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UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS 

FOR THE SIXTH CIRCUIT 

Case Number: 12-5910 

Case Name: Louie E. Johnston, Jr., VS  USA, et al 

Name: Louie E. Johnston, Jr. 

Address: PO BOX 160473  

City: Nashville  State:  TN   Zip Code: 37216 

 

PRO SE APPELLANT’S 

REPLY TO DEFENDANT/APPELLEES RESPONSE TO 

PLAINTIFF APPELANT’S MOTION FOR IMMEDIATE 

 EMERGENCY INJUNCTIVE RELIEF 

 

BACKGROUND 

Plaintiff Appellant was welcomed, approved, and given standing  by Tennessee 

Rutherford County Chancellor Robert Corlew in the Murfreesboro Muslim mosque 

case being processed in his Court since 2010.    

Chancellor Corlew found favor in Plaintiff Appelant’s expert  testimony 

documented by Amicus Curiae Brief (DC Exhibit C) submitted in support of and 

on behalf of the Christian friends and fellow members of the Christian Church, 

known as Plaintiffs. 

Plaintiff Appellant’s Amicus brief was submitted in direct opposition to an 

outrageously dishonest distortion filled Amicus brief filed by Defendants 

Appellees (DC Exhibit B), seeking to trample and destroy 10th Amendment Rights 



2 
 

and Rooker Feldman Doctrine  by outright threatening, intimidation, and  bullying 

a Tennessee State Court, in session, in an active trial in due process over local 

subject matter jurisdiction issues. 

Chancellor Corlew ruled in favor of Plaintiff  Pro Se Appellant’s Amicus Curiae 

Brief regarding RLUIPA, and ruled against Defendants Appellees “Inimicus”. 

The approval by Chancellor Corlew of Plaintiff Pro Se Appellant and rejection of 

Defendant Appellees is the true reason Defendant Appellees did not challenge 

subject matter jurisdiction of Plaintiff Pro Se Appellant, but jumped on the 

bandwagon when it arose out of a biased Magistrate who obviously did not even 

review the original Complaint document or 29 incontrovertible Exhibits, including 

new alarming evidence in books and Documentary DVDs authored by Plaintiff and 

other leading experts, which collective comprised the Compliant.   

Defendant Appellees were caught lying and distorting, proven to Chancellor 

Corlew by Plaintiff Pro Se Appellant’s expert opinion in his Amicus Brief, then 

confirmed by his very public ruling, embarrassing to Defendants Appellees after a 

circus of manipulating lapdog media coverage, then being woodshedded by this 

Plaintiff  Pro Se Appellant, is regrettably just a continuation in  pattern of 

shameless behavior by Defendants Appellees, who now stand in conspiracy with 

District Court actions, collectively documented previously, now appealed.  

INSTANT CASE CAUSE OF ACTION COMPOUNDED 

Plaintiff Pro Se Appellant  filed a Complaint on December 7, 2011seeking 

Emergency Injunctive Relief (PC page 121), which was ignored and delayed until 

the case was dismissed 7 months later. 
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Particularly troubling is discovery that 2 Muslim Imams who are celebrities lauded 

by Murfreesboro mosque Imams on their public website, are  Imam Jamal Badowi 

and Imam Yusef Qaradawi, both found Guilty by the U.S. Justice Department in 

2008 of being Co Conspirators in the USA V HOLY LAND FOUNDATION Trial. 

Both Imams were found guilty of funneling American Muslim ZAKAT taxes 

through American mosques to fund the global Muslim Nation war to eliminate 

every existing Government, including America, and replace it with Muslim Nation 

Government and Constitution, which is their Koran. 

 This alone gives Plaintiff Pro Se Appellant subject matter Jurisdiction and 

Standing, reinforced by Complaint, including Exhibits. 

Two days after dismissal of Plaintiff Pro Se Appelant’s District Court case… 

Compare this same District Court action in conspiracy with Defendants Appellees, 

advocating boldly on behalf of the Muslim mosque Imam, against Christians, 

including fellow Church member Plaintiff  Pro Se Appellant. 

Delaying my Christian case requests over 7 months, yet granting Muslims local 

Imam a “same day service” forcing the County to issue Use and Occupancy Permit 

and force them to ignore existing State Court rulings and open the mosque 

immediately, a ruling in direct violation of Rooker - Feldman Doctrine and 10th 

Amendment Civil Rights, compose outrageous willful acts of Religious 

Discrimination against Plaintiff Pro Se Appellant and fellow Church members, the 

listed Murfreesboro mosque Plaintiffs. 

Rule 8 exception applies, given the aforementioned facts and law… 
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Rule 8…(2) Motion in the Court of Appeals; Conditions on Relief. A motion for 

the relief mentioned in Rule 8(a)(1) may be made to the court of appeals or to one 

of its judges. 

(A) The motion must: 

(i) show that moving first in the district court would be impracticable;  

(B) The motion must also include: 

(i) the reasons for granting the relief requested and the facts relied on; 

(ii) originals or copies of affidavits or other sworn statements supporting facts 

subject to dispute; and 

(iii) relevant parts of the record. 

(C) The moving party must give reasonable notice of the motion to all parties. 

 

 

ROOKER – FELDMAN DOCTRINE VIOLATED 

ONLY EMERGENCY INJUNCTION REVERSING DISTRICT COURT 
AND PREVENTING RECURRANCE WILL CEASE IRREPARABLE 

HARM CAUSED, AND RESTORE JUSTICE  

As of this Filing, District Court continues to deny Murfreesboro Christian 

Plaintiffs entrance to the very case they were steamrolled illegally by Defendants 

Appellees in conspiracy with District Court advocating on behalf of Muslims, to 

illegally violate Rooker – Feldman doctrine and squash existing State Court rulings 

in the process of Tennessee Supreme Court appellate review. 
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District Court intervention is usurping subject matter jurisdiction of our State 

Courts, acting as an Appellate Court overruling a subordinate Court, which is 

obvious violation of Rooker – Feldman Doctrine. 

I also submit the original actions of Defendants Appellees in submitting their 

dishonest Amicus Curiae Brief in public television pomp and circumstance were a 

bullying tool in violation of the very spirit of Rooker – Feldman Doctrine, worthy 

of any and all appropriate sanctions to prevent such shameful injustice. 

 

The Rooker-Feldman doctrine, derived from two United States Supreme Court 

decisions, Rooker v. Fidelity Trust Co., 263 U.S. 413 (1923) and District of 

Columbia Court of Appeals v. Feldman, 460 U.S. 462 (1983), "precludes lower 

federal courts ‘from exercising appellate jurisdiction over final state-court 

judgments’ because such appellate jurisdiction rests solely with the United States 

Supreme Court.’" Madera v. Ameriquest Mortgage Co. (In re Madera), 586 F.3d 

228, 232 (3d Cir. 2009) (remarking that the doctrine applies "equally to federal 

bankruptcy courts"). The Court cited multiple decisions in which the Rooker-

Feldman doctrine applied to preclude subject matter jurisdiction over previously 

adjudicated state court actions, including previously adjudicated foreclosure 

actions. Exxon Mobil Corp. v. Saudi Basic Ind. Corp., 544 U.S. 280, 284 (2005) 

(holding that the Rooker-Feldman doctrine applies to "cases brought by state-court 

losers complaining of injuries caused by state-court judgments rendered before the 

district court proceedings commenced and inviting district court review and 

rejection of those judgments"); Madera, 586 F.3d 228, 232 (holding that plaintiff’s 

attempt to utilize adversary proceeding in bankruptcy to re-adjudicate state court 

foreclosure proceedings stripped the court of subject matter jurisdiction). 
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Reasoning that Edwards was a state-court loser directly attacking the state court’s 

judgment, the Court held that the Rooker-Feldman doctrine applied and the Court 

lacked subject matter jurisdiction over the matter. 

DECLARATORY JUDGMENT  

STANDING OR SUBJECT MATTER JURISDICTION 

IS GRANTED EVERY U.S. CITIZEN 

SUPPORTING LAW… 

23 USC 2201… 

“…any court of the United States, upon the filing of an appropriate pleading, 

may declare the rights and other legal relations of any interested party 

seeking such declaration, whether or not further relief is or could be sought. 

Any such declaration shall have the force and effect of a final judgment or decree 

and shall be reviewable as such.” 

 Plaintiff Pro Se Appellant issues before the Court are life and death issues, and not 

academic or hypothetical, far exceeding this appropriate threshold.  

 

PLAINTIFF PRO SE APPELLANT EXHIBITS PROVE STANDING 

Christian Minister Plaintiff Appellant Complaint and Exhibits selected and 

submitted in support of this Motion are overwhelming evidence of Standing or 

adequate subject matter jurisdiction, as well as obvious Religious discrimination in 

conspiracy with District Court. 

SUMMARY AND OATH 
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Plaintiff Pro Se Appellant submits all the aforementioned facts as truth, the entire 

truth, and nothing but truth, under my solemn oath by my signature and submission 

of documents and Exhibits, praying this Court restore Justice in these matters as 

expeditiously as possible. 

 

Plaintiff Pro Se Appellant Louie E. Johnston Jr. 

 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 

I hereby certify that a true and exact copy of the foregoing has been emailed 

to Defendant Attorney Matthew M. Curley, Assistant U.S. Attorney, 

Nashville, TN to matthew.curley@usdoj.gov this day August 22, 2012 

 

 

Plaintiff Pro- Se Louie E. Johnston Jr. 

PO Box 160473 

Nashville, TN 37216 

Email louie@laymanlessons.org 

Telephone 615-719-9478 or cell 615-209-0413 

 


