United States Penitentiary
Leavenworth, Kansas 66048

MEMORANDUM TO SUPPORTERS OF BOYCOTT BRAZIL

TO: Supporters of John Gregory Lambros / Boycott Brazil: www.brazilboycott.org
FROM: Ron Simmat, Public Relations Director, Boycott Brazil

SUBJECT: MINNESOTA BAR PROTECTS STATE COURTS: Office of Professional Responsi-
bility Rules Minnesota Supreme Court Need Not Follow State
Constitution.

DATE: July 4th, 2004, Independence Day

In Lambros v. Faulkaner (see footnote #1) a United States District
Court in Minnesota ruled John Gregory Lambros could not sue his Federal court-
appointed public defender who allowed Lambros to receive a mandatory Life
sentence, without parole, in a case, that, had justice been done, would have
been dismisgssed. In fact, a Federal appeals court subsequently dismissed the
mandatory Life sentence without parele on a motion submitted by Lambres with
assistance of a private attorney and a court-appointed attorney to help Lambros
{see footnote #2). The original attorney, Charles W. Faulkner, could not be
sued despite gross incompetence and complete disregard for the legal welfare
of his client, John Lambros, because of a State of Minnesota Supreme Court
ruling, Dziubak v. Mott (see footnote #3), giving public defenders in Minne-
sota complete immunity in malpractice suits, according to the Federal District
Court Judge in Lambros v. Faulkner.

If this seems confusing, that's because it is. How can a ruling in
a State case apply to a Federal court? How can a protection given to State
public defenders protect an attorney in a Federal Court? The long and short
of it, of course, is John Lambros is fighting to expose the brain implant con-
trol experiments and techniques being used by the United States Government with
the help of its pawn, the so-called sovereign nation of Brazil, which now is in
twenty-four-hours-per—-day control of Lambros through brain implant technology,
torturing Lambros at will (see footnote #4). Federal Judge David Doty just up
and ruled that any protection given a State public defender also protects a
Federal public defender, especially if the guy "defended" (read "screwed") John
Lambros. But, let's look further inte this and see how scolidly the entire es-
tablishment, State, lederal, and Bar Association, is arrayed against Lambros.

In suing Attorney Charles Faulkner, his Federal Public "Defender,"
Lambros assumed the State and Federal Constitutions protected him. Even an

#1 Lambros v. Faulkner, Case Number CIV-98-1621-DSD/JMM
#2 United States v. Lambros, 65 ¥.3d 698 (8th Cir. 1995)
#3 Dziubak v. Motto, 503 N.W.2d 771 (Minnesota 1993)

#4 To review United States Government X-rays of John Lambros, associated reports
and supporting documents, go to: www.brazilboycott.org.
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Enemy of the State such as Lambros should be able to depend on constitutionail
protections. And, ridiculous as it sounds, Lambros is considered by the Estab-
lishment to be just that -- an Enemy of the State. But, we are told, again and
again, by State and Federal Courts that constitutional rights are for everyone,
inciuding criminals, if not especially for criminals. Okay, so the Constitu-
tion of the State of Minnesota, Article T, Sectien 8, which is titled REDRESS
OF INJURTES OR WRONGS, savys:

Every person is entitled to a certain remedy

in the laws for ALL injuries or wrongs which

he may receive to his person, property or
character, and to obtain justice freely and
without purchase, completely and without denial,
promptly and without delay, conformable to the

laws. (Emphasis added.)

Then, along come the seven judges of the Minnesota Supreme Court in
1993, and ruled in Dziubak v. Mott that somehow the State constitution does
not apply to public defenders, because if they injure or wrong you, you've got
no remedy at law. They can't be sued. Judges do this sort of thing sometimes,
and have to be corrected by the Bar Association, or by a higher court. Lambros
looked up the law.

The United States of America has three branches of Government, the
Executive Branch, the Legislative Branch, and the Judicial Branch. Each State
is set up the same way, including Minnesota. Only the Legislative Branch may
write law, or propose changing the Constitution =-- again, this applies nationally
and in all States -- which means that courts interpret the law, they apply the
law, but do not write it, change it, or decide to not follow it. No authority
says different, and all authorities agree on these basics (see footnote #5).
Thus, the Minnesota Supreme Court was way out of line when it ruled, contrary to
Article 1, Section &, of the State Constitution, that if the injury was done by
a public defender, you have no remedy at law. In fact, the Constitution says
yvou do have such a remedy -- you can sue the fellow.

Next, Lambros checked American Jurisprudence, a legal encyclopedia
used by the Supreme Court of the United States, and found that:

A judge who also is an attorney is subject

by the bar association of which he or she is
a member.

{Emphasis added.)
46 AmJur2d, JUDGES, §7

That being the case, Lambros filed a complaint on April 29, 2004, with the Office
of Lawyers Professional Responsibility of the Minnesota State Bar Association

#5 Regarding inability of a court to change the Constitution, see 16 AmJur2d
§ 19, a copy of which is attached to this memorandum. For those who need
legal details, this attachment will provide them, along with case cites.
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asking to have the seven judges of the Minnesota Supreme Court, who ruled against
their own State Constitution, which they have given a sworn oath to uphold,
asking to have the decision in Dziubak v. Mott investigated by the Bar (see
footnote #6). This is a common and standard preliminary step in seeking dis-
ciplinary actien against a lawyer or judge, and is seldom, almost never, turned
down in a blatant case such as this.

In a letter dated May 6th, 2004 (see footnote #6), Thomas ¥F. Ascher,
Agsistant Director of the Office of Lawvers Professional Responsibility, told

John Lambros: '"this Office has no jurisdiction to consider complaints against
judges.”™ Without any investigation, or research, Director Ascher went on to
say:

Your dissatisfaction with a 1993 decision
of the Minnesota Supreme Court does not
provide a basis for believing misconduct
occurred.

How could he know that without research, without determing the nature of the
decision in question, and how it affected Lambros? Obviously, the Bar in Minn-
esota iIs a pawn of the State court system, not a watchdog agency, and not an
equal player.

Director Ascher's letter of dismissal to Lambros exhibited a great deal
of finality, and ended with:

No investigation will be dinitiated and
we will be taking no further action
concerning vour correspondence,

The Office of Lawyers Professional Responsibility is right out front
about it: it is the water boy for the State court system, and proud to be a
boy, and you'd better never forget it. Obviously the Bar in Minnesota has a
political agenda, and is submissive to those who set that agenda.

This explains why things like the Baghdad prison scandal has grown to
such gigantic preoportions before being attended to —-- those who should be watch-
ing the hen house are foxes, and like to eat chickens. Bevond that, they have
neither morals, ethics, nor responsibility. For young boys that would not be
shocking. We will just have to take Director Ascher and the Minnesota bar for

the stupid little boys they are.
kot <‘g ¢ W\,ij

Ron Simmat, Prisomer 39486-066
Director of Public Relations
for Boycott Brazil
wuw.brazilboycott.org

ce: file
attachment

#6 A copy of Lambros' initial letter to the Office of Lawyers Professional
Responsibility, dated April 29, 2004, and the May 6, 2004, response from
the Office of Lawyers Professional Responsibility may be reviewed and down-
loaded at the Boycott Brazil web site: www.brazilboycott.org.
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CONSTTIT TIONAL LAW §19

1. In Generar [§§ 19-21]

§19. Generally

Because 1t 1s a power Inherent i the people.®

the existence of the power w

amend and change state constitutions appears never 1o have been doubted ™

1 Obsoroation. An amendment is such a change or addition within the
lines of the original imstrument as will effect an mprovement or better

carry out the purpose {or which the mmstrument was framed.* The word

“amendment’”’

is emploved 1o show its relationship to some particutar

article or some section of a constitution, and 11 1s then used to indicate an
addition to, the striking out of, or some change in, that parucular section.”

In some states,
“general amendment,”

entire state in order to be properly ratihiec

“local amendment”
since onlv the latter must be submitted 1o the

must be differentated from a

]9&

tA constitution cannot be changed by anv legislauve defimton, or other

'

})r()\lﬁl(}]’l in a merc statuie,

nor mav it be amended by either case law or

rules of court,! hecause only the p(oplc of the state arce vested with the power
1o amend their constitution, and that power is plenary.?

Consututions mav not be amended by violence?

Any attempt Lo revise 4

constitution or adopt a new one in any manner other than that provided m the
existing instrument is almost invariably treated as extraconstitutionzl and

revolutionary.*

494. Bolln v. Nebraska, 176 L.5. 83, 20 5. Cu.
987 44 L. Ed. 882 11900y; Gatewood v. Mat-

thews, 408 S W.2d 716 (kyv. 1966); Board of

Sup'rs of Llections {for Anne Arundel County v,
Attorney General, 246 Md. 417, 220 A 2d 388
1667): Hoffman v. Knollman, 135 Ohio St 170,
14 Ohio Op. 7, 20 N.E.2d 221 (1939).

The people have the power to amend the
Constitution. Duggan v. Beermann, 249 Neb.
411, 544 NW.2d 68 119963,

95. Ellingham v. Dve. 178 Ind. 336, 99 N.E. ]
1912y, appeal dismissed, 231 1.8, 250, 34 5.
Cro92, 58 1 Ed. 2006 (19135).

96. McFadden v. Jordan, 32 Cal. 24 330, 166
Po2d TRY (1948), cert. dented, 3356 115, 918, 69

5. Cu 640, 93 L. Ed. 1080 {1949); Opinion of

the Justices, 264 A.2d 342 (Del. 1970).

An Camendment” of 2 consututon repeals
or changes some provision . or adds some-
thing to. the insirument amended. Wilson v.
Crews, 160 Fla. 169, 34 So. 2d 114 (1948).

97. State ex rel. Greenlund v, Fulton. 99 Ghio
SULIGE, 124 NE 172 (1919).

98, Sims v. Town of Baldwin, 249 Ga. 293,
290 S E.2d 433, 3 Ed. Law Rep. 1134 (1952),
appeal dismissed, 459 LES, 802 108 5. Co 25,
L Ed 9d 40 (1989 (a proposed amendment
authm‘izing the board of educavion of one

county o direct the governing authonn of the
county 1o Hnpose certain excise laxes on alco-
halic beverages sold withi the county was a lo-
cal amendment rather than a general amend-
ment, and therefore 1t was not required e be
submitied 1o the entive state 11 order 1o be
properly raufied).

99, Caollins v. Milis, 198 Ga. 18, 30 5. E.2d
866 (1944): Simpson v. Hill, 128 Okla. 269, 263
P. 635, 56 A LLLR. 706 (1927).

1. Campbell v. State, 658 So. 2d 1545 (Miss.
1965, rel’y demed, (Ang. 3, 1995).

2, Chevron LL.S.A., Inc. v. State, H78 So. 2d
644, 67 Ed. Law Rep. 844 (Miss, 19913,

3. State ex rel. Karhnger v Board of Deputy
State Sup'rs of Llectiions, B0 Ohio St 471, 89
N.E. 33 (1809 (overruled in part on other
grounds by, State ex rel. Awtomatc Rt qmuing
'\M(’h Co. v, Green, 121 Oluo St 301, 7 Ohio

Abs. 281, 168 N.E. 131, 66 _-\,.L.R. 544
(1929)).

4, Tavlor v. Beckham, 178 1.5, 548, 20 5. Cu
8090, 44 L. E4. 1187 {1800, for dissenung
opimon, see, 178 U.S. 548, 20 5. Cu 1G04, 44
L. Ed. 1187 (19(10). Crawlord v Gilchrst, G4
Fla. 41, 59 So. 963 (19123 Moore v Brown,
350 Ma. 256, 165 S W.2d GHY 119425 Sue v,
Bolofl, 188 Or. DO, 7 P.2d 775 (1932

367

AMERTICAN JURISPRUDENCE, Second Edition, 1998

"Constitutional Law, § 19 GENERAL,"

16 Am.Jur. 2d at 367.
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§ 20. Subject matter and permissible scope of amendments
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whieh may be made in the constituion of w0 staie, where sueh alterations are
wade e the prescribed manner The paramaeunt acl iy sunendmyg o ostae
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legishature 1 mhibied 1o enace”

Tea TR

Favers part ol o state constitution, incduding the preamble ma he amended.
wlnding the provisions authorizing the muking anendmenns ™ Furdher,
ever a prinaiple that i deeph rooted i the constituion, can be abropated
by constitutional smendment ™ Provisions o beorepealed ™ and new arneles
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ton self-eoerating provisions of a legislative nature?® an amendment providing
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for their governnient mas be passed:™ o state consunuional exempion from ad
valorenn axes lor cortain wilives operated by municipal corporanons masy be
repeiled by consiitutional nendmeniz™ or the primciple of anicaive anl
relerendon mas be changed!!

A constitntional provision that am amendment may he proposed i either
braveh of the legishitive assemhh and referved wo the people for approval o
rejection permits the proposal of immendments withidrawing privileges confered
_:__ ::,‘ —:u:___ﬂ. _u/ ﬂ_:;. state _:: FL H. ..;c

§ 21"  —Federal limitations

In accordance with the general vale thar the validiy of G state consn
provision trns upon its conformin with federal consimuaonal guarante
scope ol permisable state constitutional amendments s subject 1o the
non that sich an amendment nany not violate the Federal Consunuion™ or a
federal Taw enacted pursuant o constitunionally granted authoriee ® Thus, the
repubhican form of government guaranteed to e states by Article IV &0 of

monal
SHohe
-

the Federal Constitution ceunot e dispensed with or abolshed ® and o
proposed amendment may not violate the FPirst Amendment’s guarantee ol
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