IN THE

SUPEME COUAT 6F THE UNITED STATES

ELLOYD JOHNSOM « PET‘T’DNER v

Vs, |
PAUL BANNER / THE SDLICITOR BENERAL DF THE UNITED STATES
RESPONDENT.

CERTIFILATE

PETITIONER MOVES LNCOMPLIANCE WITH SUPREME EOUAT RULE 44 RENEARIKC (N OAMER
NOT TO DELAY OR HARASS THE COURTS DISCAETIONARY PASITION DN DECIDING THE LUT Come
OF THE REHEARNL DECISION. '

PETITIONEN PRESENT THIS PETITION (N Gb0D FALTH RELATING TO THE IMPORTANLE OF THE . » »
CERTIEICATION PERSPELTIVE ISHERE S. L. RULE 4H PURPOSE 1S NEEDED T0 SATISEY THE Gboh~

FAITH PLEA,

LEGAL ANALYSIS

ANY BETITION FOR AEHEARING OF AN BADER DENYING A EXTRASADINARY JWIT SHALL BE
FILED WITHIN &S DAYS AFTER THE DATE OF THE SRDER WHERE IN THIS CASE SUCH DATE /S
MAY H. A030, WHERE TIME FOR FILING WILL NOT BE EXTENDBED,



NOTEADLE GROUND

%] 4 «
THE COUNTS DENIALOF PETITIDNER EXTRAOADINARY WRIT ENTRY WHERE IT STATES WALT OF.

vs ¥

‘)) . >
MANDAMUS AND /DA PROHIBITION (S AUESTIONABLE WHEN PETITIONERS... LECAL ENTRY . . .
LITIGATION SETS AT BOTH IN THE ALTEANATIVE > THAT PETITISNEA 1S seekine |1

THE CoUAT'S ““AND J0R” IS NOT LATIGATED IN SUPREME COURT RULE 40.3. O ANY DTHER NUMBER
[~THRU~5 UNDER S.C. KUl Q0.

CONTROL EFFECT GROUND

THE COURT’S DISCRETIONARY POWER TD Limut PETITIONER TD INTERVENE WiTH THE SuRounl NG

EVENTS WHERE LIRITTEN RESPONSE OF THE EXCUSABLE BASIS IN ORDER TO DENY PETITIoN 1§ NOT
PRE SENTED.,

THE LIM!TED TD INTERVENE BY PETITIONER MubDY THE WAT[KS OF 660D FAITH AND NOT T
DELRY PERSPELTIVE.

L a4

CONCLUSION

FOR THE FOREBDING REASONS SET OUT IN THIS CEKTIHCATE”J’L/PPMTED BY PETITION 72
SATISFY THE DIRECT FORM ONDER S.(, N¥. L. TOGETHER WITH CERTIFILATION AND « 4 »
PRESENTED IN 600D~ FMTH AND NOT Fok DELAY Tb RAANT RELIEF SOUSHT SOUA SPONTE .,

=

PETIET y{n ~ PAUPEKR~ RELATOR




