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STATEMENT OF FACTS 
 

 
This complaint is filed under the Judicial Conduct and Disability Act of 1980, 28 U.S.C. §§ 351-
364 and the Rules for Judicial-Conduct and Judicial-Disability Proceedings, 249 F.R.D. 662 (U.S. 
Jud. Conf. 2008), and asserts that pursuant to the standard set forth in 28 U.S.C. § 
352(b)(1)(A)(iii); Rule 11(c)(1)(D) the within evidence proves and or at least raises an inference 
that U.S.D.J. James Paul Oetken did commit judicial misconduct, at a point in time between 
August 19, 2021, and September 12, 2022, in the matter of Kaul/Basch v ICE et al (21-CV-
06992). 
 
The evidence includes the tacit admissions by U.S.D.J. Oetken of bribery, conspiracy and 
exparte communications, who despite recognizing his legal obligations to disclose his financial 
holdings and exparte communications, has failed to submit this information, a fact that satisfies 
the 28 U.S.C. § 352(b)(1)(A)(iii); Rule 11(c)(1)(D) inference standard of judicial misconduct. This 
council has the jurisdiction and authority to order the disclosure of this information, and have 
definitively addressed the issue of misconduct. However, the Plaintiffs respectfully assert that if 
this council elects not to compel disclosure, the law will interpret non-election as a finding of 
misconduct. 
 
The misconduct (bribery/conspiracy/exparte communications) was perpetrated within the 
State of New York, but this is not the first case in which U.S.D.J. Oetken has engaged in such 
acts. There exists a “pattern” within his case history of always ruling in favor of corporations, 
and in those cases in which all the litigants were corporations, he always ruled in favor of the 
largest corporation. An investigation could commence with a closer examination of this 
“pattern”, and a comparison with the financial holdings (stocks/bonds/shares) of U.S.D.J. 
Oetken in relation to the corporations in whose favor he ruled. This was one of the methods 
used by journalists at the Wall Street Journal, in researching their September 2021 stories on 
corruption in the federal judiciary. 
 
This complaint is based not on the merits of U.S.D.J.’s opinion, but on an admitted fraud 
committed against the apparatus of justice, and does therefore not lie pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 
352(b)(1)(A)(ii); Rule 3(h)(3)(A). The Plaintiffs’ decision not to appeal the order, pertains to the 
tardiness of the procedure inherent in attempting to raise on appeal the issue of ‘Fraud on the 
Court’, and is without effect as to the Plaintiffs’ position that U.S.D.J.’s opinion is 
factually/legally erroneous. Similarly, to have appealed the order, as suggested by U.S.D.J. 
Oetken, would have constituted an admission of the legitimacy of the order and would have 
foreclosed this council from investigating this complaint, a fact known by U.S.D.J. Oetken. This 
tactic evidences U.S.D.J.’s wrongful state-of-mind, in that had he known he had not committed 
misconduct, he would not have attempted to coerce the filing of an appeal. It was the intention 
of U.S.D.J. Oetken to attempt to permanently foreclose the Plaintiffs from seeking recompense 
in the United States District Court, by directing the case into the appellate court, knowing that 
this process would be lengthy and likely would conceal his misconduct. 
 






