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IN THE UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE NINTH CIRCUIT

________________________________

MARY CUMMINS-COBB,

Appellant

KONSTANTIN KHIONIDI, as Trustee
of the COBBS TRUST,

Appellee.
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No. 22-55372

STATEMENT THAT APPEAL SHOULD GO FORWARD

Appellant is replying to this Court’s May 12, 2022 Order Doc #30. Appellant filed a 

Request to Proceed in Forma Pauperis with Declaration in Support June 14, 2022 per 

the Court order. Appellant states that this Appeal is not frivolous and should go 

forward for the following reasons.

1. Date(s) of entry of judgment or order(s) you are challenging in this appeal:

December 2021.

2. What claims did you raise to the court below?

Plaintiff does not exist. Per FRCP 17(a)(1) “An action must be prosecuted in 

the name of the real party in interest.” The only exception is a John Doe filing 

approved by the Court which does not relate to this case. Only a real person may 
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file a complaint, file a legal document, reply to a complaint or else they come to 

any court with unclean hands, see Argument below. 

Per Federal Rules 41(b) the Court has the power to dismiss a case that does not 

comply with the Federal Rules, “Involuntary Dismissal; Effect. If the plaintiff 

fails to prosecute or to comply with these rules or a court order, a defendant may 

move to dismiss the action or any claim against it.” Defendant filed a Motion to

Dismiss.The original Adverse Proceeding and any filing, reply must be dismissed. 

That includes any reply to any appeal of such a complaint. Dismissal of a case 

filed by a Plaintiff who does not exist is customary per case precedent, see 

argument below.

3. What do you think the court below did wrong?

The Court should have dismissed the Adversary Proceeding and any reply 

made in that case by the nonexistent Plaintiff. 

4. Why are these errors serious enough that this appeal should go forward?

This judgment has caused and will continue to cause extreme hardship and damages 

to Defendant. This case involves a judgment obtained by fraud for over $10,000,000 

from an alleged defamation case in Texas #352-248169-10 (All case documents: 

https://marycumminsamandalollarlawsuit.blogspot.com/2016/05/links-to-legal-

documents-filings.html ). Defendant never defamed Plaintiff Amanda Lollar the 

original owner of the judgment in question. Defendant reported Plaintiff to authorities 
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for animal cruelty, animal neglect, and violations of laws and regulations. They were 

investigated, violations were found and they lost their permit. Every word stated in the 

fair and privileged complaints to government agencies was the truth. 

Plaintiff never even stated what they felt was defamatory before, during or after the 

trail. There was no separate hearing for damages. Defendant was and still is indigent. 

Substitute Judge William Brigham who oversaw the trial was 84 years old when 

mandatory retirement age is 75 in Texas. He never signed or filed an oath of office 

before the case which is mandatory. He was assigned the trial as a favor to another

Judge and Plaintiff’s attorney in what is called “gaming the court system” in Texas 

http://marycumminsamandalollarlawsuit.blogspot.com/p/eliminate-assigned-judges-in-

texas.html . Judge Brigham died after the trial. Amicus Briefs were filed on 

Defendant’s behalf by freedom of speech organization Public Citizen 

http://www.animaladvocates.us/cummins_amicus_brief.pdf and well known Los 

Angeles attorney animal rights attorney David Casselman 

http://www.animaladvocates.us/mary_cummins_v_bat_world_sanctuary_amicus_letter

.pdf which proved the order, judgment was not supported by law or evidence.

Plaintiff filed an identical case after the first one in 2015 # 2015-002259-3. Because 

there were so many similar frivolous defamation cases to stifle freedom of speech and 

fair reports to the government in Texas they passed the Defamation Mitigation Act and 

Citizen Participation Act after the first case. Plaintiff had to state with specificity what 
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they felt was defamatory and made by Defendant. Because Defendant never defamed 

Plaintiff, Plaintiff forged their exhibits and submitted notarized perjured affidavits 

stating the exhibits were true and correct copies of the originals. The originals are still 

online and don’t include anything made by Defendant or anyone by the name of “Mary 

Cummins.” Plaintiff Lollar defamed herself the Plaintiff in exhibits then sued 

Defendant for Plaintiff’s own defamation! That shows this is scorched earth litigation. 

That case was dismissed February 2020 because it was proven they forged their 

exhibits and submitted perjured affidavits. That is forgery, perjury, fraud and unclean 

hands. The first 2010 case was based on the same lies as the second 2015 case which 

was dismissed. 

The real Plaintiff Amanda Lollar has a 25 year history of lying in legal documents, 

forging contracts, filing perjured documents and pretending to be non-existent people. 

This judgment is being used to only harm and harass Defendant. Defendant can never 

even pay the interest on the ridiculous judgment especially after Lollar’s vicious 

defamatory attacks on Defendant on the internet. This judgment is worth less than zero 

because Defendant has no money or assets and never will because of Plaintiff et al’s 

smear campaign. Plaintiff is using the judgment for harassment purposes only.

5. Additional Information:

I. Alleged Plaintiff Konstantin Khionidi
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Plaintiff Amanda Lollar gave the judgment to Konstantin Khionidi April 2017

(Assignment of Judgment, Exhibit 1). Per Plaintiff’s attorney Philip Stillman Amanda 

Lollar no longer owns the judgment. Alleged Plaintiff Konstantin Khionidi filed an 

Adversary Proceeding 2:18-ap-01066-RK March 10, 2018 in the Bankruptcy case 

2:17-bk-24993-RK. Plaintiff’s attorney Philip Stillman stated many times in hearings, 

sworn pleadings and court documents that Konstantin Khionidi is a real person in 

Russia and not an alter ego of anyone else. Stillman specifically stated that Khionidi is 

not an alter ego of the original owner of the judgment Amanda Lollar who has been 

directing Stillman’s actions in this case. That is false and fraud upon the Court as 

Konstantin Khionidi does not exist. That makes Plaintiff’s complaint a nullity voided 

from the onset which should be dismissed per Federal Rules of Civil Procedure 17(a) 

“An action must be prosecuted in the name of the real party in interest.” It further 

makes any contract, agreement, assignment of and the actual judgment null and void, 

“Conveyance to a fictitious person is a nullity.” Plaintiff therefore has no standing in 

this case. The Statute of Limitations for filing an Adverse Proceeding in this case in 

the real person’s name has long passed. The Court has the power to dismiss a case that 

is not filed by a real person. The Adverse Proceeding should be dismissed and the 

judgment discharged.

The Adversary Proceeding was filed with Konstantin Khionidi as the only Plaintiff.

Plaintiff never requested to file the original Complaint as a “John Doe.” 
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The Court has never approved of a John Doe filing in this case for Plaintiff.     

Stillman stated in Court documents and in hearings that Konstantin Khionidi is a 

real person, the Plaintiff and no one else (hearing transcript May 29, 2019 1:30 p.m.

Motion to Dismiss, Exhibit 1 pg 8 lines 7, 12) “Your Honor, I’m going to say one 

thing. That my client is Mr. Khionidi.” “That’s my client, he’s the plaintiff.”

At the same hearing Stillman said he would resolve the issue of the validity of the 

assignment by having Konstantin give the judgment back to Amanda Lollar. Stillman 

asked for another continuance in order for his client to be able to get the agreement 

notarized by a US notary. Stillman stated his client was busy traveling. Konstantin 

never signed a notarized agreement because Konstantin does not exist.

Plaintiff has never provided any evidence that Plaintiff Konstantin Khionidi exists. 

In discovery Defendant specifically requested evidence that Plaintiff existed in the 

form of identification or other means. Plaintiff refused to produce any evidence to 

prove they exist to Defendant. 

The first Interrogatories and discovery requests were answered by and signed by 

Stillman and not Plaintiff. After Defendant filed a Motion to Compel discovery the

Court ordered the Plaintiff to answer the interrogatories and discovery. 

Plaintiff has never signed and notarized any document in this case, the assignment 

of the judgment or case BS140207 lacourt.org not even the trust agreement because 

they don’t exist.
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The Trust agreement which Plaintiff was forced to give to the Court states “IN 

WITNESS WHEREOF, as of this the 20th day of March 2017, Trustor and Trustee 

have signed this instrument.” (Trust Agreement, Exhibit 2). Konstantin is both the 

Trustor and the Trustee. There is no witness or notary on the agreement even though 

the agreement states it was witnessed.

Page 1, paragraph one states that Khionidi lives in the “Anapa, Krasnodarskii Krai, 

Russian Federation County, State of California.” There is no Anapa, Krasnodarskii 

Krai, Russian Federation County” in the state of California. There is no “California” in 

Russia. There is an “Anapa, Krasnodarskii Krai” in the Russian Federation in Russia. 

Defendant believes Plaintiff added “California” to make it appear that this court has 

jurisdiction and a free California probate form is acceptable. There is no probate.

Page 1, paragraph 2, item 1 states the COBBS TRUST is created “in accordance 

with the California probate code.” There is no reason why a trust named after 

Defendant and created for the purpose of possessing a judgment would be based on 

California probate code. Page 1 at the top it states it’s a revocable living trust 

agreement. The purpose of a revocable living trust agreement is to avoid probate. This 

is a California probate form. Plaintiff is a Russian citizen living in Russia.

Page 15, item 42 states “The Trustor is not a citizen or tax resident of the United 

States. In the event that the Trust generates taxable income, it will be subject to 
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withholding taxes under the applicable tax treaty…” Then why was a California, USA 

probate agreement used?!

Page 1, paragraph 4 states that if the trustor dies, the beneficiary is Bat World 

Sanctuary in Texas one of the original parties in the underlying Texas lawsuit. All 

claims to Bat World were reversed on appeal. The address listed is 217 N Oak, Mineral 

Wells, Texas which Plaintiff Lollar and Bat World have not owned or used in many 

years. This agreement is dated March 2017 long after Plaintiff Lollar and Bat World 

left that building. On top of this Plaintiff and their attorney Phillip Stillman swore that 

Plaintiff Lollar and Bat World had nothing to do with the current lawsuit or judgment. 

Page 1 item 3 states “The principal place of administration of this trust if the 

Trustors place of residence.” That would be Russia. Then why use a California, USA 

probate form and legalese?

Page 1 item 3 states “All rights, title, and interest”….listed on the attached Exhibit 

“A”, is hereby assigned, conveyed and delivered to the Trustee for inclusion in this 

Trust.” The only items listed in Exhibit A is $100 and a bank account. The judgment is 

not listed as an asset of the trust March 20, 2017. As the judgment was allegedly 

assigned to Khionidi April 20, 2017, it should have been included. There is no 

evidence that the judgment is part of the trust.  There are no other agreements which 

include the judgment. 

Case: 22-55372, 06/16/2022, ID: 12473438, DktEntry: 10, Page 8 of 69



9

Page 17 Plaintiff Khionidi signed its name as the trustor and the trustee of the 

agreement. Above the signatures it states “IN WITNESS WHEREOF” yet there is no 

notary or witness statement or signature.  The agreement would have to be notarized in 

order to use in a lawsuit proceeding in California. There is no other way to know who 

signed the document. No signature of Khionidi has ever been notarized in this case. 

Konstantin Khionidi has been represented by good counsel in this case. It’s 

incomprehensible that Khionidi a Russian who speaks Russian would download a free 

trust agreement in English from the Internet related to California probate laws and sign 

his name in English. It’s believable that Amanda Lollar forged this document as Lollar 

has forged many documents in the past 25 years. Lollar forged an agreement in a 

lawsuit with Talking Talons in New Mexico. Lollar forged the agreement in the 

underlying Texas lawsuit regarding the judgment. Lollar forged exhibits in the 

copy/paste second defamation lawsuit in Texas which was dismissed in 2020. This 

appears to be just another forgery by Plaintiff Amanda Lollar.

July 3, 2017 the Cobbs Trust sent an email to Defendant (Russian email, Exhibit 3). 

The email is childishly written with a fake Russian accent as if to prove the Plaintiff is 

really Russian. The email even mentions the Russian’s love of bats. The original 

Plaintiffs were Amanda Lollar and Bat World Sanctuary. The email is signed “Sasha.” 

They claim to be very wealthy ala Russian Oligarch. Considering recent sanctions 

against Russian oligarchs it’s vital that the real party be identified. Perhaps the 
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judgment is being used as a way to launder, hide money from the US government to 

avoid sanctions against Russian oligarchs.

Plaintiff’s attorney Philip Stillman stated to this Court that the Plaintiff would sign 

an agreement notarized by the US notary to transfer the judgment to Amanda Lollar. 

After many, many months, multiple excuses and continuances Stillman never was able 

to obtain or file a notarized signature or document to the Court because Plaintiff does 

not exist. 

The original Plaintiff and original owner of the judgment Amanda Lollar stated in 

person to Defendant at the first debtor exam in October 2017 for this sister state 

judgment case BS140207 “Did you see the look on her face? She was so shocked to 

realize the Russian is just us.” (Declaration) Lollar admitted that Lollar is the Russian 

Plaintiff Konstantin Khionidi.

Amanda Lollar has flown from Texas and stayed over night to be present at every 

hearing and deposition, debtor hearings here in Los Angeles, California while the 

judgment is owned by the Russian. Lollar sat directly next to her now deceased 

original attorney twice disbarred convicted felon James J. Little 

https://apps.calbar.ca.gov/attorney/Licensee/Detail/123373 and directed his every 

question at the hearings and debtor hearing deposition. Little stated that Lollar and her 

friend Dottie Hyatt and husband Larry Crittenden who accompanied her were Little’s 

“assistants’ and worked on behalf of the Plaintiff. Lollar instructed Little to ask 
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questions about Lollar, Lollar’s Texas attorney Randy Turner, Defendant’s wildlife 

permits and other totally unrelated things. This shows that Lollar is the real Plaintiff. 

This is scorched earth litigation because Defendant showed Lollar to be a fraud in the 

legitimate bat community. Lollar who claims to be a “scientific bat expert” has never 

gone past the 8th grade. Lollar didn’t go to high school, college or graduate school

while true bat experts at Bat Conservation International have double PhD’s in bat 

studies. 

The original Plaintiff and original owner of the judgment Amanda Lollar has a long 

history of pretending to be other people, forging documents and committing perjury. 

Lollar’s previous attorney James J. Little forged proofs of service for hearings at least 

five times with the intent that Defendant would not show and lose by default. Another 

Proof of Service was forged so Plaintiff could get a bench warrant against Defendant 

to throw Defendant in Los Angeles County jail for not appearing for a hearing which 

Defendant knew nothing about.

After the first defamation lawsuit against Defendant Plaintiff Amanda Lollar filed a 

second identical copy/paste lawsuit. Because the Defamation Mitigation Act and 

Citizen Participation Acts had recently passed in Texas Plaintiff had to show specific 

evidence of defamation and prove it to the Defendant before filing a suit. Plaintiff did 

not do this. Instead Plaintiff forged the defamation exhibits. Plaintiff defamed Plaintiff 

in exhibits and submitted that as evidence of Defendant’s defamation. That case was 
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dismissed in 2020. Plaintiff and her Texas attorney are currently under investigation 

for forgery, perjury and fraud in that case and the first case.

April 2017 Amanda Lollar gave the judgment to Konstantin Khionidi. Defendant 

won most claims on appeal 12-02-00185-CV April 2015 yet the judgment doesn’t 

reflect those credits of at least $176,000 plus $10,000 and interest. It also doesn’t 

reflect that all of Bat World’s claims were denied so BatWorld is no longer a party to

any judgment.

Plaintiff’s Texas attorney Randy Turner still states to date June 2022 in his 

ihatemary web page http://www.randyturner.com/randys-cyber-stalker that “Mary 

Cummins” owes the money to “Amanda Lollar” even though Lollar gave the judgment 

to the Russian in 2017 over five years ago.

Turner also stated “One of the troll’s Russian victims recently joined Amanda’s 

collection team and has hired one of California’s top collection attorneys to enforce the 

judgment.” This denotes that Lollar still owns and controls the judgment. Defendant 

requested the names of anyone else involved in the judgment in discovery and was told 

there was no one except Konstantin Khionidi. The only Russian Defendant knows is 

Alya Michelson aka Alevtina Shchepetina, Алевтина Щепетина, who worked for RIA 

Novosti promoting Russian propaganda for Vladimir Putin in Russia. Alya 

Michelson’s Russian father Alexander Shcherpetina, Александра Щепетина, was in 

the Russian military stationed in Ukraine during the previous brutal forced military 

Case: 22-55372, 06/16/2022, ID: 12473438, DktEntry: 10, Page 12 of 69

http://www.randyturner.com/randys


13

occupation of Ukraine. One of Alya’s children is named “Sasha” which is the name 

used in the “Russian” email. Is this the relationship to wealthy Russian oligarchs

bragged about in writing to Defendant in the email?

Randy Turner stated in April 2020 in the link above that Defendant owes Amanda

Lollar an impossible to pay amount of interest of “$51,166.77 per month or 1,676.99 

per day!” August 2017 Randy Turner and Amanda Lollar stated in a media article that 

Defendant owes the money to Lollar even though Lollar no longer owned the 

judgment. https://www.animals24-7.org/2017/08/18/when-cyberspace-aint-big-

enough-for-sanctuarians-their-critics/

Plaintiff allegedly has a bank account for the trust at Bank of America per the trust 

agreement. The bank was contacted. There is no account in the name of “Konstantin 

Khionidi as Trustee of the Cobbs Trust” or any combination of those names. Plaintiff 

again lied to the Court.

Amanda Lollar and her attorney Randy Turner have publicly stated Lollar currently 

own the judgment over 50 times since it was given to the alleged Russian Konstantin 

Khionidi over five years ago. Defendant can show even more evidence of this fraud 

upon the Court with exhibits. Based on all of this the evidence it’s clear that Plaintiff 

does not exist. It’s also clear that the “Plaintiff” “Konstantin Khionidi” is a fictitious 

name for Amanda Lollar. This makes the Adversary Proceeding Complaint and the 

assignment of the judgment a nullity. Plaintiff is using the court to perpetrate fraud.
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The Adversary Proceeding Complaint and assignment are a nullity. Previously the 

Court asked if Konstantin made a valid trust and if the judgment was properly 

assigned. May 24, 2019 Doc #82 the Court stated “the court determines that there are 

genuine issues of material fact for trial as to (sic) to whether Plaintiff Konstantin  

Khionidi, as Trustee of the Cobbs Trust, created a valid trust and has standing to 

pursue a judgment in this adversary proceeding and whether the Assignment meets all 

of the requirements for a valid assignment of a judgment …”

The Motion to Dismiss goes far beyond a valid assignment. Konstantin DOES NOT 

EXIST! It’s impossible for someone who does not exist to make a valid trust or have a 

judgment assigned to them. You need two people for a contract, assignment and there 

was only one, Amanda Lollar. It’s also impossible for someone who doesn’t exist to 

file a lawsuit.

ARGUMENT

Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 17(a)(1) requires that an action “must be prosecuted 

in the name of the real party in interest.” “The real party in interest is the person 

holding the substantive right sought to be enforced.” Wieburg v. GTE Southwest Inc., 

272 F.3d 302, 306 (5th Cir.2001). A plaintiff that does not possess a right under the 

substantive law is not the real party in interest with respect to that right and may not 

assert it. United States v. 936.71 Acres of Land, 418 F.2d 551, 556 (5th Cir.1969).
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A fictitious party further makes any contract, agreement, assignment of and the 

actual judgment null and void, “Conveyance  to a fictitious person is a nullity.”   

Per Federal Rules 41(b) the Court has the power to dismiss a case that does not 

comply with the Federal Rules, “Involuntary Dismissal; Effect. If the plaintiff fails to 

prosecute or to comply with these rules or a court order, a defendant may move to 

dismiss the action or any claim against it.” Defendant moves the Court to dismiss this 

action.

In Santiago v. EW Bliss Co., 941 N.E.2d 275 (Ill. App. Ct. 2010) the opinion stated 

the “court has discretion, as a matter of law, to dismiss a complaint with prejudice 

when brought by a plaintiff using a fictitious name without leave of court.” In that case 

the Plaintiff admitted they used a different name other than the person’s legal name for 

a real person and tried to refile with the corrected legal name. In this case Plaintiff’s 

attorney has sworn that the Plaintiff is a real person and the only Plaintiff. Stillman did 

not try to refile the case in the name of Amanda Lollar or anyone else.

Whoever signed the Trust Agreement as Khionidi has committed forgery, i.e. Penal 

Code section 470. That section provides, "Every person who, with intent to defraud, 

signs the name of another person, or of a fictitious person, knowing that he has no 

authority so to do, to, ... [any] deed ... or utters, publishes, passes, or attempts to pass, 

as true and genuine, any of the above-named false, ... forged, ... matters, ... with intent 

to defraud, ... is guilty of forgery." [2] In People v. Porter (1955) 136 Cal. App. 2d 461, 
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467 [288 P.2d 561], this court stated that in order to establish forgery three essential 

facts must be proven: "(1) Intent to defraud, (2) making a false instrument by signing 

another's name without authority or the name of a fictitious person, or knowingly 

uttering same, and (3) the instrument on its face be capable of defrauding someone 

who might act upon it as genuine or the person in whose name it is forged." More 

succinctly, forgery is a "writing which falsely purports to be the writing of another, ..." 

(Generes v. Justice Court (1980) 106 Cal. App. 3d 678, 682 [165 Cal. Rptr. 222]; see 

also Century Bank v. St. Paul Fire & Marine Ins. Co. (1971) 4 Cal. 3d 319, 321-322 

[93 Cal. Rptr. 569, 482 P.2d 193].)

II. Defendant Proceeding in Forma Pauperis

Immediately after this Court’s May 12, 2022 order Defendant continued to try to get 

a refund of the $298 filing fee for the appeal which was never heard but transferred. 

Defendant was referred to one person, court then another then another. Defendant 

made many phone calls to 855 460 9641 who finally referred Defendant to Sonny the 

cashier/clerk at 213 894 1485. No one ever picked up that number.

Getting desperate Defendant Googled USBC, USDC finance offices and found the 

email for James Sandino James_Sandino@cacb.uscourts.gov and blindly emailed June 

2, 2022. After much back and forth June 13, 2022 James Sandino finally tells 

Defendant it will take four weeks from the time the letter with receipt was hand 

delivered to be contacted about their reply (Full email exchange read bottom to top, 
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Exhibit 4). It would take even longer to receive a check. Then Defendant would have 

to go cash that check losing a high percentage in check cashing fees and costs.

Defendant would then have to pay for a USPS money order which must be hand 

delivered to the Court. It was obviously impossible to get a refund within 35 days to

pay the filing fee in this case.

If Defendant is denied the ability to proceed in forma pauperis, Defendant will be

denied access to the Courts and a fair trial. Defendant already paid an appeal fee. It 

would be unconstitutional to force Defendant to pay two appeal fees. 

III. Judge Andre Birotte Case

Judge Andre Birotte was assigned to hear the Appeal of the Motion to Dismiss. 

Birotte denied that Appeal without even considering the fact that the Plaintiff does not 

exist and could not legally appear in that court. Birotte’s order is copy/paste of a 

previous order related to a different appeal and issue. Plaintiff did not even try to prove 

they existed in that Appeal or Court. Judge Birotte posted a text about his ruling but no 

court order December 2021 right before end of year just to get it off his docket. No 

order was signed or filed.

Defendant appealed that order. It was assigned to Judge Dale S Fisher. Months later 

after Defendant contacted the Court Judge Dale Fisher transferred the case to Judge 

Andre Birotte. The case should have been reassigned by the Court to a different Judge. 
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Defendant contacted the main Court who stated the case would be reassigned to a 

different Judge. They agreed Birotte can’t hear the appeal of his own court order. 

Defendant timely filed a Motion to Rescue/ Disqualify Judge Birotte just to be sure 

it was reassigned because of the obvious bias. Birotte legally could not rule until the 

Motion to Rescue was heard, i.e. “Once a peremptory challenge is made, the judge 

cannot oppose it. As long as the challenge is made in a timely manner, the judge 

immediately loses jurisdiction over the case. This means any action that he makes in 

the case shall be considered “void.” That Motion was not heard. Instead Birotte

transferred it to the Ninth Circuit. Birotte had no jurisdiction or power to transfer it. 

Birotte also denied Defendant’s Motion to Appear in Forma Pauperis when he had no 

jurisdiction. Judge Birotte is clearly prejudiced, biased against Defendant specifically 

and against indigent pro se Defendants in general. 

CONCLUSION

For the foregoing reasons Defendant Mary Cummins hereby requests that this Court 

allow Defendant to Appeal. Defendant further requests that if Plaintiff replies, 

Plaintiff’s reply should be stricken by the Court because they don’t exist. Plaintiff must 

prove they exist in order to appear in each Court. Defendant requests that Plaintiff’s 

Adversary Proceeding be dismissed because Plaintiff does not exist. Defendant is 

giving the Court a heads up that Plaintiff’s attorney Philip Stillman continually lies, 

defames and smears Defendant in court filings. Stillman once lied and stated his father 
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was dying to try to get out of a hearing. His father had died years earlier and there was 

a public obituary.

Respectfully submitted,

______________________  

Mary Cummins, Defendant pro se
June 16, 2022
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DECLARATION OF APPELLANT MARY CUMMINS

I, MARY CUMMINS, declare as follows:

1. I am Mary Cummins Appellant in pro per.  I make this declaration on my 

personal knowledge of the facts set forth herein.

2. Everything in DEFENDANT’S NOTICE was written by me and is the truth to 

the best of my knowledge.

3. This Appeal is not frivolous and should go forward.

4. All exhibits cited, footnoted, attached are true and correct copies of the originals.

I, declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the 

foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on June 16, 2022 at Los Angeles, California.

By: ____________________________

MARY CUMMINS
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that on June 16, 2022, I caused to be filed with the Court through the 

CM/ECF system the foregoing NOTICE TO COURT. I also hereby certify that 

counsel for plaintiffs are a registered CM/ECF user and will be served by the CM/ECF 

system.

/s/ Mary Cummins
Pro se, Appellant
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Mary Cummins
645 W 9th St #110140
Los Angeles, CA 90015

mmmarycummins@gmail.com
310 877 4770

June 8, 2022

U.S. Bankruptcy Court
Central District of California
255 E. Temple St., Intake Section
Los Angeles, CA 90012

RE: EMERGENCY! Refund of appeal fee. Appeal not heard. Case was transferred. 
Ch. 7 Case No. 2:17-bk-24993-RK
Adv. Proc. No. 2:18-ap-01066-RK
Appeal No. 2:18-ap-01066
Appeal Ninth Circuit 22-55372

I paid $298 January 28, 2022 for an appeal of an order in my Bankruptcy case Adverse Proceeding, 
2:18-AP-01066. The case was transferred to the Ninth Circuit then the District Court then another court 
in the District Court then back to the Ninth Circuit. The case was not heard. 

I have to pay a new fee to hear the case in the Circuit Court. The fee was not transferred. I paid with a 
USPS money order at the bankruptcy window in Los Angeles. Attached is the receipt. Below is the 
docket report showing the payment. January 27, 2022 I sent a Notice to Court same case 
2:18-AP-01066-RK Doc # 234 pg 2, lines 18, 19, "If the Appeal is dismissed without being heard, 
Defendant requests a refund of the filing fee." I pre-requested a refund knowing the case could be 
transferred.

I have to pay the fee before they will hear the appeal or I will lose by default. I don't have any more 
money. I have less than a week to pay. I started this process weeks ago being referred from one person 
to the next to the next. I was finally told to send you a letter to get the refund. I would prefer cash 
because I have no bank account. I will lose 30% of any check amount in check cashing, verifying costs 
and fees if I have to cash a check. Please, tell me where to get my refund. Thanks.

01/28/2022 Receipt of Appeal Filing Fee - $293.00 by 01. Receipt Number 20244712. (admin) (Entered: 
01/28/2022)

01/28/2022 Receipt of Noticing Fee - $5.00 by 01. Receipt Number 20244712. (admin) (Entered: 
01/28/2022)
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Sincerely,

Mary Cummins

Cc: James Sandino, USBC Rm 1067, James_Sandino@cacb.uscourts.gov
Jose Arias, USBC, Jose_Arias@cacb.uscourts.gov
Carmen Lujan, USDC, Carmen_Lujan@cacd.uscourts.gov
Ninth Circuit Court case #22-22572
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