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I, JACQUELYN FINNEY, hereby declare as follows:

1. I am the plaintiff In Pro Per in the above-captioned case.

2. Attached hereto as Exhibit No. 1 is a true and accurate copy of my Confidential Memorandum dated August 4, 2003 sent to Presiding Judge Richard E.L. Strauss, (through Supervising Judge Joan P. Weber).  The document is identified as follows:

“Request for Investigation of Judge’s Violation of Policy Against Bias Pursuant to San Diego County Superior Court Rules, Chapter Two General Rules, Rules 1.6, California Rule of Court 989.3 and California Code of Judicial Ethics Canon 3(B)(5) and (6).”

3. Attached hereto as Exhibit No. 2 is a true and accurate copy of an August 11, 2003 letter sent to me by Judge Joan P. Weber with Enclosure.  The document is identified as follows:

“Re: Finney v. California Department of Managed Care, San Diego Superior Court Case No. GIN024734.”

4. Attached hereto as Exhibit No. 3 is a true and accurate copy of a Memorandum dated August 15, 2003 that I sent to Presiding Judge Richard E.L. Strauss.  The document is identified as follows:

“Judge Weber’s August 11, 2003 Letter in Response to My August 4, 2003 Memorandum.”

5. Attached hereto as Exhibit No. 4 is a true and accurate copy of Judge Richard E.L. Strauss’ letter to me dated September 18, 2003.  This document is identified as follows:

“Re: Finney v. California Department of Managed Health Care, Case No. GIN024734.”


6. Attached hereto as Exhibit No. 5 is a true and accurate copy of my October 31, 2003  REQUEST FOR ACCOMMODATIONS BY PERSONS WITH DISABILITIES AND ORDER DENIED BY JUDGE THOMAS P. NUGENT on November 4, 2003.

7. Attached hereto as Exhibit No. 6 is a true and accurate copy of a November 22, 2003 letter I sent to David Yamasaki with four attachments.  This document is identified as follows:

“Transmittal Letter/Complaint.  Third Request for Transcript, (Case No. GIN024734).  Request for Disability Accommodation per Americans With Disabilities Act, Title II.”

8. Attached hereto as Exhibit No. 7 is a true and accurate copy of a document that I obtained from the State of California Commission on Judicial Performance website.  The document is identified as follows:

“2002 Statistics, Types of Conduct Resulting in Discipline.”

9. Attached hereto as Exhibit No. 8 is an article by Stephen V. Love, San Diego Superior Court Executive Officer, which I obtained from the Consumer Attorneys of San Diego website.  The document is identified as follows:

“Presiding Judge Named a Voting Member of Judicial Council”

10. Attached hereto as Exhibit No. 9 is a document I obtained from the internet.  The document is identified as follows:

“DEAF WATCH NEWSLETTER, March, 2002”

11. Attached hereto as Exhibit No. 10 is a document I obtained from the U.S. Department of Justice website.  The document is identified as follows:

“Settlement Agreement Between the United States of America and the Santa Clara County Superior Court”

12. Attached hereto as Exhibit No. 11 is a July 5, 2003 article by Marty Graham in the North County Times.  The document is identified as follows:

“Judges Face Threats for Doing Their Jobs”

13. Attached hereto as Exhibit No. 12 is an October 27, 2003 article by Marilyn Salisbury in The San DiegoUnion-Tribune.  The document is identified as follows:

“Bad Attitudes Can Lead to Obstacles”

14. I make this declaration in support of my Motion to Disqualify Judges Strauss and Weber from reassignment of another judge to replace Judge Thomas P. Nugent, challenged on December 3, 2003, pursuant to “PEREMPTORY CHALLENGE (CCP 170.6; Superior Court Rules, Division II, Rule 5.5)”

15. On August 4, 2003, subsequent to Judge Thomas P. Nugent’s denial of my Motion for a Protective Order to compel defendants to reasonably accommodate my polio disability and his imposition of $1,119 in sanctions without explanation, in apparent retaliation for making my motion, I complained to Presiding Judge Richard E.L. Strauss regarding Judge Nugent’s violation of the Court’s Policy Against Bias, Rule 989.3 and Canon 3 (B)(5) and (6) (Exhibit No.1 p. 1, ¶ 4)

16. I stated to Judge Strauss that:

“Pursuant to the findings of the Presiding Judge, I reserve my right to move to

disqualify Judge Nugent for cause under Code of Civil Procedure § 170.6(2)”  

 (Exhibit No.1, p.2, ¶ 10)

17. Judge Weber responded to my letter, not Judge Strauss, stating that “I… do not find that Judge Nugent ignored your [my] request [for defendants’ accommodation of my polio disability] or otherwise acted improperly…”  (Exhibit No. 2, ¶ 1) 

 Judge Weber acted in bad faith by “…performing a judicial act for a corrupt purpose   

(which is any purpose other than the faithful discharge of judicial duties)…”   

Broadman v. Commission on Judicial Performance (1998) 18 Cal.4th 1092.

18. On August 15, 2003, I requested in writing that Judge Strauss respond personally to Exhibits 1 and 2 in that Judge Weber breached confidentiality and mischaracterized, failed to address, and failed to properly address my concerns.  (Exhibit No. 3)

19. One month later, on September 18, 2003, Judge Strauss replied by letter, stating:

“… I have not reviewed the file… although I am the Presiding Judge of this Court, my duties are limited to those set forth in California Rules of the Court at rule 6.603… A presiding judge does not have any oversight [emphasis supplied]… over the other judges…”  (Exhibit No. 4, ¶ 2)

Presiding Judge Strauss violated his own local Court rules in that he refused to accept and/or refer a complaint of bias against a judicial colleague for investigation, creating the appearance of administrative malfeasance in violation of the Canons of Judicial Ethics.  He also acted in bad faith by “…performing a judicial act for a corrupt purpose (which is any purpose other than the faithful discharge of judicial duties)...”  Broadman v. Commission on Judicial Performance (1998) 18 Cal.4th   supra, at 1092. 

20. On October 31, 2003, I followed Judge Weber’s instruction to submit Judicial Council Form to Request Disability Accommodation to Judge Nugent, i.e.,

“I have enclosed for your convenience a form adopted by the Judicial Council of California entitled ‘Request for Accommodations by Persons with Disabilities and Order.’  I encourage you to use this form and file it with the court if in the future you seek any accommodations.”  (Exhibit No. 2, ¶ 3)

21. On November 4, 2003, Judge Nugent denied my request “without prejudice,” pursuant to his amendment to the form in his own handwriting.  Denial of reasonable accommodation with or without prejudice is not an option offered in the document itself, in Rule of Court 989.3, in any guidance to the public regarding Rule of Court 989.3, in the Americans With Disabilities Act, Title II, or in any guidance to the public regarding ADA Title II (Exhibit No. 5).

Judge Nugent acted in bad faith by “performing a judicial act that exceeds the judge’s lawful power with a conscious disregard for the limits of the judge’s authority.”

Broadman v. Commission on Judicial Performance (1998) 18 Cal.4th supra, at 1092. 
22. On November 22, 2003, I filed a complaint with David Yamasaki, Assistant Executive Officer, San Diego Superior Court (North County Center) and William C. Vickrey, Administrative Director of the Courts, regarding violation of the ADA by Judges Nugent, Weber and Strauss, in addition to administrative malfeasance and misuse of funds.  (Exhibit No. 6)

1. I reported “Undisclosed and Inconsistent Court Information… that violate the letter and spirit of the ADA, indicating a policy and practice to intentionally violate disabled persons’ right to petition the court.”  (Exhibit No. 6, p.2, ¶¶ 5 & 6)

2. I reported “Procedural Barriers…  The ADA Coordinator is not disclosed on the Court’s website, although the position and employee is identified on the Court’s intranet, which is not accessible to the public even through the County law library.”  (Exhibit No. 6, p.3, ¶ 2)

3. I reported “Violations of ADA, Title II… Full disclosure of all court services and programs should be displayed with suggested accommodations.  The ADA prohibits secret criteria and other barriers that restrict access to reasonable access by disabled persons…”  (Exhibit No. 6, p.3, ¶ 6 and p.4, ¶ 1)

· I stated that “…the Court’s indifference, lack of initiative and failure to be proactive and sensitive in implementing ADA and other requirements, adversely affect disabled citizens’ ability to exercise their rights, in my case to petition the court to enforce my Constitutions rights.”  (Exhibit No. 6, p.5, ¶ 3)

· I stated that “…concerted coercion and retaliation that would chill the exercise of rights by persons of ordinary firmness, have been personally directed toward me by three judges and Ms. Ohanneson (the court reporter).”  (Exhibit No. 6, p.5, ¶ 6)

· I reported a “Finding of Futility” in that “… especially disconcerting is the Presiding Judge’s refusal and express denial of his legal duty to accept and investigate or to cause  appropriate authorities to accept and investigate complaints of bias and prejudice submitted to him by disabled persons, regarding judges’ misconduct.”  (Exhibit No. 6, p.5, ¶ 7)

· I reported “Administrative Malfeasance… Judge Strauss’ actions are inconsistent with Judicial Council policies on access and fairness.”  (Exhibit No. 6, p.6, ¶ 4)

23. No judges, much less judges with Nugent’s, Weber’s and Strauss’ experience and intelligence, would reasonably believe that in proceeding in this way that they were affording me the exercise of my rights (absent coercion and retaliation) that I am entitled to under the U.S./California Constitutions, the ADA and California laws.  These judges ignored and failed to enforce my rights by interpreting the law and implementing court rules and procedures in a manner that intentionally frustrates their purpose.  The California Supreme Court ruled on December 1, 2003  in Schifando v. City of Los Angeles (§ 10660) at p.6 that:

“…we have never confronted the issue here presented, and find troubling the possibility that exhausting City Charter procedures might deprive a victim of discrimination of a civil right created by the Legislature…”

24. On November 24, 2003, (the same day that Exhibit No. 6 was received by the Court’s Assistant Executive Officer), Judge Nugent scheduled the initial case management conference for December 19, 2003, over one year subsequent to my filing my Petition for Writ of Mandate to compel defendants to cease and desist in condoning prior restraint on my speech to obtain a state mandated medical benefit.  

Judge Nugent’s conduct provides further evidence of retaliation against me for exercising my rights under the ADA, California Rule of Court 989.3 and San Diego County Superior Court Rules to file complaints of bias, prejudice and judicial misconduct.  Judge Nugent has refused my multiple requests for in-person hearings prior to his July 24, 2003 and October 9, 2003 Rulings at which time I could have tested the truth of defendants statements and could have tested his findings of fact and legal conclusions. 

Based on the totality of Judge Nugent’s conduct, it is fair and consistent to believe that he intends to use the December 19, 2003 “Conference” to continue his illegal pattern of conduct to further violate my rights that will immediately or eventually result in the dismissal of my litigation with prejudice.

25. The State of California, Commission on Judicial Performance published “2002 Statistics: Types of Conduct Resulting in Discipline.”  (Exhibit No. 7)  The Commission recognized examples of such conduct (that has been consciously directed toward me by Judges Nugent, Weber and Strauss) as:

· Disqualification, Disclosure and Related Retaliation

· Administrative Malfeasance

· Bias or Appearance of Bias

· Failure to Ensure Rights

· Abuse of Sanctions

· Decisional Delay

· Misuse of Court Resources

26. Stephen V. Love, Executive Officer of the San Diego Superior Court, announced that effective September, 2003, Presiding Judge Richard E.L. Strauss would be appointed to the Judicial Council as a voting member.  (Exhibit No. 8)

· “Judge Strauss helped drive those forces of change in his previous service on Judicial Council advisory committees and as the Assistant and Presiding Judge of the San Diego Superior Court…”  (Exhibit No. 8, p.1, ¶ 4)

· “We are very proud that Judge Strauss will be participating in such far-reaching decisions that will shape the court of the future during his three-year Judicial Council term.”  (Exhibit No. 8, p.2, ¶ 3)

27. The “Deaf Watch Newsletter,” March, 2000 reported “News… ACLU PLANS TO PROSECUTE CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS NOT ACCESSIBLE TO THE DISABLED”  (Exhibit No. 9)

· “As of today, Mr. Peter Eliasberg of the ACLU Southern California office and Mr. Mark Rosenbaum, Litigation Director for the ACLU have agreed to proceed with lawsuit(s) against Superior Courts in… San Diego County (Exhibit No. 9, p.2, ¶¶ 5-6)

· “What they need are plaintiffs with a disability who have been to any of the county courts listed and had their civil rights denied due to lack of physical access, accommodation, or programs to accommodate a particular disability need.”  (Exhibit No. 9, p.2, ¶ 6; p.3, ¶ 1)

28. The San Diego County Superior Court had been identified by the ACLU, as violating disability rights three years prior to violating my ADA rights.  Presiding Judge Strauss’ leadership has resulted in the embedded escalation of coercion and retaliation against disabled litigants who exercise their right to petition his court under the U.S. and California Constitutions. 

29. Judge Strauss hired Stephen Love as his Executive Officer in December, 2002.  Prior to 2002, Mr. Love “…served as Executive Officer of Santa Clara Superior Court from 1992-2002, except for a year in the early 1990’s, when he was Chief Deputy Director of California’s Administrative Office of the Courts.”  (Exhibit No. 8)

30. Mr. Love’s work experience with the Santa Clara Superior Court included a Settlement Agreement with the U.S. Department of Justice in relation to a complaint filed under Title II of the Americans With Disabilities Act against the Santa Clara County Court on October 10, 1996.  (Exhibit No. 10)

· Mr. Love and the Presiding Judge had not developed “…a written policy for provision of … services when necessary to ensure effective communication with the court system’s programs, services and activities.”  (Exhibit No. 10, p.2, ¶ 2)

· Mr. Love and the Presiding Judge agreed to develop a written policy and its implementing procedures, posting “… a notice in a conspicuous location advising individuals with disabilities of the procedures to make a request… for service.”  (Exhibit No. 10, p.2, ¶¶ 2 & 3)

· Mr. Love and the Presiding Judge agreed to ensure that “…appropriate written notices, signage, and other communications with the public will include information regarding the policy for providing special accommodations.  Written notices will identify responsible staff and explain how to acquire services.”  (Exhibit No. 10, p.2, ¶ 3)

· Mr. Love and the Presiding Judge agreed that “The Court will distribute the policy and procedures… to all judges and staff.”  (Exhibit No. 10, p.2, ¶ 4)

· Mr. Love and the Presiding Judge agreed that “The Court will monitor the implementation of the policy and procedures for… two years.”  (Exhibit No. 10, p.2, ¶ 5)

· Mr. Love and the Presiding Judge, representing the governance of the Santa Clara Superior Court, were the principal signatories to the Settlement Agreement.  (Exhibit No. 10, p.3)

31. The combined experiences of Judge Strauss and Executive Officer Love with the Judicial Council and the Administrative Office of the Courts, juxtaposed to their blatant violations of these bodies’ rules, policies, procedures and guidance, create a strong impression of intentional prejudice and bias against all disabled persons who attempt to exercise their U.S. and California Constitutional rights to petition all California Courts for redress of grievances.  I am not an isolated example of such illegal discrimination.

32. On July 5, 2003, staff writer Marty Graham wrote an article in the North County Times.  (Exhibit No. 11)  The article quoted both Presiding Judge Strauss and Supervising Judge Weber:

· “People get angry at what happens here,’ Strauss said.  ‘They come here because they can’t settle things somewhere else and someone is not going to get what they want.’”  (Exhibit No. 11, p.3)

· “We have the ability to put people in prison for life, to take away children, to divide up estates,’ she [Weber] added.”  (Exhibit No. 11, p.3)

33. Judges Strauss’ and Weber’s statements toward persons who exercise their Constitutional rights to petition the San Diego Superior Court for redress of grievances reflect their smug sense of entitlement and an embedded bias that these persons create a public nuisance and that judges have unchecked power to violate their rights.  Their attitude is discriminatory toward litigants in general and myself in specific.  I am not an isolated example of such illegal discrimination.

34. On October 27, 2003, Marilyn Salisbury wrote an article in The San Diego Union-Tribune entitled, “Bad Attitudes Can Lead to Obstacles.”  (Exhibit No. 12)

· Her article was published four days before I submitted my Request for Disability Accommodation to Judge Nugent, which he immediately denied “without prejudice”, but with the same overtone of the cruel bullying by a boy I had been forced to endure as a child.  (Exhibit No. 5) Ms. Salisbury’s personal experience with paralytic polio is virtually identical to mine in that in 1954, my own mother overheard a young boy tease me with: “You can’t run and I can.”

· Like Ms. Salisbury, “…looking back at this, I now know that this was only the beginning of a lifetime of battles surrounding my having a disability.”

· Like Ms. Salisbury, “…I was being discriminated against, because I was different, not because I wouldn’t be able to do the job… I had to wake up and look at my life situation.”

· Like Ms. Salisbury, “… I did need help… and most of all, I needed to be respected as a whole person… The Americans With Disabilities Act is helping to challenge… and do away with… the physical barriers for those with disabilities…”

· I agree with Ms. Salisbury that “…we need to look at the emotional barriers as well.  What is needed is a challenge to the attitudes of those who categorize individuals… and who never look past a person’s disability to see his or her abilities.” 
· Judges Nugent, Weber and Strauss have caused me to relive unspeakable duress, humiliation and emotional distress regarding childhood paralytic polio by abusing their authority as judges, in the San Diego Superior Court, to discriminate against me by trivializing and exploiting my disability. 
35. Judges Strauss, Weber, Nugent, Executive Officer Love, in San Diego Superior Court  and Administrative Office of the Courts have created physical and emotional barriers for all disabled persons of ordinary and extraordinary firmness.  I am not an isolated example of such illegal discrimination.

36. I have endured extraordinary discrimination.  However, I continue to attempt to exercise my Constitutional rights in spite of concerted coercion and retaliation against me by the San Diego Superior Court.  I far exceed the requirements for a person of ordinary firmness that the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit identified (Mendocino Environmental Center v. Mendocino County, No -97-17375, 9-24-99), i.e.:

“Because it would be unjust to allow a defendant to escape liability for a First Amendment violation merely because an unusually determined plaintiff persists in his protected activity, we conclude that the proper inquiry asks ‘whether an official’s acts would chill or silence a person of ordinary firmness from future First Amendment Activities.’”  Crawford – El v. Britton, 93 F. 3d 813, 826 (D.C. Cir. 1996)

37. The judges’ conduct in my case is reminiscent of this Court’s troubled past, wherein the Presiding Judge conspired with two other judges to predetermine the outcome of cases.

· On August 19, 2003, I personally stated to Judge Nugent that five (5) days after his July 24, 2003 Ruling, defendants’ Chief Enforcement Counsel telephoned me advising that I withdraw this case. 

· I personally told Judge Nugent that defendants’ counsel stated that my facts and law are excellent but that I should give up, because neither Judge Nugent nor any other judge would ever rule in my favor.

· Also, in my papers, I informed Judge Nugent that “Particularly troubling is defendants’ apparent irrational optimism that this Court… will continue to ignore evidence proving your intentional exploitation of my disability and other intentional misconduct… the clear subtext of statements and conduct by you and Mr. Novello is that all court rulings have been predetermined to favor the State”  (Plaintiff’s Supplemental Declaration in Support of the Court’s Telephonic Ruling, p.5, No. 19)

38. Catchpole v. Brannon (1995) 36 Cal.App.4th 237, 42 Cal.Rptr.2d 440 presented the unusual question of whether the alleged gender bias of the trial judge required the Appeals Court to set aside his judgment.  Judge Kline’s opinion is directly relevant to my case by a simple substitution of the term “disability” for the term “gender” bias.
Both are equally discriminatory.  The Catchpole court stated:

· “…few more daunting responsibilities could be imposed on counsel than the duty to confront a judge with his or her alleged gender bias in presiding at trial…
· The risk of offending the court and the doubt whether the problem could be cured by objection might discourage the assertion of even meritorious claims…
· Requiring the issue to be raised at trial would therefore have the unjust effect of insulating judges from accountability for bias…
· As Witkin has observed, the rule that an appellate court will not consider points raised at trial does not apply to ‘[a] matter involving the public interest or the due administration of justice’ (9 Witkin, Cal. Procedure (3d ed. 1985) Appeal, § 315, p.326)…
· The issue of gender bias obviously involves both a public interest and the due administration of justice…
· Appellant relies on the venerable principle that ‘[T] he trial of a case should not only be fair in fact, but that it also should appear to be fair.  And where the contrary appears, it shocks the judicial instinct to allow the judgment to stand.  (emphasis supplied)  (Webber v. Webber (1948) 33 Cal.2d 153, 155, quoting Pratt v. Pratt (1903) 141 Cal. 247, 252)…
· Although the case before us does not present the question of disqualification, the disqualification cases and statutes are nonetheless apposite…
· It bears noting that allegations of prejudice are particularly disquieting where, as in this case, they relate to factual rather than legal issues…
· Gender bias must not be countenanced in any case, but if there is a type of proceeding that might call for more rigorous review it is precisely the type respondents would insulate from scrutiny…
· Considered as a whole the court’s comments reflect a predetermined disposition to rule against the appellant based on her status as a woman…
· We must also keep in mind, however, that the source of judicial authority lies ultimately in the faith of the people that a fair hearing may be had.  Judicial behavior inimical to that necessary perception can never be countenanced and may well provide a basis for reversal even if not the product of gender bias.
· The court’s characterization of the case distorts the record… the court appears to be almost entirely indifferent to evidence… the court’s disparagement of the appellant’s credibility… the court appears oblivious… the court was equally indifferent…
· Having examined the trial judge’s statements and conduct as a whole, we are drawn in ineluctably to the conclusion that his ‘conduct indicated an unsympathetic attitude toward the litigation’ that did ‘not accord with recognized principles of judicial decorum consistent with the presentation of a case in the atmosphere of fairness and impartiality…’
· Although § 170.1 nominally pertains to situations in which a trial judge is disqualified ab initio, no reason appears why it should not apply as well in situations such as here presented… (emphasis supplied)
· In any case, the court in Iverson found independent appellate authority to remand a matter for retrial by a different judge under § 187, which provides in material part that ‘if the course of a proceeding be not specifically pointed out by this code or the statute, any suitable process or mode of proceeding may be adopted which may appear most conformable to the spirit of this code (In re Marriage of Iverson, 11 Cal. App.4th at p.1502)…

· Doubtless stimulated by this observation, respondents immediately moved for sanctions… The trial judge recused himself… The matter was heard by another judge who denied the motion in its entirely…”
39. The Report of the Ninth Circuit Gender Bias Task Force (1993) cited in a footnote to Catchpole stated:  “A discrimination case often requires time to educate the judge… ‘so you have to figure out a way to get the evidence in front of the judge before he knocks you off at the knees…’”
40. Judge Nugent, Supervising Judge Weber, and Presiding Judge Strauss have intentionally knocked a litigant who requested a protective order and reasonable accommodation for a polio disability “off at the knees,” transforming the process of disability accommodation into a blood sport.
41. The San Diego Superior Court governance is a judicial version of the corporate governance of Enron, Tenet, Putnam, HealthSouth and Boeing, among others.  Only the persistence of my “whistleblower” complaints has exposed both state executive and judicial misconduct that “shocks the conscience.”  This is an issue of great public importance that evades review and is occurring systemically in California Courts.  The U.S. Supreme Court will hear argument on January 13, 2004 in the case of Tennessee v. Lane (No. 02-1667) regarding unapologetic discrimination by state courts against disabled litigants. 
42. Both Judges Strauss and Weber have made public statements that imply that they are not sufficiently compensated and must sacrifice income which they could earn elsewhere.
· “’It’s not the compensation that keeps us here,’ said Strauss… We have deputy district attorneys in our courts every day who earn more than we do and we all know about lucrative civil practices.’”  (Exhibit No. 11, p.2, ¶ 12) 
· “Weber said she never considered looking for work in the private sector, even though retired judges are snapped up for better pay or brought on by big law firms as special counsel.” (Exhibit No. 11, p.3, ¶ 17, p.4, ¶ 1) 
Their concerted and brutal discrimination, coercion and retaliation against me indicates to me, as a former federal investigator, that these judges may have engaged in ex parte communications with defendants and other parties regarding present/ future compensation as a quid pro quo to stop this case, as did San Diego Superior Court Presiding Judge Greer, Judge Adams and Judge Malkus to stop cases in the recent past.
43. As my disability has not reasonably been accommodated by judges and defendants, I will continue to be prevented from exercising “my well-established right of access to the courts” to ensure “a reasonably adequate opportunity to present claimed violations of fundamental constitutional rights to the courts.”  Bounds v. Smith, 430 U.S. 817 (1977).  If these judges and defendants are allowed to continue to violate my Constitutional and Civil Rights, prisoners will be able to enjoy rights that this Court has denied to me and all California citizens who appear before it, i.e.,: 
· The right to be free from discrimination, duress, coercion and retaliation by the State and the State Judiciary.
· The right to access the court.
· The right to petition the court.
· The right to exercise informed consent in medical decision-making,
· The right to access state mandated and contractual medical benefits without unconscionable prior restraint on speech in the context of doctor-patient relationships, as a precondition to obtaining a State mandated medical benefit.
     I have read the foregoing motion and this declaration consisting of 12 exhibits, and declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the state of California that the foregoing is true and correct.

     Executed on this 3rd day of December, 2003 at Encinitas, California.

_____________________________                _____________

Jacquelyn Finney, Plaintiff


  Date
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