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Pro-se petitioner begs the Court’s pardon, as petitioner has attemptecﬁ gllmpress
upon the court, time and again the severity of pro-se petltloner”S'gltﬁamlaQn;f. N

Pro-se petitioner assures the court, that; this claim is a just one and the
extraordinary circumstances warrant rehearing.

The Supreme courts inaction would appear to condone the lower courts arbitrary
and capricious decisions, therefore affecting the public interest for years to come.

This is not a frivolous claim, but a legitimate one involving a class of people with
well documented records of trauma, abuse, and disability.

During the appeals process the court becomes the fact checker. Instead of
checking the facts, it appears they merely submit to the commissioner’s
deference. A direct violation of litigant’s due process right. If this were to
continue, the public would lose all faith in the judiciary.

Petitioner questions whether the claim was fairly and accurately portrayed at any
level of the appeals process.

Petitioner merely seeks to have the respondents POST HOC rationales, in which
petitioner never had an opportunity to respond, reviewed.

The importance of the question before this court has genuine validity. It places
the integrity of the court in direct view of the public’s interests.

Please understand with all sincerity, when petitioner states that the integrity of
the JUdICIary, as well as the public’s interest, were never considered in their
entirety. This was and is a direct violation of pro-se petitioner’s constitutional
rights and the constitutional rights of the general public.

To trivialize the record evidence, let alone the trauma endured by petitioner is no
less prejudicial, there has never been a fair and accurate reading of this claim.
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THE SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES

Nelson v Berryhill Docket# 18-5120 October 11, 2018

Please review the Petitioner’s amended brief (received on September 21, 2018
signed for by W. Lee) which included documents and medical records which
perhaps could better guide the court to the conclusion that there was in fact a

constitutional violation of petitioner’s rights and that a true disability in fact, does
exist.

The petitioner requests this court to reconsider this claim, deem the petitioner —
disabled and grant at least remand unless the court sees fit to award desperately
needed benefits as well as monetary compensation.

Sincerely,

W%’W

Kenneth P. Nelson
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