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3)

4).

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

Absent statutory authority nor provision in the Federal
Rules, Did the Seventh Circuit Court of Appeals clearly
abuse its discretion when it ORDERED a $500 Sanction
against the pro se indigent Petitioner which effectively
denied the Petitioner access to the Courts of the Seventh
Circuit?

Does ANY Federal Court possess the authority to prevent ANY
pro se litigant from filing ANY document in a totality of
courts within ANY circuit?

Is it a Violation of the First Amendment's Right to redress
grievences when the Seventh Circuit effectively barred the

instant Petitioner access to the Courts in the Seventh Circuit?

Does it violate the Eight Amendment's "excessive fines'
prohibition when any Federal Court "fines".through an order
to pay Sanction, a KNOWN indigent pro se Federal Prisoner
whom is attempting to be relieved of a 'mandatory-life’
sentence of imprisonment? '



LIST OF PARTIES

XXK All 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

XXX For cases.from federai courts:.

- to

The opinion of the United States court of appeals appear% at Appendix A
the petition and is

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KX'is unpublished.

N/A The opinion of the United States district court appears at Append1x to

the petmon and is

[ ] reported at . ' _ .} or,
[ ] has been designated for publication but 1s not yet reported or,
[ ]is unpubhshed

[ ] For casées from state courts;

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

[ ] reported at : : i ' : or-,
[ ] has been de51gnated for pubhcat]on but is not yet reported or,
[ ]is unpubhshed

The opinion of the _ ' v . court
. appears. at Appendix to the petition and is

[ ] reported at ; OF,
[ ] has been designated for publication but is not yet reported or,
[11is unpubhshed :



JURISDICTION

XX For cases from federal courts:

The date on which the Umted States Court pf Appeals decided my case
was _Sanction Ordered July 18,2

Sanction Callected December 6 ©2018

[X]( 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 : T ' :

The jurisdiction of this Court is inyoked under 28 U. S. €. § 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

I1]1A tlmely petltlon for rehearmg was thereafter denied on the followmg date:
,and a copy of the order denymg rehearing

appears at Appendix

[ 1 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).



IN THE
SUPREME COURT
OF THE
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

In Re: Carl Albert Courtright III

PETITIONER'S STATEMENT PURUSANT TO SUPREME COURT RULE 20.1

COMES NOW, the Petitioner, in pro per, to comply, as is the
edict of the Clerk (see enclosed letter from Clerk), with the
Rules of the Supreme Court, Rule 20.1.

"the petltlon must show that the writ is in aid of the
Court's appellate Jurlsdlctlon, that exceptlonal cir-
cumstances warrant the exercise ot the Court's disc-.

retionary powers, and that adequate relief cannot be

obtained in any other form of relief."

The Petitioner avers the following information:

1) The ONLY Federal Court with the discretionary powers. to
review any Federal Court of Appeals use of 'their' discretionary
powers is the Supreme Court of the United States.
2) When any Court of Appeals creates its own ''powers" which are
. %

not supported by any Federal Rule or Statute, and such a '"power"
is designed to intentionally deny any possibility of justice in
any case, such "powers'" cause injustice to the party involved.
3) Such non-rule/statute "power'" further serves to thwart any
confidence of the public in judicial proceedings.

"extraordinary circumstances are present...

including the risk of injustice to the parties

and the risk of undermining the publlc s con-

fidence in the judicial process." Buck v. Davis,
137 s.Ct. 759,778

4) The Supreme Court MUST, exercising its appellate jurisdiction
over the Federal Courts of Appeals, deter such courts from acting

in an unchecked/unilateral exercise of its ''believed" powers.



5) When "discretionary powers' are imposed against the most
unfortunate of litigant (pro se), this Honorable Court MUST act
with greater diligence to protect the most'sensitive appearance

of justice and prevent any discrimination of litigants merely on
their pro se status.

6) When the Seventh Circuit Court of Appeals, with FULL knowledge
" of the indigentvstatus of the pro se Petitioner, placed a $500
price tag on the Petitioner's ability to mount any attack on his
Federal case, the Seventh Circuit acted as a debt creater for the
sole purpose of keeping the Petitioner "in prison" (by denying the
ability to file any attack on his sentence), ﬁntil such time as the
bounty (sanction) of $500 was paid.

7) To add 'insult-to-injury', the Seventh Circuit ORDERED all the
Clerks of Court for all the courts within its circuit to '"return as
unfiled" any civil motion or collateral attack on his criminal case.
Such an ORDER is a direct and constructive DENIAL of the Petitioner's
First Amendment Rights to have his grievances redressed by the gov-
ernment.

8) The Petitioner is UNABLE to obtain relief through any other
avenue. As is attached to this Petition, the Petitioner sought to
cause the Seventh Circuit Court of Appeals to Rescind its own order
and refund the monies collected. As of date, this Motion has gone
wholly unanswered by the Seventh Circuit. The ONLY recourse is to
Petition the Supreme Csurt to 'Mandate' the Seventh Circuit to
answer and remedy the issue.

9) A Comity of Federal Courts agree that none of the Rules or
Statutes which identify the power to sanction apply.to pro se lit-

igants.



" 10) Discriminatory practices by the Seventh Circuit Court -of App-
eals against pro se litigants, (See '"Helping the Helpless: Justice

for Pro Se's" ® by: Richard A. Posner (retired Seventh Circuit Judge)),
cannot be allowed by this Court to continue. There already 'appears'
to be a "dual-justice'" system between the powerful and the weak, rich
and poor. To allow a duai justice system to exist fér pro se and those
represented by counsel, would be to seek injustice.

11) The Seventh Circuit never explained how it could apply "Johnson"
to state statutes, yet the Petitioner could not apply it go his own
Federal Statute. Instead, the Seventh Circuit made conclusionary and
unsupported remarks that the 'vaguness'" definitions of Johnson did

not apply to the Petitioner. This is dual justice against pro se

litigants..

12) On October 20, 2015 (see Exhibit 1), the Seventh Circuit,

in its "wisdom", dogmatically stated that neither §3559(e)(1) and
2260A were "in any way vague'". Not even courts can 'rest' on some
dogmatic statement. Although the Seventh Circuit might be correct
about §2260A (it seems to be one of the most plainly worded statutes),
§3559(e)(1) requires judicial interpretation and is therefore subject
to vaguness challenge.

13) Instead of evaluating the Petitioner's legitimate claims,

in an apparent aciton to prevent a just result, the Seventh Circuit
chose to deny the Petitioner a hearing on the matter and then the
Circuit prohibited the Petitioner from having the ability to argue
the issue in the Seveﬁth Circuit (see Attachment 1 of Mandamus).

14) This is an EXCEPTIONAL circumstance. When U.S. Courts of
Appeals/Circuit Courts, intentionally discriminate against PRO SE

litigants by exercising a power outside of the Rules and Statutes,



and "invokes" an illdefined/undefined 'inherent power' as a way to
"punish" a pro se litigant whom is merely fighting for his life and
liberty.

13) - Because there is absolutely no other avenue for relief of
the damage and prejudice caused against this Pro Se Litigant, it

is ONLY through_ this Court of Review.

Whereby, the Petitioner humbley and sincerely prays tﬁat
this most Honorable Court of the United States exercise its valuable
time and power and MANDATE that the Seventh Circuit Court of Appeals
Rescind/Refund/ReQiew the Sanction (See Mandamus Attachment B), as
the Petitioner requested of the Seventh Circuit after a generous
person paid the $500.

It also appears as if the Seventh Circuit has not lifted
its ban on allowing the Petitioner to file documents although the
Sanction has been paid.

Therefore, in the interests of Justice, this Maﬁdamus should

be GRANTED.

Respectfully Submitted,




CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS INVOLVED

N/A- The United States Court of Appeals acted outside it Rules and
Statutory Authority :

Eight Amendment- Excessive Fines

First Amendment- Access to the Courts (redress grievences)



STATEMENT OF THE CASE
The Petitioner was Sentenced to Mandatory Life after a Jury Trial at
the United States District Court for the Southern District of Illinois
on July 17,2009 {SEE case# 07-cr-30179,; SDIL). This sentence was given
under the recidivism statute 18 U.S.C. §3559(e), allegedlyAbecausé the
Petitioner's priocr conviction was_"relating to'" 18 U.S.C. §2241 or 2242,
(see Judge's words on'thé Sentencing Transcript). However, the judge
NEVER used the categorical nor other tést to accurately determine if
the Petitiéner's prior actually compared to any Federal Offense. The
Petitioner poéits that this 1éck of categerical. or other approach was
due fo_the vague standards of the term "relating to" found in the

Statute itself. This Honorable Court subsequently published its own

"void for vaguness doctrine" in Johmnson v. United States, 125 S.Ct.

2551..In an effort to be rélievedéihis.injury[of a Mandatory Life
Seﬁténce, the.Pefitioner filed for permission for a 2nd §2255 Motion_
under the premise that §3559(e) was "void for vaguness'. Because ALL
Federal Courts use legal principles as decided in other cases (also -
calied precedents), such as Strickland gOVefﬁs ineffective counsel

claims, Houston v. Lack governs the mailbox rule, ect... and the

Seventh Circuit Court of Appeals itself used the "void-for-vaguness"

doctrine found in this Court's Opinion under Johnson, in Whaitley v.

Zaieckz, 833 F.3d 762 {(7th Cir 2015) to challenge a State Statute as
"yoid", the Petitioner sought to challenge §3559(e) under the samel
standards. As the Indiana Statute is not the "fesidual.clause", vet
the "void-for-vagueness" standara/test can be applied, ther, as the

pto se Petitioner reasoned, this “"void..." standard/test can be

*



applied to any statute which 'fits';within the ctiterion set forih

in .‘Johnson. The Seventh Circuit, without explanation, did not see
statute under this same standard/test. Instead of ensuring the equal
application/protection/due process under the law, the Seventh Circuit,
based only on the prejudicial effect of the Petitioner's Crime of

Conviction, DENIED the Petitioner's right to be heard and in an effort

ot

o permanently ban the Petitioner from bringing 1egitimate claims of
law beafore the coﬁrts, the Seventh Circuit ORDERED a SANCTION of $500 -
against an indigent pro se Petitioner inmate. Fed:R.Civ.P. Rule 11,
Fed.R.App.P. Rule 38, nor 28 U.S.C. §1927, permitt ANY court to.issue
a SANCTION ORDER against pro se litigants applying for §2255 relief.
The ONLY exception is frivilous diréct appeals, and only if the appeal
is "vexatious" or "unreasonable". Even if this applied to §2255 action,
the court NEVER claim such.' To further indicate thevcapriciousness, ‘
arbitrariness, abusiveness of its discretion and acting NOT in accord-
ance with the law, the Seventh Circuit merely made the dogmatic and
unsupportéd statement that Johmson did not apply to the Petitiocner.
This PREJUDICES a pro se litigant in that he can have no clue as to
why one person can use»Jéhnson te challenge an Indiana Statute that is
NOT the "residual clause", yet the pro se litigant cannot apply the
same challenge to a Federal Statute that is not the "residual clause".
Either the Séventh'Circuit is eiercising 'judicial gymnastics' to

_intentionally avoid JUSTICE to the Petiticpner, or that court believes
the pro se litigant should bz a statutory and rules_fgymnastf before
the court would GRANT relief. On November 29,2018 the Petitioner filed.
to have the Seventh Circuit rescind/refund the $500 SANCTION. On Dec-

ember 6,2018 the SAKCTION was paid in order to compel the court to



"hear" the Rule 60 (b) motion which moves the court to rescind/refund.
. Thig Metion, Doqument 14 is the Motion the pro se litigan is filing

fhe instant petitioﬁ to "Mandate"fthat the Seventh Circuit rule upon,
and if the Seventh Circuit DFENIES the motion, the Petitioner,prays

this Honorable Court "Mandate" the Seventh Circuit publish its legal
reasoning as to how the Seventh Circuit obtained the power to SANCTION
& pro se litigant, publish the ressons fhe pro se litigant cannot

apply the vagieness doctrine towards a Federal Statute, yet.the Seventh

Circuit can apply it towards a State Statute, publish the reasons the

)

ro sé:litigant's motion was "vexatious ot uncreasonable", and publish
how such a steep SANCTION 1is éppropriate against a pro se igdigent
federal litigant based upon the Seventh Circuit's own dogmatic denials.
Furthermore, the banning of the pro se litigantfs access to the courts
of the Seventh Circuit until such $500 SANCTION is paid, CANNCT at any
level "protect the public confidence in judicial proceedings, be in
the intrests of jﬁs;ice, be in support of the Constitution as the claim
is an unconstitutioﬁal deprivation of libexty for Maﬁdatory Life based
on a vague statute, nor serve to protect the courts own dccket'". The
Seventh Circuit can only be acting with malice against the Petitioner

based upon the nature of the crimes of conviction.



» REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION

When a United States Court of Appeals acts sua sponte to issue any
ORDER absent a lower case prior ruling being reviewed, the ONLY
‘court which can review such an ORDER is the Supreme Court of thé

United States. The Seventh Circuit Court of Appeals is NOT accountable
£o any other body. The.SCOTUS is the only "body" that can insure that
siich courts do not écf outside the Comstitution's Iimitations of its
powers, This is, by definition,l"in aid of'" the SCOTUS's appellate
jurisdidtion; This is MORE IM?ORTANT when a lower court ABUSES a pro
se litigant° It amplifies in‘nécessity when the ABUSE is an intentional
~action to DENY the pro se Petitioner open access tc the courts. To add
insult to the ABUSE, the Seventh Circuit-placed the Petitioner invaﬁ'
analegious 'debtors ériééni by demanding $500Abef6re the indigent pro .
se Petitioner_could'argué for release from.prisoﬁ. The injury became
COMPLETE when the Petitioner,.begging.others, managed to péy the illegalf
SANCTION just to ﬁave his motion ﬁo rescind/refund SANCTION heard by
.the court. To further DEMAND intercetion by the SCOTUS, the iliegal
SANCTION was ordered absent any ﬁule or Statute which would'éonfer the.‘
_éuthority ﬁo enter such an order; Absént'suéh Rule off Statutey thére
exist no standard or guidance to issue such a debilitating order to

pro se litigants. The SCOTUS cannot promote the USCA to be a "law

upon itself". Such action would defy the Three Branch System of the
Constitutional Government. Only Congress can create laws and only the.
Executive can choose to impliment the cfeated laws. The Judicial is

a limited Branch in that it is empowered to ensure the executed law

is constitutional in its language and execution. The Judicial cannot



“"out of thin air" create punitive punishments. Indigent proc se

1i§igants are "supposed to'" be given a wider latitude in their
presentation of their afguments. Because a-ﬁro sa_litigant is not
understanding some nuance of law that the Court of Appealé has
yet to explain, CANNOT be a justifiable reason tc creat some type
of Sanction to'prohibit the pro se litigant from his First Amend-
ment access to the Courts. Nof can it be an arbitrary reason to
cause an indigent person to have to pay a price in which he is
known by the Court to be unable to do. It seems this ﬁould and ‘is
~a Violation of the Eighth -Amendment:prohibition against exceséive
Fines. In any instance, the interests of equity, justice, and to
deter arbitrary capricious Sanctions against pro se inmates whom
are indigent and obviously are not understanding cne-line reaons:

of denial by the Appeals Court.



CONCLUSION -

< o
The pro se Petitioner Humbly prays the Honorable Justice(s)

of the Supreme Court of the United States GRANT this Petition for
a Writ of Mandamus. Furthermofe, the Petitioner prays for relief
in the form of MANDATING the Seventh Circuit Court of Appeals be
ORDERED to Rescind the Sanction Order (USCA7 Doc.7). Furthermore,
the Petitioner prays this Honorable Court cause the SANCTION to
be refunded to the Petitioner as there was no lawful authority to

collect it.

Humbly Submitted.

Carl Albert Courtright III
pro se indigent Petitioner



