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AN APPROACH TO JUDGE OTTO:

We should file a MOTION TO RECONSIDER based on the new information Judge Otto did not 
see in 2 documents called "CLEAR AND CONVINCING EVIDENCE THAT FRAUD ON THE 
COURT TOOK PLACE IN 17LA377" and "CLEAR AND CONVINCING EVIDENCE THAT 
FRAUD ON THE COURT TOOK PLACE IN 12LA178".

We should tell Judge Otto that we have clear and convincing evidence that Fraud on the Court 
took place in 17LA377 and the Fraud on the court in 17LA377 involved both of our previous 
attorneys in 17LA377, opposing counsel and the presiding judge.  We should tell Judge Otto that 
the Fraud on the Court in 17LA377 strongly affects the current case. During the 2 years that 
Judge Otto claimed Dulberg "knew or should have known" about Baudin's breach of care we can 
show Judge Otto that clear and convincing evidence exists that Dulberg was the target of an 
elaborate system of Fraud on the Court. 

When Judge Otto asks to see the clear and convincing evidence for Fraud on the Court in 
17LA377, we provide him with our document called "CLEAR AND CONVINCING 
EVIDENCE THAT FRAUD ON THE COURT TOOK PLACE IN 17LA377.

We should be openly claiming we have clear and convincing evidence that Fraud on the Court 
took place in 17LA377.  The Fraud on the Court strongly affects decisions being made by Judge 
Otto. Therefore we ask Judge Otto to recognize that we cannot proceed fairly in his court until 
the Fraud on the Court in 17LA377 is resolved.

It is not difficult for us to argue in the Otto court that everything that is happening is tainted by 
Fraud in the current case because of the severity of the Fraud on the Court that took place in 
17LA377.  For this reason issues of Fraud on the Court in 17LA377 must be resolved before 
proceeding in Otto's court.  We tell Judge Otto that if we don't do this the case will not have 
standing and would be subject to a Demurrer on the front and or a Motion for Summary 
Judgment on the back end.

We should tell Judge Otto it is our intention to move the case to Federal court along with 
17LA377 because the Fraud on the Court must be dealt with before we can receive a fair trial in 
the current case.

We can also tell Judge Otto that there is also evidence of Fraud on the Court in 12LA178.  The 
Baudins and Allstate were involved in 12LA178 and Fraud on the Court took place during 
12LA178 also.  We can provide Judge Otto with a document called "CLEAR AND 
CONVINCING EVIDENCE THAT FRAUD ON THE COURT TOOK PLACE IN 12LA178".

When we raise a Cause of Action for Extrinsic Fraud (Fraud on the Court), we are telling the 



Judge that the Underlying Cause of Action has to wait until we deal with the Fraud on the Court.  
We inform the Court that we need the evidence of Fraud on the Court as a Fact of Evidence to 
proceed forward. The logic is so simple.  We tell the Judge if we don't deal with the Fraud on the 
Court evidence first the case won't have standing anyway.

These are powerful arguments because we are telling Judge Otto we are in possession of 
evidence that:

Fraud on the Court took place in 17LA377
Fraud on the Court took place in 12LA178

We can inform Judge Otto that we intend to bring civil rights charges IN BOTH CASES using 
the following federal laws:

42 U.S. Code § 1983 - Civil action for deprivation of rights

https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/42/1983

28 U.S. Code § 1443 - Civil rights cases

https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/28/1443

18 U.S. Code § 242 - Deprivation of rights under color of law

https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/18/242

18 U.S. Code § 241 - Conspiracy against rights

https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/18/241
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