el
&«

‘
N..f‘

19-5892

: IN THE
SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES

CHALES TITUS,
CLEMENTINE TITUS,

Self-Represented Petitioners,
| -VSf'

MOHAMMED ALAEDDIN,
BASHIR & SONS, INC., DIB/A RANCH LIQUORS

| Respondents.

No. 124550 -
May 22, 2019 .

On Petition For Writ Of Certiorari To The Supreme Court of lilinois

' PETITIONERS’ PETITION FOR WRIT FOR CERTIORARI

Charles & Clementine Titus
_ Self-Represented Petitioners
in care of 306 East Jackson Street
Municipality of Joliet/Will County
Republic of Illinois [60432]
~ (815) 768-0543

RN e
iG]
Supreme Cout,
FILED

AUG 2§ 2013

OFFICE OF THE CLERK

U5



QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the -trial court's actions — rushing petitioners straight into trial
| proceedings without affording them with the mandatory procedural due process
of S.Ct. Rule 218(a) initial case management conference proceedmgs and with-
out first affordrng them with the mandatory procedural due process of S Ct Rule .
201(a) full fact discovery, and without first affordrng them with-equal ent|t|ement
of S;‘Ct. Rules 233 — 239 against pro se parties amounts to an unfair trial violat-

ion of the Due Proc_ess Clause of the Fifth and Fourteenth Amendment?

2.  Whether the trlal court's actions, as descrrbed above against pro se
partres amounts to ]UdICI‘al bias in vrolatron of the Due Process Clause of the

Fifth and Fourteenth Amendment?

3.  Whether the State of lllinois ThirdvDistrict Appellate Court Should Have

Stricken The Respondents’ Response Brief?



~ PARTIES TO THE PROCEEDINGS

"l'he Selt-Represented Petitioners in this Court are Charles and Clementine

'Trtus 14th Amendment Blaok Afrrcan American citizens and life long resrdents of

the Republic of lllinois presently residing at 306 East Jackson §treet in the

. Municipality of Joliet/Will County. Petitioners Charles and Clementine Titus were

Self-Represented Petitioners in the Supreme. Court of llllnors and were Self-
Represented Appellants |n the State of lllinois Thrrd District Appellate Court
They have also represented themselves at several circuit court proceedrngs
mcludrng the jury trial proceedrngs and the motion for new trial proceedrngs and
is currently appealing the affirming of the crrcurt court's May 31 2017 decision

denial of their unopposed 735 lLCS 5/2—.1202(b) motion for new trial.

The Respondents in thls case are Mohammed Alaeddi'n, Salee' Clerk

Employee at Ranch quuors Store (of middle east origin, allegedly now decease-

: ed) and Bashrr & Sons, Inc. D/B/A Ranch quuors a retail liquor store organrzed

and existing under the Laws of the State of lllinois and located in-the Township.

of Joliet/Will County.
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ll.  This court need to address the standard for determining when

judicial bias against pro se party amounts to a due process
violation :

A. Pro Se litigants possess a due process right to impartiality . . . . ..
B. The question of judicial bias against a pro se party is important
for the entire judiciary system

lll. The State of lllinois Third District Appellate Court Should Have Stricken
The Respondents’ Response Brief :

A. The action and/or inaction on the part of the three panel
judges of the State of lllinois Third District Appellate Court
is inconsistent with and contrary to well-settles case laws
of the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Seventh Circuit and
the United States Supreme Court

1. The issues and arguments presented in the respondents’
appeal response brief were not first raised before the

trial court and therefore those arguments were waived
and forfeited
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PETITION FOR A WRIT OF CERTIORARI

Petitioners Charles and Clementine Tirus respec’rfu\ry petition for a writ of
certiorari to review the decision df the State of lllinors Third District Ceurt of
Appeals rn consolidated case # 3-17-0400 & case # 5-17-0428, affirming the
~ Gircuit Court of the Twelfth Judrcial Circuit, Wil 'Couhty, llinois, decision WhiCh.
denied the dnopposed 735 ILCS 5/2-1202(b) motion for new trial in the case #16

L 53 and case # 16 L 54.

OPINIONS BELOW

This Writ is being filed in this caseby Petitioners proceeding-Self-Represent-
ed. The ‘Writ contains what will be a joint Appendix in this case, which will be
referred to as “A-“. The. Illinois. Supreme Court issued Order of May 22, 2019,
that ‘denied Petirioners’ Petition For Leave To Appeal, without explanation, is -
- reproduced at App. 1a is re;dorted as Charles Titus _and Clerrrentine' Titus v.
Muhammed Alaeddin et al., 124550. The -S’rate df’lllihois Third District Appellate
Court's Opmron of October 25 2018 is reproduced at App. 2alis reported as
Charles Titus and Clementine Trtus vs. Mohammed Alaeddrn Bashir & Sons,

Inc. D/B/A/ Ranch Liquors, Consolidated Appeal No. 3- 17-0400 & No. 3-17-0428 -



STATEMENT OF JURiSDiCT!ON

On the 22 day of May, A.D.,.20.19, the Illlinois Supreme Court issued its
decision that denied Petitioners’ Petitioner For Leave To Appeal, without expla-
nation (See Appendix, p. 1a)

Rule 13 of the Supreme Court Rules allow this Court’s review on Certioran to
reVIew a judgment by a lower court that is subject to discretionary review by a
state’ court of last resort if the writ of certiorari is timeiy fiied with the Clerk of thlS.
Court within ninety (90) days after entry of the order denying discretionary

review.

S

\

In this present case, this Writ of Certiorari directed towerd tne liinois
Supreme Court’s May 22, 2019 issued order that denied discretionary review of
Petitioners’ Petition For Leave To Appeai, is being filed Within ninety (90) days of

“the lllinois Supreme Court’s demsron of May 22, 2019. Therefore, this Court is
properly vested with authority to exermse subject matterjunsdiction over this

Writ of Certiorari -



RULES AND REGULATIONS

735 ILCS 5/2-1005. Summary judgment. Summary judgment, (a) For plaintiff. |
'Any time after the opposite party has appeared or after the time within which or
after the time within which he or she is required to appear has expired, a plaintiff

may move with or without supporting affidavits for a summary judgment in his or
her favor for all or any part of the relief sought. ' :

735 ILCS 5/2-1202(b) Post-Trial Motion In Jury Cases Relief desired after trial
In jury cases, heretofore sought by reserved motion for direct verdict, in arrest of
judgment or for new trial, must be sought in a single post-trial motion. Relief after
trial may include the entry of judgment if under the evidence in the case it would
have been the duty of the court to direct a verdict without submitting the case to -
the jury, even though no motion for directed verdict was made or if made must
contain the points relied upon, particularly specifying the grounds in support
thereof, and must state the relief desired, as for example, the entry of a judg-
ment, the granting of a new trial or other appropriate relief. Relief sought in post-
trial motions may be in the alternative or may be conditioned upon the denial of
other relief asked in preference thereto, as for example, a new trial may be
requested in the event a request for judgment is denied. ‘

Supreme Court Rule 191(a) Motions for Summary Judgments . . (@) Require-
ments. Motion for summary judgment under section 2-1005 of the Code of Civil
Procedure and motions for involuntary dismissal under Section 2-619 of the
Code of Civil Procedure must be filed before the last date, if any, set by the trial

Supreme Court Rule 201(a) General Discovery Provision. Information is
obtainable as provided in these rules through any. of the following discovery -
methods: depositions upon oral examination or written questions, written
interrogatories to parties, . discovery of documents, objects or tangible things,
inspection. of real-estate, request to admit and physical and mental examinat-
~ jons of persons. Duplication of discovery methods to obtain the same information
and. discovery request that are disproportionate & in terms of burden or expense
should be avoided. ‘ . : ,

Supreme Court Rule 201 (b)(1) Full Disclosure Required. Except as provided in
these rules, a party may obtain by discovery full disclosure regarding any matter

relevant to the subject matter involved in the pending action, whether it relates to
the claim or defense of the party seeking disclosure or of any other party,
~including the existence, description, -nature, custody, condition, and location of
any document or tangible things, and the identity and location of persons having

knowledge of relevant facts ’

3.



: 1‘933 hAp’I'lIB 199,

: tnne,—except m‘the dlscr,etmn ofithe Hialk com-t

SUPREM@%’@OUR’JP:‘R%ES

’I‘h@ partxes shall proceed at a,ll stages of the xtm] irielud«
mé ‘the election: of prospective ijurors a8speeified-in Ruld
234, opening and closing statements, the offering of evidence,
and therexamination of witnesses; in the order-in ihich they

. appearhin, the pleadings -unless otherwise -agreed: by. all

parbies:or ordered by thé court:. In consolidated.cases, third-
party:proceedifigs,.and:all other cases not, othermse prowded
for,the. courtfsha}ldemgnate the order - :0.- et

Rule 2341 Vcnr Dire Exammatmn of Jurors and
F.oun Cautionary Instructlons S S

The .court, shall conduct ‘thie Voif ‘dié-édaritnation of i)ro-

'speétlve 3ur0rs by puttmg t6'ther? guesﬁ‘bns it thinks® appro-

pnﬁ touchmg lipo ' thed ahﬁcahons to sefye a8 jukdrsin
thd-icasel wivtuial Thé ebuitifinal persit: the parties to
subniit additional questions to it for further inquify i it
thinks.they afe appropiidte; and shall pérmit-theipaities to
dipplement the examinationnbjn-such.-direct*inquiry:ids the
courtdeems: propet: for: a+regSonableiperiod of-firhe. depehd—

" ingwupoh the Jength of exdinination by the éourt;: the:fem=

plexity of the ‘eage, and the nature: and wxtenf-ofsthe dam-
ages;Questions; shall: dotdivectly, or:- indivectly. concern

_matters. ,0f law, of rinstrifctions: . The; spourt-rshallacquaint

prospecnvequrors-mth +the; geheral dutlea and respons1bi]1-
tesiof jurorsi-: «pe of Bt .

Asitendad off. JuI

: e ury ig exhpane’led"the atborney fOr the
pi’amtxffxmay 1iaks an openiflg stiterient: ThS &ftorndy ol
the defendént may imiediately follow with an opemng stated
‘tent:+-An‘opening Statement may not:beé made’ at any oﬁher

(@ Any writing or record, Whether in t]:\e form of any
entry in ‘a book or ‘otherwise, madei:as' a ménorafidum of
record of any act, transaction, occurrence, or event, shall be
adrmsséble as, ev1denc;9 of the act;*transaction  occurrence, ox
event, if made i he reg‘ular gourse, ofany ir e§s, and if it
wis the regulai course of the business ake such a
memorsnduri or record at the time of such dan & "cr fdc-
tion, occrrencé, or event or within a ‘reasonable “tiied thiére-
after. - AHl other ircurnstances, of the ‘making .of ¢he writing

-or;Eecord;: méludmg Jackof ipersonal lcn@wledge by the en-

trant-or maker, may be »sh@%n stojaffect its. weight, Jiit:shall
not affect its admissibility. The term “business; 7 1as nsed in
this rule, includes bugmess, profgssgon, oqcupa

mgTof every:k -

*i). Alﬁhoug'h 'lpo'h

(- an‘dldent 1epdrtslmay oﬂxerwﬁe ‘be'
‘a&mlssible inevidence: under thetlaw, subsection (a)-‘obithis



SUPREME: GOURT: RELES

rule does not allow such wrmnge $o0.he admltted 28 2 Tecord
or memorandum made in the regular course of business.

Amended Aug 9 1988, efff Qets.: 1 1983;, Aprll 1, 1992, eff.
Aug. 1, 1092

Formerly Il Rev. Stacigor: ch i0at 236

Rule, 237, ,Compelhng Appealances of Wltne ;
A at : RS vis i'ﬂ'{j Pk o om o
(a). Sem of Subpoenas. 'Any'mtness shall: respond to
any lawful subpoens :ofwhiek:-hei or;shesHas: actuallomowls
edge, if payment ofithe feé and mileage: ha,s,been tendez:ed'
Service of a subpoena by mail may he proved prima.facie by
a return recelpt showing delivery, t,he wifness or &g o1 her
authorized . agenf, y eer_t]ﬁed oF egxstered mai Gast,
5 ate dnwhl "“ap“ea:f e

g j;hat ‘the ‘milling w. 4 ald
ess, rezﬁnc%‘e‘d "deslﬂr fhi

‘11,

ry Hearing ¢ appear.
ry hearmg of a. party ora
othet: ewdentlary he armg ‘q a0 :nuﬁl‘lcn .
of & party may be ¥ reqmred by Servin ' :
designating the . person, Who s 1 ed to ap'p ]
notice also-may regmie ‘the” productmn af the tnal oﬁh’ i
evidentiary hearifig“of ¢hé- brifiinkld ‘of those' demmeni‘s"dr
tangible th:mgs previously produced during chscovery Jf the
party or prsott 154 honresident of the cdunty;dhe cotirt iudy
order any terms and, conditions-in. tonnection with his.or her
appearance; at xthe-tnal or otherevidentisryrhearing thab ave
just;, Acldiding: yment of shis, or her, readoriable -expenses:
Upon, afaﬂur mply ith the nofice, the courk: may.enter
any ordet that is just, i ludmg“any.sanctlenx.orr zemedy
provided for in Rule219(c) that-may.be, appropriat 2
(¢) Notice of Pa.1t1ee at Expedlted Heanngs in Domes-
tic Relations -Cases;: In.a. domestlc» relatlons ; case, £ the
appesranice ab an expedmed “hear g6
served with process or dppear: may be requir Ty
the par l'fvﬁ £ RoHeE | desiRatingthe | pafty WH i required
to‘sppear, THE) notlcem Y 8196 requiré" the “prodiictioh at e
hedying 6f e Grigin Cultents! by tangl‘ble Phitlgd Velevatis
to the issuts o be addr'ésé‘éd aﬂhe“hearmg TE 18 gy

a nonrésident of the é’dufiﬁy, the coutt may order ‘ahy 8t
afid’ cbﬁdmon nr_l_egtlon “ith His'6F her ‘appe h'ce g
the Hiebting'dh Juist, el "" yrhent, bf i "or e
reasonable o) Upoi {u'e to comp‘ly Wlth

notice, FRE &ourtf’rhay enter Anf ordér' that is Juist; il _"_;"
any sanction bt dy ed for irf Biile210(c) that iy

be appr&p 3

Januaryl 1996, amended February 1,20
2005. B

Formerly IllRev.Stat.1991, ch. 110A,9237. .. '

Rule 238 Impeachment of Wxtnesses, Hostlle
LY {-\Wltnessesla TR .-.,. { ti 1"
(a) The credibility of.a w1tnes ma}n ey attacked by:any
party, includin the party calling {1 ew:ltness L
(b) I£.the co ; at'a “witness 1 hosile or
unwilling, the witness;may:be; éxamined by the party ga.llmg

the witness &s if under, c'mss-exammatmn .

---------

Amended Feb 19 1982 eff Apnll 1982, amended eﬂ" Apnl
11, 2001, i & St
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Rule 239, }Inetv'ﬁctlons
l"Sa)' ke of “IPT THatiueti

fhstrictions. Wheneve'f‘ Tilin {
(IPI), Civil, coniaing B instiuetion apphcable s eivil' Case,
giving due conmdei*ambn 4 the facts and the PrEvailing1aw,
" and the court debermmes that the jury should be instructed
“on the subgect the TPI instruction shalk be.uGed, tinless the
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court determmes that the jury should be instructed, the
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1mpart1a1 and free from argument, %% 53 W

i ourt’s Instiuctions. At any time before:op d\irmg
tHe 'ial thateaiirt mayditeet dounsel:is’ prepa.re"demgnate&
m’éﬁi'uehons “Cotnsel” shall ‘comiply <ith: the diféétion, 4fid
copies of instructions so prepared‘sha‘]l beimarked® “EouEts
Instruetion” Counsel miay- object: af the‘Conferefice. op:iin-
structions to any instruction prepared at the court's di-
rechién, regardless of who prepared;;it;- and, the couztsshall
rule on these objections as well as obJecnons ‘to other instruc-
417’19ns j,[@e gmunds of the olggecnons shall- ﬂae particylarly o
sp'eclﬁ

}

& copy, snd 0013:?
ci_ t'ion to numbenng

;jury is selected :and .before mpemng statemen'rs, ’checﬁcourt
may orally instruct. the jury.as followst e - . ot

o On -calitionary or’ prelnmnary matters; mcludmg, bt
e --'mlbed tb," {He-Infr e’ of probf s behevabmty ‘of
sfs, atid the: recelpt b ev; déncé fof'a ted” o
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ey structlons -Aftersthe Close of Ewdence nAfter the
clos&;:of évidenge;sthefcourt shatt! repeatlany ~gpplicable ifis
strh tons:given: to the jury” befoz,e openmg ’statenients ~and
) the: Jury‘on pweedurat 1ssues wnd the Ssubstantive
15w dpplicablé forthe c4sey intluding; Bt fiot Limited to7 the
elements of the claim or affirmative. defenser LT titidy,
“in 1ts~discretmn, qread the instructions; to wthe furysprior to
closmg argument:. :Whether: or not the: instinctions areredd
prior-{o-Closing. argument; the court, shall readithe instruc:
Yols 10 the jury-following closing argumient.-andmay;:in i3
Qiseretion; distribute 4 4Writben' copy’ of! the- ms’mlctlons ‘to
- each juror, Jurers hall fit:be given: & ¥ribtencopy: of the
Jurytmstructxons .prior t0 counsel *concludmg closmgfargu-
men EFRE SN @

(f) Instructions During Trial:t Nothmg ‘ineths. 1‘uﬂens
intended to restrict the court's authority to give any a,ppro—
priate ingfruction during the eourse of: the frial: . - ol
Amended May. 28, 1982, weff. July, 1,.1982;. Oct. 1, 1998 eff
Jan. 1,199; June,11, 5009, eff. Sept. 1, 2009; Dec, 16, 2010,
eff. Jan. ‘1 2011 Apnls 2913 ‘off. 1mmed1ate1y

Formerly Ill Rev Stat. 1991 ch J10A; 1 239
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Supreme Court Rule 341 (h){6)(7)(9) Briefs . ......... (6) Statement of Facts,
which shall contain the facts necessary to an understanding of the case, stated
“accurately and fairly without argument or comment, and with appropriate refer-
ence to the page of the record on appeal, e.g., RC7T orR. 7 or the pages of the
abstract, e.g., A. 7, Exhibits may be cited by reference to pages of abstract, or of
the record on appeal or by exhibit number followed by the page number within
the exhibit, e.g., Pl Ex. 1, p.6 ...(7) Argument, which shall contain the content-
ion of the appellant and the reasons therefor, with citation of the authorities and
the pages of the record relied on. Evidence shall not be copied at length, but re-
ference. shall be made to the page of the record on appeal or abstract, if any,
where evidence may be found. Citation of numerous authorities in support of the
same point is not favored. Points not argued are waived and shall not be raised
_in the reply_brief, in oral argument, or on petition for rehearing.... . . . (9) An
appendix as required by Rule 342. ' '

Supreme Court Rule 341(i) Briefs of Appéliee and Other Parties. The brief
for the appellee and other parties shall conform to the following requirements,
except that items (2), (3), (4). (5), (6) and (9) of paragraph (h) of this rule need
not be included. except to the extent that the presentation by the appellant is
- deemed unsatisfactory. ‘

CQNSTETUT@NAL PROVISIONS

Title 42 U.S.C. Section 1981(a) Equal Rights Under The Law. . All persons within
the jurisdiction of the United States shall have the same fight in every State and
- Temitoryto........ tosue, be parties, give evidence, and to the full and equal

benefits of all laws and proceedings for the security of their person and property
as is enjoyed by white citizens. -

U.S. Constitution _ . _ , ‘
Article IV Section 2 Privileges and Immunities . . . The Citizens of each State
shall be entitled to all Privileges and Immunities of Citizens in the several States.

u.s. Consﬁtution_ A S A
Fifth Amendment, . .. . .. - nor be deprived of life, liberty, or property, without due
process of law. ' :

U.S. Constitution :
Fourtéenth Amendment, ... .; nor shall any State deprive any person of life,
liberty, or property, without due process of law; nor deny any person within its
jurisdiction the equal protection of the laws. ' :

7.



STATEMENT OF THE CASE

This Court has noted that Whrle extreme cases often “test the bounds of .
. established ‘legal pnncrples they also often cross constitutional lrmrts requrnng
the “Court’s intervention and formulation of objeotrve standards.r This is

' partrcularly true when due process is violated.” Capen‘on et. al V. A T. Massey

Coal Inc., et al 556 U.S. (2009) slip op., at 17. This case presents the
Court with" another extreme case of judicial bias, here, bias agarnstaSeIf-
Represented party. Indeed, it is drffrcult to imagine a more extreme case of bias
than'the one presented here. | |

~ The petrtroners were party plaintiffs in a775ILCS 5/5-101 Public Accommo-
“dations violation clarm and a Title 42 U.S.C. Section 1981(a) Drscrrmrnatron
Against Right To Make Contract violation claim Whlch was_frled in the Circuit
_ Codrt of the Twelfth Judicial Circuit, Will C‘ounty, lllinois. Petitioners proceeded '

pro se, and they possessed a due.proceSS right of access to-the state circuit

~ court and to judicial impartiality. See c.f., Boddie _v. Connecticut, 401 U.S.

371 (1971); Tumey /. Ohio, 273 U.S. 510 (1927). The state circuit court thought |
~ otherwise. Rather than applying standards and Local Conrt Rules, lllinois Rules :
of Civil Procedure and lllinois Supreme Court Rules. The state cou_rt rushed the
pro se petrtroners into Jury tnal prooeedrngs Wrthout first affording petitioners
with the full and equal benefit of Supreme Court Rule 201(a) and 218(a) frcp rule
proceedrngs and wrthout first affordmg them with the full and equal benefit‘of

8.



Supreme Ceurt Rules 233 — 239 preceedipgs, and with no chance to ac‘iequ»ately
defend their right to be free from discrimination to access pub'lic accommodat-
ions, and to be free of discrimination to make 'eontract. The result was easy to
' predict; the state circuit court (wrongfully) entered ajury verdict against them.
The petitioners subsequently filed a pest—trial motion for new trial pursuant to 7_35 o
ILCS 5/2-1202(b). Despite the failure on the part of the defendants to file a
written response in opposition to the motion for new trial. The trial eourt denied
the motion, without affording the petitioners with a written.memorandum of law
eetting ferth the' findings'of fact and cohclusion ef |aw asjustificatioh for denying
the motion for new tna| | |

On appeal before the State of lilinois Thlrd Dlstnct Appellate Court. Rather
than addressing the petitione'rs’ issues presented for review. The Thll’d Dlstnct
_Appellate Court issued a oplmon claiming that petltloners Titus appealed from a
jury- verdlct in favor of the defendants Where a liquor store and one of its employ-
ees aIieged_fy violated the .IIlinois Human nghts Act (775 ILCS 5/1-101 et seq)
(West 2_016)) and Title 42 U.S.C. Secﬁon 1981(a). (See Appendix, ps. a-2 thru
ai1). | |

'.On appeal before the Supreme Court of lllinois. The petitioners raised the

exact same lssues for review which the Third District Appellate Court evaded‘ '
addressmg Rather than addressing the pe’utloners issues presented for review.
The Supreme Court of Ilhnms 81mply denied the petltloners petltlon for leave to

appeal, Wlthout explanation (See Appendix, p. at)



The questions bein‘g' presented to this Court, which represent the exact same
duestibns that were presented first to the Ilinois Third D'rstriet Appellate Court |
and then presented second to the Supreme Court of lllinois,.concerns Whetheror
not the pro se petitioners were given their due process rightfo a fun'darnentally
farr pre-trial - proceedmgs and to a fundamentally fair jury trial proceedrng
Because all partres — both attorney represented and pro se —are entrtled to
meaningful access to the courts and Judrcral impartiality, and since the State of
llhnors Third Drstrrct Appellate Court evaded addressing the sub]ect matter of
judicial bias against pro se parties, coupled with the Supreme Court of llinois
eqUally having had, evaded showing rnterest in and concern toward provrdrng
guidance on the subject of judicial bias against pro se parties, review on
-certiorari is Warranted. .

The t‘otte\rving e\rents should be noted:

This action arose trdm the lllinois Department of Human Rights issuance of
the Dismissal" ‘and Notice of Rights letter authorizing Petitioners Titus to file their -
separate clarms in the approprrate state court based upon petitioners Titus’
pubhc accommodatron violation claim of race dlscnmmatron establishing sub-
stantlal evidence (R.Doc. 112 -~ R.Doc. 119) |

" On or about the 215t day of February, 2016, petrtroners Titus separately filed
a combrne fact and notice pled four (4) count verified drscrrmmatron complamt
under IDRA 775 ILCS 5/101; Article | Sectron(s) 2 &20 of the liinois Constrtut—
jon; Chapter 9 %2 Article | .Section 9 -2 of the Ordinance of the Crty of Joliet;
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and Title 42 U.S.C. Section 1981(a). In addition to the verified orlginal complaint
containing a “request for jury trial by a petit jury. The verified complaints equally
contained a reservation of rights clause reserving the right to amend the plead-
ings to add additional claims and additional defendants. May 10, 2016 was
scheduled as the date for the Initial Case l\/lanagement proceeding (R.Doc. 6 -
- R.Doc. 20). | |

in preparation for the May 10, 2016 scheduled Initial Case l\/lanagement
proceedings. Based upon the unwillingness on the part of the respondents’
attorney to meet in conference_ with petitioners Titus for discussing and pre-
paring a dolnt Status Report for presentment to the court prior to the scheduled |
Initial Case Management proceedings. Petitioners Titus drafted and filed their
own lmtlal Status Report QS_e_ e R.Doc. 121 - R. Doc 124).

‘During the May 10, 2016 scheduled Initial Case Management proceedings.
Rather than dlscussmg any of the items set forth in petitioners Titus’ May 6,
2016 submltted Initial Status Report (See R.Doc. 121 - R.Doc. 124). After direct- -
| ing the respondents’ atiorney (in the person of Robert Welz) tofile a motlon to
dismiss petitioners Titus’ verlfled first amended complaint. The trial court (in the
person of Michael J.-Powers) lssued a order which set a motion to dismiss brief- :
ing eohed'ule. direoted- toward petltloners Titus verified first amended complamt
(R.Doc. 125). B | |

After much squandering of time on the trial courts attempt to _deprlve
petitioners Titus of their right to access the court (See R.Doc.127 - R.Doc. 129,

and see R.Doc. 140 R.Doc. 151 and see R.Doc. 152 andseeRDoc 155 —
11.



R.Doc. 159), coupled with the excessive delay toward addressing petitioners

" Titus motion for substitution of judge for cause bursuant to 735 ILCS 5/2-
1001(3)(i) (See R.Doc. 154 and see R.Doc.161). On July 21, 2016, the trial

court (in the person of Michael J. Powers) issued a order, without explanation,

dismissing Counts li and Il of the verified first amended ‘complaint, with pre-

judice, and allowed petrtroners Titus twenty—elght (28) days to file a second

amended complarnt and con’nnued the matter for status on August 25, 2016

(See R. Doc 162)

On August 25, 2016 the trial court (in the person of Michae! J. Powers)

rssued a order Wthh among other things, further delayed taking action on

petitioners’ motron_for substitution of Judge by setting aSeptember 30, 2016

hearing date on petitioners Titus' motion for substitution of'judge to be enter-

tained before Circuit Judge Bobbi J. Pefrungaro (See R.Doc. 163 - 197).

During the September 30 2016 rescheduled hearing‘on petitioners Titus -

motion for substitution of Judge The trial court issued a order further delaying

action on petitioners Titus’ motlon for substltutlon of judge (See R.Doc. 197).
After petrtroners Titus filed their separate verrfled second amended complaint
on November 16 2016 (See R.Doc. 220), and after the respondents filed their |
Section 2-610 answer On December 1, 2016 the trial court (in the person of
Michael J. Powers), though being the subject of the excessrvely delayed action

on -petltloners Titus’ motion for’ substitution of judge, issued a order commencrng
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discovery and set a January 11,2017 status date on written discovery (See
R.Doc. 221). | |

- On danuary‘l’l 2017, Witbout there being a formal hearing conducted on
petrtroners Trtus motion for substitution of judge for cause pursuant o735 ILCS
.5/2 1001(3)(1) after being continued from September 30 2016. Petrtloners Titus’
separate actions, Case No. 16 L 053 & Case No. 16 L 054 were rotated to Cir-
cuit Judge Raymond Rossr who contrnued the matter to February 27, 2017 for
status-on the parties deposition (See R.Doc. 221)
| During the February 27,2017 schedu\ed status heanng without the parties
havmg had first engaged in initial drsclosure procedures, and without the parties
having had ﬁrst engaged in full fact drscovery consrstent wrth applrcable fact

discovery rules, and without having had flrst allowed petitioners Titus to exercrse

rights under Supreme Court Rule 191 and 735 ILCS 512- 1005 Summary Judg— -

ment ad;udrcatron The trial court (m the person of Raymond Rossi) issued a
order scheduling jury trra\ proceedmgs for the Week of March 27, 2017 with a trral
status hearing scheduled for l\/’larch 24. 2017 (See R.Doc. 224)

| During the I\/larch 24,2017 scheduled trial status hearing. Petitioners Titus’
separate claims were ‘shifted to Circuit Judge Bobbi J. Petrungaro who issued a
order setting March 30, 2017 as the jury trial date for petitioners Titus’ separate
' cases (See R.Doc. 225). R

As a means to prevent being unjustly rushed into jury trial proceedi_rrgs. t)n

March 29, 2017, petitioners Titus filed a emergency pre-trial motion reqUesting.
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modification of the entered order of l\/lerch 24, 2014 to extend the jury trial pro-
- ceedings tol allow time to exercise rights under 735 ILCS 5/2-1005 summary
judgment adjudication (See R.Doc. 231 - R.Doc. 233).

'During the l\/larclr 30, 2017 scheduled hearing on petllioners Titus’ emerge-
ney pre-trial' motion to.rn'odify the entered order of order of l\/larch 24,2017.In -
addition to the trial court sllowing the respondents’ attorney (in the person of |
Chrlstoph_er Rouskey) to file a delayed Motion In Limine (_S_eg'Tnird‘ District
Appellate Court Case No. 3~ 17 0428; Petrtroner Clementlne Titus’ Openlng
brief; Appendlx p.9a). The trial judge (in the person of Circuit Judge Bober
Petrungaro) lndlcated that she was gorng to take ten (10) minutes to read the
pefitioners Titus' separately filed verified second amended complalnt (See Thrrcl
District Appellate Court CaseNo. 3—.1770428; Petitioner. Clementine Titus’
.Openrng Brief, Appendrx p 10a, lines 8 — 24), and .Withoul: the respondents
attorney either provrdmg a written response in opposrtlon to petitioners Titus’
emergency pre-trial motron to modify, or provrdlng a verbal response in opposrt—
“jon to 'petltiOhers Titus’-emergency pre-trial m_otlon to modijfy. The trial court (in
the person of Gircuit Judge Bobbi J. 'P'etr\nngaro), while thtering a misrepresent-
ation of the substance of thepre—trial motion to modify, she denied lhe emerge-
ncy pre-tnal motion to modify the order of March 24, 2017 (§e_e_ Third District
Appellate Court, Case No. 3—17—0428' Petitioner. Cleme.ntineTitus’ Opening
Brief; Appendix, p. 11a, lines 19 — 24, p. 12a, lines 1 —24) |

Subsequent to denying the petltioners Titus' emergency pre-lrial motion to

modify ‘lhe entered order of March 24, 2017. Despite pefitioners Titus havrng
14.



separate complaints with petitloner Charles Titus having more claims than
petltloner Clementlne Titus. The trial court consolrdated the separate requested
‘jury trials and rushed both matters to jury trial proceedlngs without having had
first afforded pefitioners Titus with an opportunity to engage in rights under
llllnoisSupreme Court Rules 233 - 239, and the trial court proceeded with
drafting the 1P.1 20. 02. 01 forms without havrng had 'afforded petitloners Titus
with ‘an opportunity o exercrse rights to having input, and the trial court hand
selected the jury members, and drafted the jury instructions (See lllmors Thlrd
Dlstrict Appellate Court, Case No.3-17 - 0428 Petitioner Clementine Titus'
Openlng Brief; Appendix, p. 9a, limes 18 -24), and the trial court allowed the
'defendants’ attorney‘ to present an opening statement including information
about an unrelated civil action Whlch the trial court previously informed the
respondents’ attorney that the mentioning of that unrelated civil action was not
relevant (See lllmors Third Drstrrct Appellate Court, Case Number 3- 17 0428;. |
Petltroner Clementine Titus’ Openlng Bnef Appendlx Excerpts of Report of =
- Proceedings on the 30t day of March, A.D., 2017, pgs. 32a — 35a and see pgs
14 a - 16a). | | '

After about a two (2) hour,jury trial proceeding, during wnich time petitioners
. Titus were not afforded with an opportumty to presents openlng and closing
statements. The jury rendered a declslon in favor of the respondents and against
petitioners Titus (See R.Doc. 250 — R.Doc. 251 & R.Doc. 258 and see lllinois -
Third District Appellate Court, Case.l\lumber3 — 17 — 0428, Pefitioner Clemen-
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tine Titus’ Opening Brief,, Appendix, Excerpt of Report ot Proceeding, on the 30t
day of March, A.D., 2017, pgs. 38a & 39a). | |

On or about the 15% day of May, .2017', with leave of court, petitioners Tttus
filed their motion for new trial pursuant to 735 ILGS 5/2-1202 direc’:ted toward the
jury trial proceedrngs of i\/Iaroh 30, 2017, stressrng that the deprivation of being
afforded with the full and equal benefit of rights to engage in 735 ILCS 5/2-1005 |
and lllinois Supreme Court Rules 233, 234, 235 and 237 warranted the allowing
of a new trial (See R.Doc. 265 — R.Doc. 268).

Durlng the May 31, 2017 held prooeedlngs on petitioners Titus emergenoy
motion for' new ftrial. Desprte the failure.on the part of the respondents attorney
to file a written response in opposition to the bases for the motron for new trial,
and despite the failure on the part of the respondents attorney to present any
_ relevant oral argument opposing petitioners Titus' motion for new tnal'.(§_e_e_
Appendix, Report of Proceedings of May 31, 2017, pgs. a12 —ai7). Then, on
the gth day‘of June, 2017, the trial court (m the person ot Bobbi J. Petrungaro)
subsequently issued a order that denred the unopposed motron for new
ial, without explanation (See R.Doc. 272).

On the 239 day of June 2017, petitioners 'Titus filed their notice of appeal
directed toward the trial court’s entered order of June 9, 2017 (See R.Doc. 277).

In their respective appeal reply briefs, petrtroners Trtus pomted out that the

respondents raised an argument”which they had not first raised before the trial

ourt in reference to the unopposed motion for new trral and requested of the
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lllinois Third District Appellate Court to strike the respondents’ response brief
argument as having been forfeited (See lllinois Third District Appellate Court
Case Number 3,—_17-0\4283 Appellant Charles Titus' Reply Brief, Argument 1A,
pgs. 2 - 5).

- After .consolidating petitioner Charles Titus and petitioner Clementine Titus
separately filed appeals. . ln addition to the Opinion of the three panel judges of
the State of lllinois Third District Appellate Courts misrepresentation of the.
bases for petitloners Titus appeal by clalming that petitioners Titus were appeal-
: ing,from jury'verdict in favor of the respondents (See Appendix, October 25,
2018 State of lllinois Appellate Court Third District, p. a4). The Fact section failed
. to make any citation to the reoord Wnere those facts \‘Nere derived from, and the
three panel judges failed to address petitioners Titus’ issue concerning the
respondents having had waived and/or forfeited the arguments presented in their
response brief, and the three panel judges failed to address the trial court's
June 9, 2017 issued deciSion' that denied petitioners Titus motion for new trial,
without explanation (See Appendix,AOctober 25,'20t8 Opinion, pgs. ‘a4—a1'0)
Petitioners Titus’ June 23, 2017 filed Notice of Appeal was-directed toward the '
‘trial court’s June 9, 2017 issued order which petitioners Titus’ sought on appeal
~ to be. reversed and remanded (See lllinois Third District Appellate Court Case
Number 3 — 17 0428 Appellant Clementine TitussOpening Brief, pgs. 12 &

12, respectively,
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.- On Petition For Leave To Appeal In the Hiinois Supreme Court. The lilinois

Supreme Couit merely closed its eyes and tumed |ts head for fear of what it

might see in’ the pleadings presented in’ petitioners’ Titus's consohdated Petition

For Leave To Appeal, and denied the Petition For Leave To Appeal Wlthout

explanation (See Appendix, p. at).
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'REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION

The Court’s review i‘s warranted for several reasons. First, this Court probab.le
has never decided the question of whether pro se parties are entitled to frep rule
16(a) pretriat conference proceedings, as well as are entitled te lllinois Supreme
Court. Rule 201(a) full fact discovery, and are entitled to llinois Supreme Court
Rules 233 — 239 trial proceedings in accordance with the Due Process Clause
of the 'Fourteenth' Arnendment. Second, this Court probably has_ne\rer decided
‘ the question of whether. judieia'l bias against pro se petitioners can rise to the
level of a due process violation. The questions are un,dou.btedly important, |

given the ri'sing number of pro se litigants across the 'country .Third,the :

N decrsron of the three panel judges of the State of lliinois Third District Appellate

Court ignores decrsrons of the United States Supreme Court, Wood V. Mllvard

132 S.Ct. 182-6 (2012), Kontrick ‘v. Ryan,- 540 U.S. 443 (2004); Fretag v. Com-

mission, 501 U.S. 868, 895 (1991) and Weigand supra Note 1, at 182- 83
(holding that, “Courts will not consider arguments that parties have waived or -

forfeited”), as well as ignored decisions of 'the U.S. Seventh Circuit Court efv

Appeals, Baptist v. Citv of Kankakee, 481 F.3d 485, 492 (7™ Cir. 2007)(holding
that “argu‘ments not raised in the_ district court—tn this case the circuit court—
. are waived on appeal.”) Ftn_ally, the Supreme .Court of lilinois issued decision
of l\/‘lay‘22, 2019, wnich denied petitioners'Titus’ petition for Ie.alve to appeal, is
merely a conclusory finding sustaining the Third District Appellate Court’s
unwarranted opinion which created a issue that was not remotely related to the |
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nature of petitioners’ June 23, 2017 filed ' notice -of appeal directed toward the
trial court’s decision that denied petitioners’ unopposed motion for new trial
pursuant to 735 ILCS 5/2 1202 without explanation, and that the May 22,2019
decision did not set forth -what evrdence was accepted or rejected so that the '
bases of the decrsron of May 22, 2019 could be clearly and adequately dis-
closed and without a written fll’ldll‘lgS of facts and conolusron of law this Courts
review will be hrndered Thus there exist a dlre need for this  Court’s review.

Thrs wrlt of certiorari presents a narrow question with significant consequences.
The Oprnron of the three panel judges of the State of lllinois’ Thrrd Drstnct

| Appellate Court show that contrary to the holdings in cf Boddie v. Connecticut,

401 US 371 (1971) and in Tumev v. Ohio, 273 U.S. 510 (1927), it is not
| requrred to determlne that a self-represented lltlgant process a due’ process nght
to access the state court and to judicial lmparhallty Contrary to the three panel's
opinion claiming that petrtloners Tltus appealed from a jury verdict in favor of the
defendants where a liquor store and one of its employees allegedly vrolated the
lllinois Human Rrghts Act (775 ILCS 5/1-101 et seq (West 2016)) and Tltle 42
USC Section 1981(a), which jury trial occurred on March 30, 2017 (See
Appendix; Panel s Opinion of October 25,201 8, p.a4, para 1, and see Case No.
3-17-0400, Plalntlff Charles Tltus Opening Brief, p. 10, para. 2) Petitioners Titus
appealed from the trial court's May 31, 2017 issued decision which denled
petltloners Titus unopposed 735 [LCS 5/2- 1202(b) motlon for new trial, wrthout

explanation (See Case No. 3 — 17 - 0400; Plaintiff Charles Titus’ Opening Brief,
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Introduction, p. 11, paras. 2 -4, p. 1‘2, paras 1 -3; Jurisdiction Statement, p. 14,
paras 1 —4).

- The issues presented for review to the State ot’ llllnols 'lhird District Appellate
Court ask the question, “Whether the trial court’s actrons — rushing plalntrff to
jury tnal wrthout first affording him with the mandatory S. Ct Rule 218(a) initial
case management conference proceedrngs and without affording him wrth
: entltlements to Supreme Court Rules‘233-239 — against pro'se parties amounts -
to a unfair trial in violation of the Due Process Clause_ of the Fifth and Fourteenth
- Amen‘dments? (See Case No. 3 -17 -0400; Plaintiff Charles Titus’ Appeal Open-
ing Brief Issue Presented For Review, p. 13), and subsequently pointed out a
valid reasdn why the respondents’ response brief required being stricken (See
Case No. 3-1770423; Plaintiff Clementine Titus Appeal Reply Brief, Argument,
Part 1, pgs. 2a3) B

The issues presented for review to the Supreme Court of lllinois asked the
Ques’uons the very same questrons _

The procedural improprleties on the part of the state trial court, coupled with .
the evasive on the part of the state appellate oourt to address the issues which '
'petrtloners Titus raised up for revrew and consideration dealing with the proced-
ural improprieties_ on the part of the state trial court essentially depnved petrt-
ioners Titus of their fund.arnental right to access the courts to obtain their Acertain
remedy in the law, and the actions and/or inaction-on the part of the State of
Ilinois Third District Appellate Court-and the Supreme Court of lllinois merely co-

‘ srgned the state trial c:ourt’s initiative to effectrvely defeat the proper administer-
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ation of Justice, at least in this instance, thereby requiring the review of this

Court.

ARGUMENT

B ]

This court need to decide the questlon whether civil pro se parties are entitled
to the full and equal benefit of Hllinois rules of civil procedure and Minois

Supreme Couwrt Rules governing initial case management conference proceedings;

full fact d1scovery and trial proceedings in accordance with the Due Process Clause
of the Fourteenth Amendment ’

~7

A. Prose htlgants po_ssess. a due brocess right to equal justice
and access to the couts.

Tncreasingly, both governmental and private organizaﬁonsinﬁrtuajly every
’state" dre concernied about pro se i,ssues.'Much‘of the national dtscussion has
resulted in the creation and hnpiementatton of semjners and other educational
tools that benefit pro se parties pt'ior to and after commencing litigation. The

" reasons for thls are ntany,. and they center onthe -app_hcatio'n of due pr'oeess for
civil pro se.liticantls. ' | |
’ The a.fﬁrmahon of prose httgants’ due process nghts can be traced back to -
. ‘severalx argas of our Constttutmn They are guaranteed under our Fourteenth
Amendment Equal Protectlon Clause, the Privileges and Immunmes Clausein
4 Article IV, SectlonZ as well as the Fifth Amendment. Even so, civil pro se .
litigants in gen'eral are often treated dispaxately and dis'criminated against in our
states’ Judmlal systems The American Judlcature Soc1ety conductedastudy
" which concluded. e Judaes survey for meeting the [Pro se] Challenges
were divided; somé ‘were annoyed by the presence of Pro se litigants, while -
others heheved judges should help the self-represented receive a fa::r hearing by

teléxing’ procedural rules. ‘And although many ‘respondents ex-pressed a desire -
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for formal policies to guide jndicial behavior in Pro se cases, more than 90 per-
cent of judges surveyed said their courts had no such protocols. Kathleen M.
Sampson, “Mesting the Prose Challenge; an updete, “American Judicature
Soeiefy, hitp ://WWW.ajs.Org/prose_samnson.asp. |

It is particularly true Wheie - 6’L@mj’@ ; cowrt’s rontinely deprive and dis-
crimina’ne against aﬁordmg civil pro se hngants with the fu]l and equal benefit
of S;Ct.,Rule 218(a) initial case management conference proceedmgs and full fact
.ldiscove:cy, indicatine of the'trial court’s actions and/en ina'ctions in this matter.

It is clear that dn:ectlon from the Thlrd District Appellate Court.1 is needed to achleve

consistency and faimess and “equal justice . for all” Wlthm thie state circuit court system

- particulaﬂy the Circuit Cotirt of the Twelfth Judicial Circuit, Will County, Illmms -

, recrardmg S.Ct. Rule 2lo(a) initial case management conference proceedmcs, as well as

S.Ct. Rule 201(a) fu]l fact discovery nghts 735 1LCS 5/2-1005 summary Judcrment and
Supreme Court Rules 233 - 239 proceedmgs for pro se litigants in civil matfers.
- The Court’s opinien in _Chamber.s v. Baltimore & Ohio R. Co., 207 USS. 147

(1907) afﬁrms : ;this sentiment. It stated, “Tt [the right to sue and defend oneself

| in court] isone of the highest and most essential pnvﬂecres of citizenship . . .[and] .'
[e]quality of- treatment in this respect is not left to depend upon the comlty
between the states, but is granted and protected by the Federal Constltutlon
So, 1thoucrh equal rightsin c1v11 courts would appéar to be undisputable based
on the Court’s ruhng in cnmmal matters “the Const:ttutmn contains no such

explicit right, and the Coutt probable has not yet ruled on the prec1se quesnon
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- “Meeting the Challenge of Pro se Litigation— A Report aj;d Guidebook for Judges-

And Court M‘anagers,”- American Jodicamre Society and State T ustice Institute,
1998. | | |

| “No State can deonve partlcular persons or classes of persons of eqoal and
impartial Justlce under the law.” Caldwell v. Texas, 137 U S. 692 (1891).

Although the Supreme Court. has found that equal ]usnce isa fundamental

rights under the Consti’gutioﬁ, the r’eaﬁty is that pros¢ litigants are not con-

sistenﬂy.a:ﬁforded this right at the Circuit .Court of the Twelfth Judicial Circuit,
indioative of this matter. In criminal cases, the Coust has_ recogpized the need
for its intervenﬁon in'states” mishandling of our const'rtutional due proces's
rights and has ruled that under federal laW, we should hold that the denial of
a. federal constltutlonal right, no matter how meortant should au’comaﬂca]ly i‘

result in reversal of a conwctlon. . [and] . with fajthfulness to the consutut-

'lonal union of the Staies, we cannot leave 0 the States the formula‘non of the
: authontahve laws, rules and remedies de51gned o protect people from -
o . infractions by the States of federa]ly guaranteed rights. Chapmanv Cahforma

. 386 U.S.18 (1967) Again, mGnﬂﬁnv Tlinois, 351 U S5.12 (1956), the Supreme

!

Court confronted the’ problem of “[e] qual Justme for the poor and rich, weak and
powerful ahke » This same guldance is 1ack1ng, and sorely needed for civil
cases as Well because, although ‘[a]t its core, the, nght to due process reﬂec’zs
a ﬁhdmental value in our Ax_nerican constltutlonal system . . [t]he Due process

Clause on which the Court relies has proven. very elastic in the hande of
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judges.” Boddie v. _Connecticut; 401 US 371 (1971). In Mullane v. Cenfral.
Hanover, Jus’uce J ackson Wrote “Many controversies have raged about the
"cryptic and abstract Worcls of the Due Process Clause but there can be no doubt
that al a minimum they require the depnvatron of life, lrberty or property by -
adJudrcatron be preceded by tiotice and opportunity for hearing approprrate to the
- nafure of the case ? Mullanev Central Hanover Tr. Co, 339T. S. 306 (1950,
" Justrce Brenan s oprmon in Armstrong V. Manzo argues that equal protection
- clause should be applred to all due process situations. A state has an ultimate
monopoly of all judicial 'process and attendant enforcement,naachinery. Asa
p'ractical matter; if disputes cannot be suc‘cessﬁllly settlecl between tlle parties,
the court system (in this case, the 12th Judicial Crrcurt) is usually ‘the only forum
: effectlvely empowered to setile their disputed. Resort to the ]uclrcral process by these
' plamtrffs is 110" more voluntary 1n a realistic sense than that of the defendant called upon
to defend his mterest m court.t... I seeno constrtutronal distinction between
appellants’ attempt fo. enforce this statutory right [to adrssolutron of marrrage]
and an attempt to vindicate any other rrght arising under federal or state law. "
The right to be heard is some way at some trme exténds to all proceedmcrs entertamed by
courts. Armstrongv Manzo, 380 U.S. 545 (1965) |
In Boddre v. Connecticut, 401 U.S. 371 (1971), the Court marntamed that
“due process requires, at a minimur, that absent a countervailing state interést -
of overriding sig;niﬁcance, persons .forced to setile their clain:is of right and duty

through the judicial process must be given a meanjngful opportunity to be heard.
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* Tn short, “within the limits of prae‘doability’, a State must afford to all individuals ‘

meaningftll opportuniry to be heard if it is to fiilfill the promisg of the Due Process

clause ? Boddre 40US. at 379.

Ifthe U.S. Supreme Court’s rulings are to be realized (at least iri the Circuit Court of

the Twelfth Judlcral Crrcmt), pro se hrrgams in civil cases must be given proper ‘and

sufﬁcrent memorandum opinions addressmg motrons, and mus’r be given the opport

- unityto be afforded Supreme Court Rule 218(2) pretrral conference proeeedmgs a:nd

musr he grven the opporumty 1o adequarely engage in §.Ct. Rule 201(=) full fae’r dis-

covery, and 735 ILCS 5/2-1005 summary Judgmem proceedings, and must be afforded )

: the full and equal benefit of 735 5/2-1105.1 Through 0 735 ]LCS 5/7 1107.1 durmcr the

Jury frial proeeedmcs
' The Supreme Court has acknowledged that the apphcatron and enforeement '
of due process IlehtS coniinue to be a work in progress. For example in Boddre -

Justrce Harlan states that those Who wrote our orrgmal Constlm’non, in the Fifth

Amendment and later those Who drafied the Fourteemh Amendment reeoc-

mzed the cenrrahry of the coneept of due process in the opera’non of this _system

W1thour its guaranteed that one may not be deprived of his rights, neither liberty
_ nor property, Wr’rhout due process of law; the Sta‘re' moonopoly over techniqnes for .
" - binding conﬂrct resolutron could hardly be sa1d fo be aéceptable under our

'scheme of thmgs Only by providing that the 5001a1 enforcerhent mechamsm'

must - funcnon sme’dy Wrrhm these bounds can We hope to maintain

an ordered society that Is also just. Itis upon this premise that this Court has
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- through years of adjudication put flesh upon the due process principle (emphasis

added).

B. The trial court’s refusal to allow ﬁl]l fao’t drscovery prevemed the pentloners .
ablh"y to prove therr case, or to drsprove the respondents.

~ The rlght of access and broad right of discovery is necessary to adequately and effec

| iy‘ely p.ursue a claim or de’fense. . S.Ct.. Rule 201. T]:re right to access is implicated
whenever a pa.rty seeks disoovery and.is limited in very few instances and for very
specifrc reasons. Doe v. Puget _Sound Blood C_'ehz‘er,’ 1'17 V.\/'n.,Zd-:7':72, 782, 819

P24 370 (1991). |

It is important '“co note that contrary to the “customary practioe” of C_ourts of Third .

: Dlstrlct of Illmors to afford represented parties with S. Ct Rule 218(2) 1n1t1a1 case
management proceedrngs in order for the partres 1o present their drscussed and agreed
'upon proposed dare for exchangmg initial d1sclosures and their proposed forms of fa
discovery and their proposed opemnu and closrng dates of drscovery for approval by th
court, and their proposed tnne table for amendmg pleadings, and then' proposed time {
being ready to engage in summary Judgmenr prooeedmgs, and their proposed tnne to
conduct jury trial proceedings. The cirouit court high stepped over S.Ct. Rules ZOi(a
218(a) prooeedrngs and conducted a jury {rial proceedings without affording plein’cit'f
Titus 'With’his right to engage in entiflements uader Supreme Court Rule(s) 233 -239 .
(See RDoc. 248 ; Appendix, Transcripts of Proceedings for March 3'0, 2017),

| The circuit eourt’srefusal to conduct S.Ct. Rule 218(2) proceedjngs to properdy set

Supreme Couirt Rule Zbl(a) proceedings into motion to allow full fact discovery to be ha -

is of great constitutional magnitude as plaintiff Titus was denied due process for the mer
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“sake of expedrency and because he was proceedmg as a self= represented litigant . Pro se

' Iit'rgants are generally held to the standards of an attorney Carver v. State, 147 Wi App.
- 567, 575, 197 P. 3d 678 (2008). Since plaintiff Titus was held to such a standard, he
' '_should alio have béen afforded the same right to S.Ct. Rule Zlo(a) initial case ma'nage-
ment comerence proceedmgs S.Ct, Rule 201(a) proceedings to engage in full fact
drscovery, arrd S.Ct. Rules 233 - 239 as an aﬁomey The crrcurr court could not and
would not have refused a AR.'DC regrstered attorney 5 request for S.Ct. Rule 218(a)
proceedmgs 1o obtam S.Ct. Rule 201(a) full fact discovery in order 1o exercrse
entitlements under S.Ct. Rule(s) 233-239, but it Would not ex‘tend that courtesy and
_ respeet toward plamtrff Titus, rhereby denymg a feur and irnpartial jury trral. No Where
in the.'record is there any written explanatlon offered by the circuit court to justify ifs .
refusal to perrnit plaintiff Titus to obtam full pretrial procedure .and its refusal to pérmit
plaintiff Tr'cus 1o obtain full fact drscovery The‘refusal toafford the app'ellunt - pro s
litigants - with S.Ct. Rule 201(a) and S. Ct Rule 218(a) proceedmcrs is a denial of due
pr.ocess and a signjﬁcant constr’cuﬁonal ques‘uon.

- C. The trial court’s disrégard of Supreme Court Rules 233 - 239, and the lack of
pretnal conference and the lack of full fact discovery.to produce a fair and 1mpar’ua1 jury

trial, resulted ina due process vrola’uon against the prose plain-tiffs.
The crrcurt court vrolated Supreme Court Rule 218 Prerrral Proeedure Whlch says ,
e At the conference counsel fanuhar with the case a.ud authorrzed 10 act shall

appear and the follomng shall be consrdered (1) the nature, issues, and complexrty of the
case, (2) the srmphﬁcatron of the issues (3) amendment to the pleadmvs @) the possrbrl—

' ity of obtaining adrmssrons of fact'and of documents which wﬂl avord UnNecessary proof
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(5) lingitations on discovéry including: (i) the numl;er and durétio_n of depositions which

may be taken; (if) the area of expertise and the number of exﬁ'e:t Witnesses who may be

‘ calle‘dﬁ and (i) deadlines fof the diSClOSUl"e of.witnesses and the completion of written

_dis_lcovegy and depositions; (6) the ﬁossibﬂity of settie;nenf, and scheduling of a settle-

ment ‘c'onferenc‘e; (7) the adﬁsabi]ity of éltemativé ﬁisp‘ute J{esollltion; (8) the date on

which the case should be reevldy‘for tpial; (9) the advisability of holding subsequent' case

management confere;xces; and (10) any other .ma\ﬁ:ers which may aid infthe dis_ﬁositibn of -
| the actiog including but not h'miteci to issues involying electronically stored informationl '
and pxeservat‘ioﬁ. '(€) Order. At the case ménageﬁent conference, the éoﬁrt shall make an
order which recites any actiontaken by the court, the agr_eement made'by th_e parties as 'to'

" any of the méﬁe;cs 'considered,. and whicil speciﬁe’s as the issﬁ;ss for trial those not dis-
posed o‘f at the conference............ S |

The trial coiurt violateéi Supreme Court Rule 201() General Discovery Provis-

. ion Governing Dispovery, Which says; “(a). Discovery Methods. Information is |
obtainable as provided in these rules through any of the following discovery methods:
depositions upqﬁ oral'e).camjgation or written quéstions, ﬁiﬁen interrogatories to pa’r_ties,..

| 'disoovéry of documenté, objects or tangible thinés, inspection of reél estate, request to

admit and physical and mentél e};axninaﬁon of ﬁersons. Dﬁpﬁcation of disq'ovefy requests

that are dispropoﬁionate in terms of burden and expenses should Ee avoided.”
The presiding judges in the circuit cou';t knew or reas_or_iable should have.knbwn that’
after the resolution of a defendants’ par’aal motion to dismiss and after the subnﬁséion of

a defendants’ required- Section 2-610 answer that the respective parties, within 90 days of
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the commencement of the action, are entitled 2 S.Ct. Rule 218(a) initial case management
conference for the pupose of discuss'ing‘ and deciding upon all relevant rnatters,'
, partrcularly that of setting a specific date for each party to exchange their Supreme Court
Rule 201(a) full fact dlscovery, as well as determining the fortas of. dlscovery to be had,
and the amount of time to complete discovery prior to engaging in disposition motion
v practrce and for settmg a date When the case would be ready for trral The trial Judcre (m
the person of Bobb1 J. Petrungaro) read plarnnff Titus unopposed motion for new mal
‘which pomted out (l) how he was deprrved of entitlements under Supreme Court Rule’ |
234, and (2) how he was deprrved of enntlements under S.Ct. Rule(s) 235, 239, and how
the defendants attomey (ln the person of Chnstopher Roskey) spoke upon matters in hlS
opening statement relevant to the matter of Charles Craig, Jr V. Moharnmed Alaeddrn,
et al - CaseNo..15L 819 totally divorced from plamtrff Titus’ grievances against the
defendant that prejudiced plamtrff Tltus case in the minds of Judge Bobbr I Petrungaro
personally selected jury members (R Doc 254 —R. Doc 259) After Whlcl’l she, Circuit
Judge Bobbi I. Petrungaro summarily demed thel requested relief soucht set forth in
 plaintiff Titus unopposed motion for new trial, without explanation (See R.Doc. 260).
These omissions are srgrnﬁcant due process wolauons |
In a last diteh effort to assert his nght to minimal procedural due process plarnnff .
Titus, subrrntted a emergency motion to modrfy the entered order of March 24, 2017
(R.Doc. 219 - R. Doc 220, R.Doc. 221 ~R.Doc. 223 &R. Doc 224), which the trial
court summarily denied without providing a ﬁnclincr of fact and conclusion of law and

pro'ceeded with conducung the’ Jury trral (Appendlx Transcripts of Proceedmgs for
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March 30,2017). It is not reasonable to expect apro se litigant fo successfully prevall
 during a jury trial Withont acquiring adequate fact discovery materials, and without bein_g
afforded time and opportunity to engage in entitlements under S.Ct. Rule(s) 234,235, ‘
237 The failure 0 prov1de S.Ci. Rule 218(a) m1t1al case management conference
proceedmos to plaintiff Titus prevented him from being afforded a fair and nnpartlal jury
trial. |
These omissions are equally 51gmﬁcant due process vmla'uons If the” tnal court
had followed its local rules and S.Ct. Rule 218(a). A initial case management conference
Would have been held. In addition to d1scuss1ng other regular pretrial matters, initial
disclosurds exchange dates would h»ave been 'arranged, and full fact discovery would have
been had. The failure on the part of the trial conrt (in the petson of Judge Michnel I
Povwers) to follow S.Ct. Rule 218(a), 'especially after being in personal possession ol -
plaintiff Titus’ su-l)mi’i:ted status Report, greatlj‘rprejudiced -plaintiﬁ Titus asit directly |
resulted in his failing to obtaln adequate information and documentary-eilidence ma
. 8. Ct Rule 201(a), to properly defend hlS claims during the mshed into JUIY trial, and it °
mterfered with and deprived th of his right o pursue his IDHR authonzed Pubhc
. Accommodatlon violation claim, and his Title 42-U.S.C. Section l981(a) dlscrm]matlon
against right to make contract claim.
In this anpeal now before this Court, the most fundanaental Illinois Supreme Court
Rules designed to p‘rotecl a litigant - S.Ct. Rule 21 8(a) and S.Ct. Rule 201(2)- Were
so abused that the. jury trial resulted in a total dbsence of Constitutional faimess. ‘This

happen solely becavse plaintiff Titus was pro se. By reversing and remanding for starting
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the proceedings, a new. This Cou.rh can establish a ccnstitutional standard that will
| provide strict gmdelmes for all Circuit Courts of the Third Dlstnct parUcularly the
Clrcurt Court of the Twelfth Judicial Clrcult Wwill County, llhnms to follow regardmg A
‘crvrl‘ pro se litigants” right to ‘meaningful access to_the, ccurts, and their rights to
ﬁmdamental srate and local corirt rules, particularly SCt Rules 233 j- 239 as guaranteed
by our Ccnsﬁurtionai due process.rights. ' | |
1L

THIS COURT NEED TO ADDRESS THE STANDARD FOR DETERMINING .
WHEN JUDICIAL BIAS AGAINST A PRO SE PARTY AMOIUNTS TO A DUE
‘PROCESS VIOLATION. -

A, Prose htrcrants possess a due process nght o Judmal mparnahty
The US. Supreme Court has emphas1zed that a “fair trral in a fair trrbunal is a basis
reqmrement of due process In re Murchlsom 349 US. 133, 136 (-1955). Indeed a
“neutral and detached Judge” isan essentral component of the due process requirements.
Ward V. Vﬂl of Monroevﬂle 409 U S. 57, 62 (1972) Iti is We]l established that
© system of law has always endeavored to prevent even the probabﬂrty of unfarrness il
: (emphasis added). This strmgent rule,” the Court has explarned “may sornet]mes bar frial
'by ]udges Who hate no actual blas and Who Would do'their very best to wergh the scales
ofj Jus’uce eq_ually between contendmg partles But to perform its high function in the best,
way justice must sa’nsfy the appearance of Jus’nce ”1d (mtemal quotatlon rnarks ormtted)
This constitutional prohrbmon upon adjudrca’aon by Judcres tamted byt the probabzhty
of bras should apply wrth equal force to prose litigantsin a cml se‘ctrncr There ismo

" question that pro se civil litigants possess a due process T ght of access to.the courts and
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that the right to Jud101a1 impartiality is, mherent to this right of access.

Althouch thls Court may have addressed Jud101al bias dunnc past mstances thls Court

’ 'probably has not addressed Whethex a pro se ht1ga:nt must show actual bias or Ob_] ective

‘bias to prove a due process violation. This Court’s: gtndanc_:e is Lherefore need and reversal

and remand with dnec’non, is warranted.

B. The questlon for judicial bias agdinsta pro se party is important for the en’m:e
Judlcmry system -

The right of access to the courts has historically been recogmzed as vital 0 both
citizens and the judiciay asa Whole. In Chambers v. Baltimore & Okio R. Co., 207US. |
142 148 (1907), this Court wrote that “T]de right to sue and defend in the, couﬁs is the
alternative of force. Inan organlzed society it is the nght conserva‘nve of a]l other nghts
and lies at the foundanon of an orderly govemment It is one of the highest and most
essential pnvﬂeges of cmzenshlp, and must be allowed by each state to the citizens of all

other states to the precise extent that it is a]lowed to its own citizens. bquahty of treat-
ment . in this respect is not feft to depend upon comity between the states, but is
granted and protected by the Federal Const1tunon” The due process right to Judlcml |
1mpartlal1ty is equally 1mportant The neutrahty requirement helps to guarantee that life,

liberty, or property Wﬂl not be taken on the basis of an erroneous and distorted concept- .

- ion of the facts or the laW At the same time, it preserves both the appearance and

reality of faimess by ensurmg that no person W111 be deprived of hlS interests in the
absence of a proceeding in which he may present his case with assurance that the arb1ter

is not predisposed to find sgeinst Him. Marshall v. Jerico, 446.U.5. 238, 242 (1980).
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The question of the standard for judicial impartiality ageinst a prose party (i
| this case, plaintiff Titus)is also impbrtalnt because of the regularity with which judges
interact with pro se litigants. Due to the recession and the high costs of legal fees, pro se

representation has increased substantially over the 1ést_ decade. States Statistics continue

t6 bear out this trend. Consider for example: |

In Utah, for divorce cases, 49 percent of the petitioners and 81 percent ofthe .
respondents were self-represented (Commiites on Resources for Self Represented

Parties, © Strategic Planning Initiative: Report To The Judicial Couneil,” July 25,
2006). S ' ' S

In New Hampshire, oné party is pro se in 85 percent of all civil cases in the

District Court, and 48 pergent of aall civil casesin superior cort are pro s¢
(“Challenge to Justice~ A Report on Self-Represented Litigaits in New
Hampshire Courts- Findings and Recommendations of the New Hampshire

. Supreme Court Task Force on Self—Representatiox}f" January 2004).

Tn Chicago alone there ?.ié thousands of cases ee}éh day ’;Nhiph involve pro se
litigants, Chicago Daily Law Bulletin, “Big Jump in Pro Se Cases,” April 23,
2009. IR - ' )

01993 53% of the family law cases in Des Moines, Towa were pro seand in
Washington, D.C. 88% were. (Woo, «The Lawyerless: More People Represent .

- Themselves in Coutt, Bt is Fstice Served?” Wall Street Journal, August 17,
1993, at-1.) - : -

,Wifh fhe influx of pro s liﬁ,;.j,anfs comés increased possibility of jﬁdicial bias against
them, indicative Qﬁ_ the tﬁal co.urt’s treatmeﬁt towaré, plaintiff Titus beginﬁing with the
commencement thréugh to the jury. irial, and the sﬁbsequent treatment toward hnn
when he ﬁlgd the mmotion for ﬁew- frial. This Court should formulate and implementa
remedy now, and ~prévide fhe trial courts, particularly theA C1rcmt Court of the 'Twélﬁh

Judicial Circuit wifi much needsd guidance rather than allowing the selective acts of

judicial bias to percolate further. °
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‘This case pfovides én opportunity for this Court to “put new flesh upon the
“due ~proc;ess principle,” and to make’an enormous impact oh the ‘quality of
Justice served to pro se Iitigants‘ throughout the State of lllinois, in genekal, and -
within the Circuit Court of the Twelfth Judicial Circuit, Wil CoUnfy, Ilinois, in
particulaf. Therefore, this Court shoﬁld_ grant this writ for certiorari.

| L. |

THE STATE OF ILLINOIS THIRD DISTRICT APPELLATE COURT SHOULD
'HAVE STRICKEN THE RESPONDENTS’ RESPONSE BRIEF

A, The Action And/Or Inaction On The Part Of The Three Panel Judges

Of The State of lllinois Third District Appellate Court Is Inconsistent

_ .With And Contrary To Well-Settled Case Laws U.S. Court.of Appeals
For the Seventh Circuit and United States Supreme Court.

1. The Issues And Arguments Presented In The Respondents
'Appeal Response Brief Were Not First Raised In The Trial
Court And Therefore Those Arguments Were Waived and
Forfeited. -

 In the matters of Wood v. Milyard, 132 S.Ct. 1826 (2012); Kontrick v. Ryan, .

540 U;S. 443, 458 (2004); Fretag v. Commissioner, 501 U.S. 868, 895 (1991);
Weigand supra Note 1, at 182-83, it has been held that, “Courts will not consider .

arguments that parties have waived or forfeited.” And, in the matter of Baptistv. .

City_of Kankakee, 481 F.3d, 485, 492 (7t Gircuit. 2007), it hés béen held that,
“Arguments not raised in the district court (in this case, the state circuit court) are
waiyed on appeal.” B | |

In their appeal respohse-Brief, in an attempt to take on the posture that they
were the Appellant in Casé No. 3 — 17 — 0428 and Case No. 3 — 17 - 0400. The
respbndents asserted that. théi-r issue on appeal is, “Whether the Trail Court's
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actions against the Plaintiff, Charles Titus, constituted an unfair trial and judicial
bias and violated the Due Process Clause of the Fifth and Fourteenth Amend-
ments to the Unrted States Constrtutron thereby giving the false impression that
| ‘petitioners Titus’ appeal was based upon the jury trial verdict of March 30, 2017
(See State of llinois Third District Appellate ‘Court Case No. 3 - 17 0400;

Defendants-Appellees’ Appeal Response Brief, Argument, p. 8).

However .petltioners_Titus’ June 23, 2017 filed Notice of Appeal was directed
toward the trral court’s June 9, 2017 issued order which denied petitioners Titus’
unopposed motion for new trial pursuant to 739 ILCS 5/2-1 202(b), without.
explanation (See R. Doc 265 — R.Doc. 277). Petitioners Titus’ rmotion for new
trial pursuant to 735 ILCS 5/2-1202(b) was based on their being deprived of the ™
full and equal benefrts of the rrght to engage in 735 ILCS 5/2 1005 summary.
adjudlc:atron proceedrngs as well as was based upon their being deprrved of the
fulI and equal benefrt of rights guaranteed to them under lllrnors Supreme Court
Rules 233 234, 235 and 237 (See R.Doc. 265 —R. Doc: 268).

It is rmportant to note that as a preliminary matter in therr appeal reply brref |

Petrtloners Titus pomted to the well-settled holdrngs in Wood, Kontrick, Fretag,

- Weigand and Baptist, to support therr bases for having the three panel judges
- of the .State of llllnols Third District Appellate Court to strike the respondents
response brief due to the farlure on the part of the respondents to first raise
their response brief -argument before the state circuit court dunng the June 9,
2017 held hearing on petitioners Titus motion for new trial pursuant to 735 ILCS
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5/2-1202(b) (See Third District Appellate Court Case No. 3-17-0400; Appeliant
Charles Titus’ Repiy'Brief, Argument'iA, p. 2, continued on p. 3).

Despite the failure on the'part of .the réspondents to submitted a written -
responsein opposition to petitioners Titus’ motion for new trial pursuant to 735
iLCS 5/2- 1202(b) The three panel Judges of the Third District Appellate Court
compieteiy |gnored petitioners Titus’ presented preiiminary matter and set itself
to the task of restructurlng the respondents appeal response brief's first time
pled argument and then issued a deorsron based upon the argument which they.
had formulated on behalf of the respondents that the respondents had failed to
- argue for themselves during the June 9, 2017 held proceedings on petitioners
Titus’ motion for new trial (__S_g_ State of |ilin0is Third District Appellate Court
Case No. 3-17-0428, R4, Report of Proceedings, iines 22 - 24 th_e_n_ see State of :
‘[llinois Third: District Appellate Court Case No. .3 — 17 — 0400, Appellees’ Reply
Brief, Argument, then see Appendix, State of Illinois Third District Appellate
Court's October 25, 2018‘issued Opinion, Analysis, pgs. A7 —a10). | N

This Court should take judicial notice that in addition to the failure on the part'
of the respondents to seek ieave of court to submita sur-reply o chailenge
'petitioners Titus’ appeai repiy brief s raised preiiminary matter. The argument
Wthh the respondents presented in their appeal response brief was not first
plead before the trial court during the heanng heid on petitioners Titus’ motion for
new tnai ‘and the respondents argument did not piay any role in the triai court’s
decision to deny petitioners Titus' motion for new trial. Therefore, there did not

exist any bases, either in fact or in law, for the three panel judges of the State of
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Winois Third District Appellate Court to ignore strict enforcément the holdings

established by Wood, Kontrick, Fretag, Weigand and Bagfist, as sought of the

three panel judges of the State of lllinois Third'District AppAellate‘Court to coh-
: sidef, as placed before thefn in petitioners_ Titus’ appeal reply brief. |
Thisﬂ Cburt should take further lediciaI notice that petitioners Titus pointed the
three panel judges of the State _of Ivlli‘nois Third District_Appelléte Court’s attentfon'
~ tothe failure on the part ofA the résp.o'nde:nts’ response brief to strictly comply with
the .mandatory ,..r'eqqiréme'nts of sub-sectiohs 6)(7) of seCtiqn (ﬁ) of lllinois
Supreme Court Rule 341, as requiféd‘ by section (i). of lliinois Supremé Court
Rule 341, as an additfona_l bases for striking the respondents’ appeal resﬁbnse
Brief. Yét, the three panel judgés of the State of Illinois third District Appellate
Court (for reasons known only to them) actéd as if éub-sections”(G)(?) of section
‘(h) of lllinois. Supreme Court Rule 341 did not pOSséss any force of law when it
came to a sélf-repreéehted Jitigant emphasizing the need to strike a response -
brief of an attorney at law represented appellees’ res;pénse brief for failure to~
strictly. cdmply with the méndatory re_quirerhents of lliinois Supreme Courﬁ Rule
O, | | | |
As | furthéf evidence supporting petiti-oners Titus ébpeal- reply brief's prelimin-
ary matter concerning the bases for étriking the réspo_hdents’ appeal réspdhse
brief. Petitioners’ Titus pointed out that the respondents failed to comply with
'lllinéis Supreme Court Rule 342(a)'s requirerﬁent of including an Appendix to

show the existence of documentary evidence and other materials to support
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any of the pleadlngs presented in their appeal response brief (See State of
lllinois Third Drstrrct Appellate Court Case No. 3-17-0428, Plarntrff—Appellant
Clementine Titus' Reply Brref, Argument IA, p. 4, para. 3), which the three panel

'judge equally neglected to address in their October 25,2018 issued Opinion '
(See Appendrx State of Illinois Thrrd District Appellate Court's October 25, 201‘8'

issued Opinion,” pgs. a3 — a10). The lilinois -Supreme Court simply ignored

addressing. all of the improprieties committed by the Circuit Court of the Twelfth
.Judicial Circuit, Will County, lllinois, in the first 'lnsta.nc_e, and by the State of
Illinols Third Dlstrict Appellate Court, in the second instartce, Withput explanatlon.‘
(§_Q__Appendrx Supreme Court of lllinois decrsron of May 22 2019, p. a1). There-
.fore this Court should grant this petrtron for writ for certrorarl

CONCLUSEON

The record in this matter, when reviewed in its totallty, show that from the
very beglnn_lng to the very end of the proeeedl'ngs before the trial court, particular-
ly the proceedings beginning on December 1,_2-016 thru to l\/larclt‘ 30, 2017, tllat
the trial court clearly deprived petitioners Titus of equal and impartial justice under
the law, as well ae discriminated against affording petitloners Titus of their equal
rights to sue, be partles, give 'et/,idence and the full and equal benefits of 735

lLC-S 5/2-1005, S,upreme'Court Rules 201(a), 218(a), 233 — 239 proceedings, as
allowable under Title 42 U.S.C. Section 1981, and the’ cleprivatlon ef those
enumerated activltiee under Title 42 U.S.C: Section 1981(a) rendered the Splrit of
Avticle IV Section 2, and the Due Process Clauses of the Fifth and Fourteenth

39.



Amendments of the Constitution for the United States of America, null in void.
Therefore, based upon the aforementioned, the fairest and jnst decision for

this Honorable Court to make, as the Guardian of the Law, would be that of grant-

ing this Petltlon for Writ of Certlorarl and remand this matter back to the trial court

with dlrectlon to begm the proceedmgs anew.

Respectfully submitted

By /’ /Z/ﬁn/ /ﬂ _ By . R Ll p -
: Charles Titus . Clemé tlne Tltus
Self-Represented Petitioner _ Self-Represented Petitioner

" Charles & Clementine Titus
In care of 306 East Jackson Street
Municipality of Joliet/Will County
Republic of lllinois [60432]
Real Land North America
(815) 768-0543

CERTEFBCATEON OF SERVICE

The undersigned Self-represented Petitioner certlfles under’ penalty of perjury
under the Laws: of the United States of America that a copy of this Petition For
Wit ‘of Certiorari was served upon the Respondents’ attorney at his office of
record as addressed below by personal hand dehvery on the 20t day of August,.
2019, before the hour of 5:00p.m.

haelee (2.

Charles Titus

ROUSKEY AND BALDACC!

Attn: Attorney Robert J. Welz

210 North Hammes Avenue
Municipality of Joliet, lllinois 60435
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