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LIST OF PARTIES

MAI] parties appear in the caption of the case on the cover page.

[ ] All parties do not appear in the caption of the case on the cover page. A list of
all parties to the proceeding in the court whose judgment is the subject of this
- petition is as follows:
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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

[ 1 For cases from federal courts;

The opinion of the United States court of appeals appears at Appendix to

the petition and is

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[ ] is unpublished.

The opinion of the United States district court appears at Appendix to

the petition and is

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[ ] is unpublished.

MFOI‘ cases from state courts:

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

M reported at 85‘53‘»\‘9\\3 eu (2819 ; or,
[ ] has been desigr%’céé for publication but is not yet reported; or,
[ ] is unpublished. '

The opinion of the wA =T A ¢ D\’ Z_ court
appears at Appendix E,E(LQO the petitionNind is

D4 reported at “12cowad ey . [L{ (& ; Or,

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

[ ] is unpublished.

-1.-



JURISDICTION

[ ] For cases from federal courts:

The date on which the United States Court of Appeals decided my case
was

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

[ 1 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 deK ﬁ case was ‘ 28 . (c‘

A copy of that decision appears at Appendix -

[ ] 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 .
Ae jurisdiction of this Court is invoked under 28 U. 8. C. § 1257(a). %_‘
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STATEMENT OF THE CASE
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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES

Case No, {by sCOTUS]

Jahn Garrett Smith, Pleintiff

V.

State of Washington, Defendant

in re: Wash St. 5.Ct. No. 96615-0, Wash CoA Ne. 51955-1-1T
and llash Superior Ct. in Clark Co. No. 13-1-01035-6

PETITION FOR WRIT OF CERTIORARI

In Good Faith, COMES NOW Plaintiff to Petition The Court for this sxtraordinary writ
in compliance with Parts III & IV of Court Rules because sn "exceptional
circumstance warrants the exercise of The Court's discretisnary pouwers®.

A. QUESTION PRESENTED FOR REVIEW

Is it lawfully parmissible for a State's officials to exscuie imprisorment of a US

Citizen in the sheer absence of jurisdictionsl authority, and then call the 4th and
14th Amendments to thz US Constitution and this Court's 1980 Ruling ip 'US v. Will!
"frivolous"?

B. BASIS FOR JURISDICTION IN THIS COURT

Pursuant to Rule 13, this Petition iz filed in a timely manner within 90 days after
gntry of State of Washington Suprems Court's order of denying discretionary revisw
(1.28.19, Exhibit ONE) following the State of Washingtan Court of Appeals' dismissal
(11.14.,18, Exhibit Tw0o) of Plaintiff's Pestition for Habeas Corpus ragarding
Washington Superisor Court's 1.30.15 ultra-vires Judgment and Sentznce for a spurious
crime alleged to have occurred on 5.2.13.

C. CONCISE ARGUMENT AMPLIFYING GROUNDS FOR INJUNCTIVE WRIT (Fera\sug HJC‘m))

Very specificslly, the Supreme Court of the State of Washington has decided an
important question of federal law in a way thst is dismetrically.opposed to a

relevant decision made by this This Court. CT'&ET@AC& Bors \@C&)) MG

The grave matter of "imperative public importance" is jurisdictionless adjudication,
which has been deemad trescherous in 'US v, Will', &49 US @ 200, 66.L.Ed.2d, S.Ct. &
471 (1980), that "Whenaver a judge acts where he does not have jurisdicticn to act,
the judge engagss in an act of Treason".

Since 2013, the Defendant sardonically persists in macking both this ruling as uwell
as Due Process & Equal Protection of Law founded in US Const., smends. & & 14,
Accordingly, this Court's injunction is vital to the correction of Anti-
Constitutional public policy and ultra-vires hostility in the State af Washington.
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The criticel issuz is that Probabls Csuse remains & Paramount Antecedent af US Lauw &
Justice. In accordance with abundant Rules, Codes, and Ststutes provided and
expanded upon ad nauseum by Plaintiff in State Courts to no avail (including, but
not limited to, FRCP 60(b)(4), &.1(6)(A), 4(b)(1)(D), CR 12(b)(1), 42 £35 §8, CrR
3.2.4(a),(0),(F)(1)(2), 2.2(=a),(f), RCW 4.24.350, &.32,170, 9.98.020, 9.94A, 555(5),
10.73.100(5), ete., et. al.), "court determination® via "Judicial ratlflce tionY of
_charging instruments is "mandatory, without exception", in srder for ANY court to
lawfully establish jurisdiction of Subject Matter or Psrson. These and other laws
generally allow 48-72 hours for procedural logistics of arraignments for courts to
acquire ratification of Frobable Cause or indictment documents.,

However, in the case now before This Court, N0 COURT anywhers has EVER obtained such
authority, thereby rendering ALL subsequent court actions "null and void eb initia,
without force or effsct" per 42 CJ5 §8 (1991), =t. al.

"Furthermore, of primal significance, State's sheer failure to zcquire judicisl
ratification of Probable Cause indictment papers against the Plaintiff in this case
is not mere clerical oversight (which case precedesnt makes allowance for corrective
amendment). 0On the contrary, State's legal failure evinces what has been made
manifest as the main undisputed reason why affirmative determination was never made:
beczuse of the incompstence of police-manufactured, fake "evidence" of a crime,
attempt to kill, that factually never really even happened sccording to all forensic
proofs. In other words, the "im'probable csuse of the ensuing void judgment and
sentence has been unanimously established as a police-fabricated scandal, and that
is why NO COURT has sver granted approval for the fraudulent charge.

The criminal nsture of the State of Weshington's use of ultra-vires theft of
Plaintiff's Liberty to conceal its initisl and ongoing thefis of his Property
(Physical, Corporate & Intellectual) remains the subject of supplemental court
actions.

But, regardlass of the State's purpose for abrogating germane Due Process Lauw, the
undisputed, simple, binary fact is that Probable Cause has NEVER been ratified over
5 years after the jurisdictionless restraint commenced. Therefore, resolution to
this mattsr is very simple: there is nothing to show, and State cannot produce the
mandatory ratified documents because THEY DO NOT EXTST.

D. SYNOPSIS

This is a remarkably important matter with far-reaching consequences for all US
citizens.

Neither the 4th nor the 14th Amendments cen tolerate the ultra-vires, treasonous
theft of Liberty as a wsapon - ever - but especially as 2 weapon to conceal the
criminal theft of Property.

The breaches of seminal law are mountlng daily and The Powsr of This Court is
desperately nesded to restore Justice in the Northwest United States. The cavalier
disregard of 'US v. Will' (1980) is the tip of an iceherg that can easily be melted
by This Court. ,
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Bezcause of the State of Washington's systemic and jurisdictionless persistence in
the denizl and dismissal of standards that are lzgelly undeniable and indismissable,
This Court's Power is hereby invoked to uphold Justice and Equel Protection Under
Law,

Respectfully & Earnsstly Submitted U%?er Peralty of Perjury under the Laws of ths

United States of America on this Day of tgémé)rg , 2019,

a. Parrett‘Smith, P.E.
Plaintiff Pro Se
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