, order, or 

proceeding for the following reasons, fraud (whether previously 

called intrinsic or extrinsic), misrepresentation, or misconduct 

by an opposing party. Rule: 60(b)(3)(4)(6), (d)(1)(3).  

 



The law is well-settled that a void order or judgement is void 

even before reversal", VALLEY v. NORTHERN FIRE & 

MARINE INS. CO., 254 U.S. 348, 41 S. Ct. 116 (1920) "Courts 

are constituted by authority and they cannot go beyond that 

power delegated to them. If they act beyond that authority, and 

certainly in contravention of it, their judgements and orders are 

regarded as nullities; they are not voidable, but simply void, and 

this even prior to reversal." WILLIAMSON v. BERRY, 8 

HOW. 945, 540 12 L. Ed. 1170, 1189 (1850). 
 

 

 

https://gulfcoasttribune.com 

https://gulfcoasttribune.com/

