IN THE

SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES

David Abiodun K.G.B. Onafeko — PETITIONER

(Your Name)

Vs.

Government of United Kingdom et al. _ RESPONDENT(S)

ON PETITION FOR A WRIT OF CERTIORARI TO

United States Court of Appeals For The Fourth Circuit

(NAME OF COURT THAT LAST RULED ON MERITS OF YOUR CASE)

PETITION FOR WRIT OF CERTIORARI

David Abiodun K.G.B. Onafeko

(Your Name)

P.O. Box 33937
(Address)

Washington DC, 20033
(City, State, Zip Code)

+12022814463

(Phone Number) @




QUESTION(S) PRESENTED

1. Whether the Appellant is entitled to rights aforded him under the United Nations Declaration of Human Rights whilst
he is residing in the United States..

2. A Declaration by the Supreme Court as to which Court the case is supposed to be before, is a United States
District Court is not an appropriate Court.
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[ 1 All parties appear in the caption of the case on the cover page.
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all parties to the proceeding in the court whose judgment is the subject of this
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Government.of United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern.Ireland (1)
Ministry of Justice, United Kingdom (2)

Crown Prosecution Service, United Kingdom (3)

Federal Republic of Nigeria (4)

Director of Prosecutions, Nigeria (5)

David Olaniyi Oyedepo (6)

Faith Tabernacle Canaanland, Ota (7)

Winners Chapel (8)




TABLE OF CONTENTS

INDEX TO APPENDICES
APPENDIX A - United States Court of Appeals for the Fourth Circuit Order
APPENDIX B- United Stateé District Court for the Eastern District of Virginia Order
APPENDIX C - Appellant's Legal or skeleton Argument For Certioari
APPENDIX D - Appellant's Motion To Use P.O. Box Address for Correspondence
APPENDIX E -

APPENDIX F



TABLE OF AUTHORITIES CITED

CASES PAGE NUMBER

“"Argentina Republic v. Amerada Hess Shipping Corp., 488 U.S. 428, 434 (1989).
Roeder v. Islamic Republic of Iran, 646 F. 3d 56, 58 (D.C. Cir. 201 1)
Peterson v. Royal Kingdom of Saudi Arabia, 416 F.3d 83 (D.C. Cir.2005).

Republic of Austria v. Attmann 541 U.S. 677 (2004)
Argentine Republic v. Amerada Hess Shipping Corp. 488 U.S. 428 (1989)

Smith v. United States, 568 US 106 (2013)
18 U.S.C 241 and 242

STATUTES AND RULES

1. FSIA

2. United Nations Universal Declaration of Human Rights

R 28 us-<c: $1322

OTHER




IN THE

SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES

PETITION FOR WRIT OF CERTIORARI

Petitioner respectfully prays that a writ of certiorari issue to review the judgment below.

OPINIONS BELOW

[ ] For cases from federal courts;

The opinion of the United States court of appeals appears at Appendix A oA (13)
the petition and is

[ ] reported at ' ; Or,
[ ] has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,
[X] is unpublished.

The opinion of the United States district court appears at Appendix B() o B(®)
the petition and is

[ ] reported at _ ; or, .
[ ] has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,
X1 is unpublished.

[ ] For cases from state courts:

_ The opinion of the highest state court to review the merits appears. at
Appendix to the petition and is -

[ ] reported at ; or,

[ ] has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,

[ ] is unpublished.

The opinion of the court
appears at Appendix to the petition and is

[ 1 reported at ; or,
[ ] has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,

[ ] is unpublished.




JURISDICTION

[ ] For cases from federal courts:

The date on which the United States Court of Appeals decided my case
was _November 30th, 2018

[ ] No petition for rehearing was timely filed in my case.

[ ] A timely petition for rehearing was denied by the United States Court of
Appeals on the following date: , and a copy of the
order denying rehearing appears at Appendix

[ ] An extension of time to file the petition for a writ of certiorari was granted
to and including (date) on (date)
in Application No. _A

The jurisdiction of this Court is invoked under 28 U. S. C. §1254(1).

[ ] For cases from state courts:

The date on which the highest state court decided my case was
A copy of that decision appears at Appendix

[ 1 A timely petition for rehearing was thereafter denied on the following date:
. - , and a copy of the order denying rehearing

' appears at Appendix

[ ] An extension of time to file the petition for a writ of certiorari was granted
to and including (date) on (date) in
Application No. ___ A

The jurisdiction of this Court is invoked under 28 U. S. C. §1257(a).

@




CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS INVOLVED

1. There appear to be no precedence of this situation. Supreme Court of the United States need to make the position clear,

so that different United State Courts of appeal are not interpreting laws differently in similar situations like this.

2. FSIA, U.S.C., plus Discrimination, Fraud, Conspiracy, Slander Laws etc
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REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION

1. In the interest of justice, to avoid differeﬁt court of appeals decising differently in similar future circumstances.

2. The lower Court has department from the normal in this matter.

3. There is no basis for the lower court's opinion. It is clearly established in

a) Republic of Austria v. Attmann 541 U.S. 677 (2004) that FSIA standards of immunity and its
exceptions apply.

b) Argentine v. Amerada Hess Shipping Corp. 488 U.S. 428 (1989) that FSIA is the exclusive
means of suing foreign sovereign, not Alien Tort Statute. :

¢) Smith v. United States, 568 US 106 (2013) that the burden of proof shift to Defendants in a
conspiracy situation or allegation. MBS <
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CONCLUSION

The petition for a writ of certiorari should be granted.

Respectfully submitted,

David Abiodun K.G.B. Onafeko

| Date: January7th,2019.




