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TN THE SUPREM E CDURT aF THE UNLZTED S*MTES
 PETLTION FoR REWEARING

Petitiorer, JoeY Lamoot Brunson , respeckfully askKs and
Yra¥s to Yahweh God ALlmiahty, +hic Petrtion Lor Rehearing be
grankted and a Writ of Certiorar: be issued to review khe

TJudgement below.

OPINION BELGW

The Febition for Writ of Certiorari to the Subreme Court
was denied, February 22, 2021.

The Ofinion of the Court of ApPpeals for the Fourth Circuit
iS Published at : United Statec vs Brunson, 948 F3d 325 (4™
Cir 2020). |

JURIRDILCT ZON

Petition for Writ of Cectisrari was denied by +hie Court on
February 22, 2021. The Junisdiction of thie Court 18 invoked un-
der 28 USL 81254 (1D, |

- Constitutional and Statutory Feovisions

Tf;)ﬁ Um{zd SﬁﬁﬁfS Cmsﬁfﬁub’m 5 }Qréde -I.’;§1 bt AF{LJCLEYII/
82 7 The Fitth Bmendment and The Feurth Pwiend ment .
TiHe I sF OMN bu¢ Orive Contiol and Safe Streets Aet of 1968.

)



| Trkle . of Lhe Genmbes Crime Conbroland Safe Streets Act of
CQOdi’?i{aA ab 19 US.CSS 2510(&-56%.3.’%ch Oovthh a dekailed

1968,
of wire, oral . or eleckvanic com-

Procedure for khe inker ception
municationa and Pravides iEls own Statutory remedy desianed by
Congress Lor violabicas of Ehe Wiceta? Act :

15 Us.L 52515+ |

Whenever And wive er oral cammunication has been inkerceptad
No Part af £he contents of such cammunication and NaEBvidence.

derived therefrom mal be veceived n cvidence in AnY Teial,

hﬁaF(nQI or other 'Pracc.ed'\hg 7 i!n or »be‘?oreq An_y Court. ,C},rahc’l Aur,

departient, ofLficer, Adencd, redulatery bDody (edislative committee
O othsr authority of THE UNITEDSTATES @ Skate or @ Political.

Subdivision thereof, € the disclocure of £hat v Farmnation watld

be in viclation of this Charter. (48 USC.$ 251D e£.seq -]
CemPhagis ddded) |

18 U.5.0.82518 (4) -

Zackh Order sutherizing or 3PP rovind the inter cePtion of any wire,

oral oc electranic communication under £his chapter SHALL
S’PEC'IF_Y—-’ [CAmong other things ] *

d) ... sPecify . . the identity of the agency authorized o inter-
cert '-é;he, Commun‘i'cd&/ahs, And of the PERSON AUTHORLZING Ehe
APPLLCATIZON, @nd-...Leamphasis added). |

18 (1.56.82518 QO @) 5.

Any agarieved Person inany trial -...m3Y meve to SyPiress the

(2)



Comkents of any wive, oral or electronic Qommumcaﬁjo_n inker cepked

Pursuant to thie ChaPter s or evidence derived therefrom + 60
Irounds €hat —

(i1) the Ordec of authum?abon o| approval under which it

§i

wWas mFeraePr’:ed s m%u?\ﬁ‘a/crm o 1Es Face

STATEMENT oF THE CASE

Pro Se 'Pcfc}&{@her;Brgnsom was ronvicted sn4welve Lelony counts
Aber a Jury tiial, bassd upon evidence , obtamed Pursuant to wireta P
sc ders tssued by the districk courk. Prier o trial, Petitioner maved

tn suppress. evidence ob{:a ned Pursaant o such wirﬂ&a'P orders.
Contending Lhe ocders were “insufficent on their face” Pursuant o
6 11.8.¢.8 2518 (10)AX0) because they failed to have intormation evPlheitly
specified and required by Statukte in §25 180 (a-e). None of the
wiretaP Ordecs “named the Persan’who aPPrév-;io/ the arrlications tor
Lhe wirekaps and reauired by §2518 (4)E).

The: district Court denied the mokicn; as hotlh the Districk Court and
éha ALISA wnceJed Lhe Statute was net @ llwed % but i+ was a "echnical
déffc,t

The United States Court of Bppeals Gr Lhe Fouarth Circurt denied
Aoreil and Rebearing en banc . Tts decision;in ) contliot with several
olher Circuit Courts 'P.—émari/y, The D-C. court o Arpeals, which in
Uméed States us.Scurry. 321 F3d 1 (DC.c/r2016) held the opresite,
Fuling in 4 case- eracty on Point with Dobulioners 7 balding that ' TreLe

TIL's Tﬁ\@c_l‘ﬁl_ miwrfu_ien&y s a Mzzc/x”imcaL éc’st amJ ‘s 1imted o the

Four Canrem of the pv/rctaP Ordeh

(3



T 2016, THE QUPRENE COURT, held in ks unanimous decasnom
that contrary ko Une, L.rmer Court s’ condusion, 16 U S.C.8 2518 (16) (av'
(Y did nok Contam a Grordano-hke core concerns reqairement.. but

abher Lhe Statute meant whak it Saud =

Gue inkerprebabisn o Subparagraph i) makes sense of {:é\e

Sy Pression Provision as a whele -~ . Where an ar der Lacks inform-

abon Ehab the wirtap Statute reauices & o include j an 599r-

ieved percon May SupPRESS £he Pruits of the ocder. 7. . -.

“TLoie Clear Lhat subpacadrabh Gi) covers at Least an orders

ﬁmlurc in include inrmabion Ehat 825186 (4) (8-€), specihically

rcéi,unres ihe Order o contain ....an ovrder lacking that V'nfor—
matien would deviate Fram the L form Autharizing requirements

Lhat Csngress cxplicittly set Forthy while Falling literally

wilhin the phrase 'insufficient on it’s face " Dahda , Td at 1498.

(emphasis added) ’ -

[

REASONS FOR GRANTING REHEARTING PETZIION

i Pelitioner, MNicw askKs fora Rehearing o mert Lthe Quesbons the
Court (Eself Stated were issues that * The Lower Courts in various
Lontexts bave debaled [For over 40 dears, but never recelved a con-
Crete interpretation to a Statuterd Suppicssion Remedd providel by
Condress] which Kinds of defects subParadraph (i covers ™. .. Statng
“We need it hrwuepé'/‘ resolve the Guestians that these /Vlfmy di~
Pecent cases raise -..."sand only recelved _241/_”_(@5 (ﬂaesé/am
Furthermere , ag the Government eloauently acknowledged in Lherr
‘Brief in Z/P/aslérd/) Lhese Questions have not bét/] raised ;and Pet-
jbioners Case in ChieF Presents the Perfat Wemen? to mddress the
Contusien Lhat has Plagged m the Lower Courds, befire and after Dﬁhc/)-

(4



QUESTION(IT

Whether Wiretar Ovders under Title ’[8‘%30.%2518 (4)(d)
Can Specify an individuals identity by a title " of that

hish Level Dc?&rtmcmi u?C Juskice OFficial and referende to
an External wiretap APPlicatian or MUST. as the
Statute requires, have the Person's name be induded
in Lhe Four Corners of +he wiretar Ocder!

ARGUMENT

X

As The Courk of Bppeals Lor the Fourth Circuts ebserved, Hirs
Courtss decision in Dahda vs.Unibed States, 139 6.4 1491 (2018, "dees
not address how * the Court oF Breeals “should determine whother the
Orders’ Eailure Lo include the namee) of the autlherizing officiale
renders them insutticient 27 . (Emphasis mine) |

Congress bd tontrast; designed Title T So that the absence oF
evidente oL Pre-apProval by an individual Justice Defartment: of-
Fieal At eilher of the two stages weuld hatt the wirtapr pPro-
cess. Eaech [dentification requirement then has a d/'séz’ncé» Pur Pos€
in the TiHle TIL process. Tncluding that | dendrfication in the wire-
tap order facilitates addibional oversioht, this Lime by the Parties
i’/\’éuzr’:,mﬂ U?e ﬁ:ﬂfr ' .

Congress created an incenfive &or F,eld adents and Service Pro-
'V/'c/c’r.s' fo examime a wiretad Order for Completeness, including the

Name of the autherizing Jastice Deparkment official, with Pre-appPaval

(5)




s 2 colbcal. cheik on e overuse or misuse or wiretapving
Authority - See United States vs Giordano, 16 LS. at 506,528 -

T hatsting on individual idenbification in bothr +the aePlicatien
and the orcder Accords with Cengress’ ('V\fc“n{ “Ln make doubly suae
that the statulory Lwiretap] Authecty be uged with reatraint.’. ..

Giordang .16 U8 at 515.
Jecording +o the Report of the Senate Tadiciary Cemmittec =

Y entralization weill avold e Passibi Lty Lhat divergent prac-
Lices miaht develer. Sheald abuses olcurs the /ines of re-
Sponsibility leed +o an identiGable Person. This FProvisien sheuld

Y95 a long way toward Guaranteeing that No Aabuses will

hapten.” S.Ree No. 90-1097 at 9.

Furthermoré., in Canetional, terms, Title TL's doubled ident fication
requirements &e not redundant. Title TIL Contains evidence ot Con-
gress” jwtent that the Brder indefendent af the Application be ysed
in the Fr‘@/a’a_ |
Even the Cecwrbof F)WP&'ZS for e Fourdd) and D.C. circuts rec-
ommended "bhat- 42 Averd Possible contusion in the fiture Proseceswrs
Shedld s binid Proposed wiretap 0({/6"'6‘”1%/7:?&&’1‘@7_46 bty the auther/zing
v The TJusiice Departmend: recognized

oegeals Name and bigle -
| this 5’-8&'&”‘&2 Yearg ! ﬁﬁer// the orders in Podtiopers CAse tuere /sSied.
e Depactmont sent'a circular Memo© 10 all Federal Frosectors
U poommendng ” Lhat the “Name of the authirizing ottieial be
jacladed in Any Dropesed Wiretal Ocder ‘o in Febraary of 2020 - |
Thus, The vielalion that the Governmeat Cantinues L downplas
&/
|




A4 ank%(;echm‘c L detect Wwas Predigious ensush 1o prompé conicern
by IQP eals Lourds and éhe D.0.T. to c/)(Jné’é id's Poley Practice
[in Theoryl by /?Cdmmeuc]: ng” AlUSA% o ammpely? Wea Id You Put-
a band did on 2 b(/[n[ Lsund? T Ahink not!
Tronically, 43 the émwmmenf /it dwn werds 7[1,(,,(’ aa}m,ég

/Li“) /»f’.s Brwﬁm Orposition (dané(ary 2021), that W%ﬁf C@nm*@sS‘
lezislated 1n §251804)Cd) s “rodun dant* (e page 16. para. %)), andl
asking "WhY il was necessary Y repeal that indivduals
Name in-the order?” (page 75 pica.3) (emphasis added ).

Clearly, this shows why the Covernment Canndt be trusted 4y
GPhold & D.0.T. “recommendatien “ in Lield Prackce . . _and tis is
Coming frem the HACTING SOLL¢ T TaR (cneRM_; TJeffery B. Wall ;
making Yhese disturbing idistic comments! Hows then, can one aned the
Public, trast the Government Loith Such an deficate Privacy issue
invelving wivetapring.? Congress absolutely did notf1

A the Lime the Orders 1n Guestion were fssued in 2013, o Coard
0F Arpeals had a definitite Supreme Courd precedin s i faining o
§2518CGd) fo guide Vhe “Sheer’: Some ot i right and a whele
(ot of lower Court< 20t i wirong, applying a “core Concerns fest ”,
Marnly to Chaltages 4y ppphications, mt wiretal orders. Stil), i#
/ac/S not: inater LU/JZML Year or what the Af:)/,/ﬁL Cfﬁdld/eaf 7‘//& \?fdfuizé’

Sypplied ap Cmcnc:smﬁ/ S‘vﬁmss/m Remedy in §2518 (o H@CD 82515

and a clear Guidepsst jn $2518 (4)@<). See ... Unied States vs.
_Reoinerg, 2018 Dist. Lexis 218754 (ED of 7XJ -

The Government's reliance on out- Jf—daéf Clrewil cases

f/eg/mmﬁ f SUPPress wzrefa/’ cp,o’ende i'n LJFCZZMS{&/)CQ //'ke

¢7)



here, s misplaced . Ton these cases, courts e asened sectten 2518
(1)) 5 Lore coneerng test extended to orders that are
facially insuFficient under section 2519 (10)Y @it sSee_lmted.
States vs, GraV, 521 F3d.514, 524 28 (67 cic 2068 s _United
 States vs. Callams 410 F3d 571,574-76 (9% ar. 2005, United
States vs. Radeliff , 331 F2d 1153,1161 ~63 (107 cir. 20073) , - 8nd
United States vs Mosre, 41 F.3d 370, 375-7¢6 (6% cir 199%).

Given that §2518 ¢4 Specfically reguires Lthat 8 wirela p
orcer contain the ¥ identiky of the Agency . And of the Person who
Autherized he wirctar Apelicabien’.; “ &t oral argumen? the Gover-
nmémz dwice acknowledaed that b was dhe Posibion of +he D.0. T,

that §2518(4)(d)s requittement that an Order Containing -{-fm'urd/m-
Lity . .. of the Derson’ Meding “Lhe name of the Hioh level D-O.J. off
icial who authorized the Arplication” Never can TJust a ttle” sub-
Slitute.as 4he Governmend recodnzed and Lhe most natural cinder-
Standng of "identi k9" in Lhis Contert means NAmE !

Tille s Facial insil¥iciency inGuiry is limted do the four
Corners of the wireta? order. Further, the .(‘;Oi/c.’l’ﬂ)’ﬂr’fﬁl% inter pretation
wauld 2lhw it in every case in the fulure o satisty Tile TZL'S
Qrdi_l_dé’mé/u(é*éidn reﬁuliemwi% by a Litle or an refevence fa an
eviernal Apelication Tdentiticabion regeivement; effectively rend-
ering 5ea~éxm 2518 (D) Suf/’f’rf/uous, The Flam language of /3’
11,868 2518 EiYd) forecisses any holdind that the wiretar orders

Dodrbioners case weve facially sufficient: They were ot
/ 5 .

(8)



| OLtSTJ_om | (T0)

hdﬂer the Geod Faith i:xcepélon oF United States vsleon
He6 14,8897 (1984), exbends to Title TIT's Statutory remedy
Aor suPPression in 18 US.C.82515,82518 (10)(a), Ledislated by
Congress €or v‘s’@f.aﬁmg oF the Omnibus Crime Contrel and
Safe Streets Ack of 19687

ARGUMENT

The Fourthh Amendment contraine state and federal offcimlic
only s '+ ha< no aeelic@bility te Private Parlies. Title L of the
B bus Crinte Centeal and Safe. Steeets Aeb o€ 1268, 16 (.3.C.55
25102522 by conkrast, erplicitly applies to Private Parbies
as well as 9overnment sfficials. |

Decause the Fourth Amendment and Titie TIT differ Freatly
In Scape dnd Purpose, 't wewld be na poropriate to treat the
Judlicially created Fourthy Amemdment wxclusionacy rule a5 jm-
Pliedly setting the bamdary Gr the broader Statatory created

Cevelusinard rule of 1% U.5.0.452515,8 2518 GO)GO.

The GQuestion remding wihekher sqpprescion Pupsuant £s section 7515
/s the Preper renedy here... “The Issue dees not rum on the Jud—

jeidlly Lashioped exclusionary rule almed at deteing vivlalions £ the

Fourtls Dmendmond dhis, but upsn the Previsions e éf(c 7.
C?/Ofcia/)o ; 4146 (4.8, @ 5214.

SILﬁh‘f—f’d 17 JIJ\TaﬂOS”é/On ./L/Z_L/l L_EO)’) _/Q'rlﬁ f’{uc/g‘}/)c‘é é/h':' E/?ﬁ% Ch/_
cuit couct of Arreals held “Ehat no wiretsp Applicant cary in

(9)




Ipod Laith reld 4den A courk order au tharizing Hhe wirekapr when .
wiretay Apelicont farled 4o CamPLy with the editls of the [Federal
Wirekap stalule i Procuring the Order .. "withedt including the name
Cof #){L Au%mrrzm;j D.0.T. a—Ff(QaL O w;rejtaﬁ F}szméédﬁj‘, Nere.
Can he o GooD Faith’ reliance undec dhe sta lutord schemne
Ci"u"e‘?u”y (’,Fﬁrp—(-r{c/ by (s Q,‘?FCSS {a it Fhe use oF theseel eci~
ronic. indercepbicas. We will take no Part in defracking From
Congress’ intent ko make doubly sure that the Statutory At
hority be used with rectiala? and enlt iohere dhe circamstances
W arrar + dhe seirreplitious Lereeptfon off Wire and oral .Ca-M»—
unicadions " United States vs. Lomel, &6 F3d 73% (8%eir 20120,
Guoting Glordans, 4ib US at 515. See also United States vs. Rice
Laa = 3d o4 (6™ cir 20077), United Séates vs. Crabtree, 565 F3d 887
£ H# . 2009, Unded States vs. S padaccing : €0 £2d 292,296
(2:0d Ci- 1986, Un;'éea/-Sfa'éfs ve. Searry ;821 F3d14,8,13(D.c. ar20/8)
and United) States vs Romero, 2018 Dist. Lexis 218754 (E-D-ef TX).

The Caseg relied avon by the Covernment to suppert dhe pro-
Dasiddion that miner errers or “technical detects” /n @ iv hz#[‘d{’ G-
licatisn or Drder, do not warrant suppression i's always éé’C’ause
< 'ther +he Jéo’(/ﬁ’e ki?:fw the /a/éi’e{'/‘(;}f ot the acthorizing D032
GhEeral or the ofGaal was designated by name ln the apelic-
”?lgd/) put {haé ntormation wag ﬁmfz%:’o/ FMVV) the "?er%mzmj
Oraér .7 : :
hofe fore, allowing the (ourts © use Lie “Cord Faith Doctine”
or ‘Core conterns test © NoE fo suppress Jlilegally obtained evidence,

(10)



& a: Lhe stotute rf‘fi/uireﬁ under section 2sis 2518 (10)¢ad: ().
See Unred States us Callum, ¥10 F3d 5711.579-77 (9% ¢ir. 2005,
Uided Stades ve Fudde, 325 £3d ab 9/4-18 (7% cir 20030, United.
Saton vs. Tradclifl, 331 F3d 1153 1166~63 (10 ¢ir 20033 Urited

Sta&sv§£§jg/5szBA5#&527&9(6%0%2M6l

HAs the &avemmm%y politely suggest<d as allernalive argumentin
s " Briet (n Depesition that a Geed faith exceplivn shoald aprly
and sinde Petbioner’s (A Attorndd c/;c/n*% ralse itFor review Prior;
Dol lsioner, Now abfers reviea of dhis substandial Quesbsn as Dresened

And js Fipe for review.
7 avocabion of Leon T dhe TIiTLE TIL condeid r= misuided.

The -evception 1s relevant in CaSEs of Consbituliona | Suprression;

iLls adudicrally created execpticn dea Judiaally crealed
remedy 4o Pritect a Constitibienal right.

This hwever, 18 not @ conckiturdion al. case,; the Statute con-
A dhe Statale dees not Previde a ocd Fardl exception .

7!’7’0 LG/ on
L flself acknowledsed ak oral ardgu-

Hecoedingl U the Govéenmen
Ment in the Feartin Chreurt Lhe Su P REW £ Counrt has nevér imperted
e Cood 1aith €iception Sndd THle TIL 7 byt they s&f) are advie~
ating in Lhy f%/ﬁfrf)@li!/fi \'\1%/‘ Cood Fath reliance “and Hhat's that the
- Fourth Circuil /V/ajoﬁfg cpinier) sz/mp}bm)c/ 80 eroneausly, Precisely
whYy etdieneris fii’drfzz' for Rehearing isdire and a pPIopra te.

The languase and legic)ative histsrg of 4itle TIT, Stremgly wilitate
ggalnst ehgraf+ing ‘e Good Faith €x cepdion itato Title I warranhs.
F/Rs{/ Lhe } angudge in T} tHe ZIL. Prz/u/Z]é’S' 7%2{ 6/6/145/'0)0 is w%"g

(71)



oyvelusive gemedy for an illesally sbtained toarramb . Ta Constract 4o

the Liw Governing ¥ (phable cause un dor Hhe Bourth Pmendments he
faw dsverning electrnic Sucvelllince. vid woive JaP i< codibied in a Com -

Pre hensive 54:;7%7‘::/3 <theme Pronding ox Plielb revuirements, Procedures
snd Proteckiens. The Stahide is cloasr on ds Fface and sbes not Provide
for and wxcepbon e V/b/mé/on_{ Pravided by 88 2515 5 2518 (103(3). Cr /).
The Covecnment dees net have Yo Autherita 4o dizreaard $hice Judge-

Ments . T4 wiuid ereate a Conchtudisnal Cortroversy.

LIDSTNG BRGOMENTS

o Questisne befire This Court, tonceens Hhe inteororefatiins s the
Suppressian Drvisins o TiHe TL. 862515.2515 10> ¢ad.(ii). At
are oF a substindicl dearee and have a lo ndalhng effect-, as well ac otber
Substandial. arounds et Previsus J4 presented invilving subsartsal Conetftlonal
FSsues s inushing Hhe Gooel Fath Dackine * Deehed o Fourth Bmendmwends
Search  warrands  and THe TL's seehvn 2SI8 &),

T the Dahda's Petblsn tr Oerdorar) 1t asked whedhes l_'E)_Q_{ ”
jpaal dofect Hat appears iithin dhe Four Cornars of an otherwise
silistent wiredalP Order, ic “insuffacient sn itc face “ tndec $3518 (10D
(G . Peldbner Brunsn’s Wik of Cortiorar) askedd a simihr Sueadizn
Concermnd awm wiredar Orders Facial insatfidadencd . but FediNione ris
Freadld differs in Contrast i by Ordecs Hhat DiD NOT ConTAIN what
gk was reouired by dhe Statute in £2518 (4)(dS. The Dahda's
wietar Order had Nothing lacking, but had an “ SURPLUS SENTENCE "
nvaluing € 2519 (@)

Boith concerned a Sledudad interpreation of the Suppression prvisiont
Subaragiwph 8518 (INCDGD dmling with fFactal insufFiciency and P
Jiht s Yo different related holdings ameng Hhe Several aireutts i The
Supreme Court Granted the Deabe di. Podibion Lo - Cortiorar .
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iWhy then, shald Bransn's Petilion Br Oerdiorart and Rehearing rvé pe
Given 4the same ; ol MORE DF PN OPPORTUNITY ? T it because oF |
tzce ? T cannol belreve. the Supreme Cowurt rwuld be iwelhed

£ wse sustemic Racial bias 1 deteemine iwhich casee T review s
Just Lhree veas remored Lo Dabhdais Orimsn  inwbich <imilar byl
Cloacld diflrent rssues; and Dabhde received review wheve nothind toac

wrond 1h dhe Order, bud Felidisners dees have & stidubets ecrac, pad be
clenied  Tastice ab the Highest levelS
This Courd recadnized ¢he Puoblems “The Lower Counts in Varicus
contecks have debated Jusl which inck of defects subparagraph C7)
Covers .2 and Yed decided - "We need not- resolve these Guesbuns these
mand difRrent cases raise ' Astound iy, due o that- o/ bral. hesitatior,
tis Court has JeFt Caokusion 19 Condinue in Hhe Lower Cocwrt<c /
ek ag the Furth Circait has done , lawer Court< il Conbinue 4»
ust e Geod Faith Duchine” or Mis Heply Dabhde to china ‘0T
EVERY DEFECT ¥ Call 1or Suppressiin or €uwdn Combioue. allowsing a
Crtle * or Y Roterence Jo tha A PPliation Tdembidy Peguirements
jnstead of to Stitatrd reguived ‘name of Ha Pewson iy section
o5 18(4)d) . Sce. and Cém/,m,fe, Post Dabde cagses [/m’ffo/ﬂdéfs v
Rom erd , 2018 Dist Lexis 218754 CED. of TxD 4o United States .

DPrunson, W8 F3d 335 (4% cir 2020).

- CONCLUSTON

Plovarg Cobisarl review 1s woetalld needed o re—align +he lower
Cuirts s Just as it was sver Fordy years ago i _Giordeno and Chivez
(I974) for Presend day resokebitn f o P inent Stadatory Gueshir of
Inferonetadien also Cimprising a Coshidatingl Contrversy.
Thete are. o Guarandees Yhad e Covernments who s e Creature
26 Pakits, will contnwe 1 Folliw She Shatate -bd & DOT ‘recomm -
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f/n(fﬂijbn " i Clr f,u/ars as proven by Cdmmem%s lz{faﬁ Aetina 55//}:?713( )
Cooneral. » TJefFFerd B. Wall s wha himself 1n his Brref i Oppositian ¥
2alled 8 2518 COE) Todentitrcatim reguitements “Redindants” and asked

"“Why i+ was necessary s repeat in Ty duals neames i the Order? ”

~a

i5 o clear example oF why a Rehearing i% Pordinents and Hhnorable .
Bl o Lime when Sysdemic Kacisim i< boing bromght o 154t m
America’s Crinmnal Jushee Systeny , advecated by Yo Fublic «f large
and hecked b dhe New Adminiehationi The Sapreme Courd: 5629
on the Beach Nowd. has .a.in Gfrer funity % Stand in Jhe /‘/”megl e
Tustice and on Fhe Mgt side of He Lave of Statates , the Frest Canon
0F livs amd Cosltabion Ho Gidher the Hehha of a Naton aad
reshee. Public Trust- for Pesple of Color and Privacy Conceens in an

afe where cverdone and eversting 1S dne with « cell Phone!

Privacy o£ Hhe Public was o overriding Conceeny of (ngeess in e
THe ZL Fracess; especially whon the Caetnmert and Lower (oucte
have blurced Hhe Ines definesl by sthtate oo Lond . TE, Fotihin
5/’7044/,/ é& SrarPe a’iﬁ
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