
 
9-17-2019 

 
To: Courthouse Security 
 Whosoever 
 

From: Udo Birnbaum 
 

Re: Why I am here 

 

STATEMENT OF WHY 
 
HERE I STAND – seeking relief from unlawful retaliation upon me, 
perpetrated in this very courthouse, by this very institution. 
 
Unconditional sanctions of $62,885 and $125,770 – making such 
punishment criminal in nature – and forbidden under civil process – 
unconditional punishment requiring full criminal process of  “beyond a 
reasonable doubt” - instead of  “and I think”.  Details in attached. 
 
Also jury issues inconsistent with due process, threats of   “personally 
putting the handcuffs” on me, and “you will be criminally trespassed from 
this office” - when I complained at the District Attorney, etc. etc. 
 
I have no other recourse other than to physically park myself at the very 
scene of this crime, having tried EVERY other approach. 
 
Details - my www.DamnCourthouseCriminals.com, www.OpenJustice.US.   
 
Attached hereto is just one of many earlier notices on this matter, titled 
Notice of Intent to Confront Court and Request for Protection. 
 
 
 
 
UDO BIRNBAUM 
540 VZ County Road 2916 
Eustace, TX 75124 
903 479-39298 
BRNBM@AOL.COM 
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October 12,2017

Notice of Intent to Confront Court
and Request for Protection

To: Van Zandt Courthouse Security

To: Van Zandt Sheriff

To: Van Zandt District Attorney

To: Whosoever

From: Udo Birnbaum

Details: Notice of July 28, 2016 (attached, re court gone rogue)

Details: www.OpenJustice.US (my website, lots and lots more)

BE IT KNOWN THAT:

I , UDO BIRNBAUM, find myself forced to confront this 294th District Court, in
this courthouse, upon what this Court unlawfully has done upon me.

I will not pause upon this matter, lest promised to be arrested and tried, to establish
my Right to thus peacefully petition under the operative facts.

I come absent mens rea. Actus reus, however, may have to follow.

IN GOOD FAITH,

·~ottr 's~~1
UDO BIRNBAUM
540 VZ County Road 2916
Eustace, TX 75124
903 479-3929
email: BRNBM@AOL.COM
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Notice to Hon. Teresa Drum:
Judge Drum, your 294th District Court has gone rogue.

To wit, a $62,885 punishment upon me, for having made a counter-claim when I was

sued - a First Amendment Right.

Plus an additional $125,770 punishment (2 x $62,885) upon me, for seeking relief from

the above - again a First Amendment Right - to petition my government - for relief.

Such PUNISHMENT, in your 294th, because:

"In assessing the [$62.8857 sanctions, the Court has taken into consideration

that although Mr. Birnbaum may be well-intentioned and may believe that he

had some kind of real claim as far as RICO there was nothing presented to the

court in any of the proceedings since I've been involved that suggest he had any

basis in law or infact to support his suits against the individuals, and I think -

can find that such [$62.8857 sanctions as I've determined are appropriate. "

(Sanctions hearing - notice all the "had", "was", "suggest", "think")

Besides, your court, by civil process, is forbidden from imposing unconditional

punishment, of any kind. Any civil sanction has to be "coercive", i.e. provide "keys to

own release" - to purge such contempt. US Supreme Court, no less.

Stated another way, punishment - for past conduct - requires full criminal process,

including a finding of "beyond a reasonable doubt" - by ajury. US Supreme Court.

All statements true and correct, and upon personal knowledge.

~IGNEDthi~dayof t., Plv ,2016 ~ ~
~ UDO BIRNBAUM

SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN TO BEFORE ME on this :l~day o~ JV ,2016

~
Notary Public, State of Texas
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damages, $5,000.00 in punitive and the joint and several

$50,085.00 in attorneys' fees. Mr. Birnbaum's sanctions as

against Mr. Fleming or against the P.C. is denied and nothing

is ordered.

In assessing the sanctions, the Court has

taken into consideration that although Mr. Birnbaum may be

well-intentioned and may believe that he had some kind of

real claim as far as RICO there was nothing presented to the

court in any of the proceedings since I've been involved that

suggest he had any basis in law or in fact to support his

suits against the individuals, and I think can find that

such sanctions as I've determined are appropriate. And if

you will provide me with an appropriate sanctions order, I

will reflect it.
.#

Now, as far as relief for sa~ctions on beh~lf

of Mr. Westfall, individually, that is specifically denied.

Any relief sought by any party by way of

sanctions which have not been specifically addressed either

by the granting or the denial of same -- such is denied.

Okay. How soon can I expect an order because

I gather this matter will go up to whatever appropriate

appeals court for review?

MR. FLEMING: I will give Mr. Birnbaum the

statutory three days. I'll submit it to him. And if I don't

hear back from him, I'll submit it to you after.

Excerpt from Hearing Held 7-30-02
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$62,885 Sanction - for a "well-intentioned" COUNTER-CLAIM - a First Amendment Right ! Official Oppression
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was a JURY trial. Why is HE weighing the evidence?
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7-30-2002 "Sanction Hearing". Compare the "well-intentioned" here, with all the POISON WORDS in the ONE YEAR LATER "Finding of Fact" ! HINT: The "Finding" was a CYA - for all this done WITHOUT THE JURY.
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HEREIN lies the real reason! "civil RICO"
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"Oh HORROR of HORRORS - a Pro Se - with a CIVIL RACKETEERING counter-claim!"




