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IN THE

SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES
PETITION FOR WRIT OF CERTIORARI

Petitioner respectfully prays that a writ of certiorari issue to review the judgment below.

OPINIONS BELOW

[ 1 For cases from federal courts: |

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

the petition and is

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[ 1 is unpublished.

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

the petition and is

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[ ] is unpublished.

[0'{ For cases from state courts:

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

[V]/reported at _2020 Ga.1EXIS '799 ; Or,

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[ ] is unpublished.

The opinion of the Cﬁ bb Corints >/ 5 Ufe" ol
appears at Appendix €. to the petition and is ’

court

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[is unpublished.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



JURISDICTION

[ 1 For cases froin federal courts:

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

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

[ 1 A timely petition for rehearing was denied by the United States Court of |
Appeals on the following date: , and a copy of the
order denying rehearing appears at Appendix ’

[ 1 An extension of time to file the petition for a writ of certiorari was granted -
to and including (date) on ’ (date)
in Application No. A .

The jurisdiction of this Court is invoked under 28 U. S. C. §1254(1).

[v{ For cases from state courts:

The date on which the highest state court decided my case was 0 6‘& 19 ZOZD
A copy of that decision appears at Appendix o

[ 1 A timely }>et1t10n for rehearing was thereafter denied on the following date
r, and a copy of the order denying rehearmg ‘

appears at Appendix

M An extension of time t rz%.ﬁle the Fetltlon for a writ E,f certiorari was granted = .~
to and including M2 (date) on Mz (date) in
Application No. ___A _ (ovder list: 589 Ua

See : Thursday, AMarch {9, 2020 order- APPM u .

The jurisdiction of this Court is invoked under 28 U. S. C. § 1257(a).
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/g*((o'BLf/, w% wot- ? %Msﬁmr(a)g Taig Caﬂe%@ft’m/ s ('miﬁal'e;ffg

Ul gy otmerule Timely dpplicafim for permissiovn 70 S al pursuap
Sgeetion (b) of Fus C&’f.@&?fm wmfzrr dlso fili gpemj notice of
appeal , Tae pellafe coust shhall Wiave jurisdiction declde 1we case
aligl| grawt the spplicatian . Thereaftey Toe cppeal stiall proceed égl/)w\}lifeé/
in Subseetion (g) of This Code Seetion .

28US.c6 oAt A decision ToaT is fiual coes VLOT‘neces;S‘en'l)/ wiean

foe lastorder possibly To e wade i 3 Case . Fusteed; 8 declsion by

a court “%7 o within That swall ¢lass which ally defermine clains
S O gh/ergs

of rigit sble from, and collareval 1o, 1 erted 1 e achum |
Too Twporfont 1o be denied review eud 1oo” indepeudent of Tne cause
visel€ 1o reguire Thet gﬂujllak coneideration be deforred ntil the
Whole dase 3 adjid(cated -



@CGIA? 9-14-42 ¢ Defenses and Objectiens - When and
How Wresented.

Q) W‘“@“ suswer presented. A defendant choll sexrve s answer
within JOdays afier the service of the cummons qud Complaiat
upon. him unfess ofherwise provided by afatufe. A cpss-clains
or tounter-claim shall not 'raguire on ShswWer unlécs one ‘i
g g&ed t9‘/ order of fhe Cou f/ Ind shall Zz’lfl?"OMaﬁca(ly stand

i o




STATEMENT OF THE CASE

Gﬁo ia Cour 1L0<p A—ppeats and the Qu/)reme Gm of Geor@;a
has o\e('/iﬁa B0 |'vm(u>ﬂ' ant Lederal question in away That ©» £licts with
the cecision of anvther State C urt of ldst resprt or of @ United Siates Comt
of Appeals.

Thie case is of such s’vmperaﬁ\e Fubhc wm povtance as o J‘usrz@ |
deviztion from pormal appé“afe pv;oﬁ'ce and 1o reguie ymmediate
Actermination (u the Court. See 20 Useg 2101[e].

In the cmcfev(\/(m ANl action @Ning rise ToThis '}:e'Tﬁ‘c'an , the
Superior Court of Cobb Bbundy, Georgis,” defried Koroma’s “jucament by
befout”mofion and “Mofion o Strike “defendants gpecza*/ peavaice

anowet and respnses to Apellant d feaov ecfz. Please s
ATPADIX C - i pre ey TR -

On August 4, 20, Geogia Bourt of Appeals anﬂTeJ [ titioners
apglleation @x diseretionary revew Uitder OCGA.§5-6-25(]). Please
see ARRDIX D. The ordel directed Korows, To Pile 2 Notice of Appeal
Winin Ten days with the trial court f he has ot already dvne . OCGA.
,@wa/agg?,g

imposes a mandatory obligalion on 8n appellont tofile a
Notice of Appeal within [0daye of fhe ranting of o discretiovery apesl.
The propar aud Tivvely filing of 3 notice o sppeal 75 on dslute rquu’wemcnf
o confer Jun'sd[cﬁ‘m vipon The appedls court ond The burden is ‘vipem The
W“&n* h file 5 ‘L'Wuely NDﬁCf’ of APPG@, Cee MDH{’W;‘}P VAE ) A—I‘O“'SI HCL/
b2 Ga.App. 695, (28%"5€.2d 592 ( 1962)) - ;

On July 47,20, Koroma fied s notice of2ppeal after filing oF
fe s ”"@”éﬁ iy . ol fuet T%QP@’ o i
ue, The Notie of Appe e dhire, was Tiwmely - =t€ namaley
V. Cénr, 757 Gz égtf /:)(3@ 3 2&’9’&3{:487]). ﬁamia%! v, enaell, 274 .
Ca. 10701) (549 DE. 24 posY2001). ~ /

1



STATEMENT OF THE CASE

On August (b, fotl, Koromd filed 3 second notice of 2ppe

affer toe ragvf of the application, but wes not-docketed until

Beptembel! 13, 2016, when The Court of Aopeals received oin Sppesl ,
0

record fiow Cobb Supefior Court . Please see APPIX V. As 5 result
the ackioms and owmmisions of deferdants, Koroma's 2ppeal was

disniissed by the Court o€ Appezls . Please see APPENDIX .

Korowa £iled a motion to establish ﬁ’(c’ng dote with the triz
Court. On Septender 40,2018, honorable Judqe A - Gregory Poole
ovderd he clerk of Cobb Superior Coul t 4o retransmit the record ana
Feoneoriot fo Tne Court-o€ Appeals because the July 27, 20w Notice oF
APDQ&' es3 "thely upon fhe ﬂmaw‘r‘af AfSCddTwary 3ppea - Pleage see
AdeamiX F.

On Deceuber -1, 2018, Kovowsa delivered by Lertiied Mail
Return Receipl o The De parfmeint of Adwtinistr ative Services - Kisk

Mauaqouyient Diuision and the defendaits hercin ol in This couplaint
notice of Claims s fothe negligent and deliberale indfference condu

exlubifed by fhe defendante™ No respomse wes genersted - Please gee
APPENDIX T .

On June 6, 2019, Petitioner Pied the aboe-styled Gmplaint against
efeudonts Kotli Lanhaw, Rebeces Keaton, ond Tiw Lee, Cﬂgb County
minisston , Chairwan -7

On June 11,2019, Jud June 12,2015 defendant Kothilanham cud
Peheres Keaton wee served the ariging] Complaint by, The Cobb lounty
Sherift’s deputy, fespectively . Proof of Service was 'ﬁ'kd withh e
Cobb County S%r(or Court wiinin 3 business doys . Defendonts ketti
lanham and Kebecca Keaton failed fo pt/esem‘t—% wiely answere atter
e gervice of summens and complain b upon Hhem . See APPENDIX T -

o Coorty Serif? depuly sttompted Service fo My Trualec (forwel |
iy A Dt G gty ol S T

-:i’o.



STATEMENT OF THE CASE

defendent M the gn'j{;’nal Cmrwpiain/h MrTim Lee wes o [engeir
€M IvyecP with the Cobb Gunty Commission when Seriice was a#wp\‘ecl
by 1Phe depu

- Helitioner awended his complaint and named (obb County Comm-
{esion 2o defondent in the Case on July 4, 2019~ The amemdél complaint
telates back 1o the original date of fhe somplaint becouse the amended
COMP)aimL aises oul of Hhe some conduct, Trausection, or occurvence
giving rise 1o the original complaint- T tne omended complaink Retitioner

vecasgt his pl’eaéﬂrgs dnd imcorporates by reference his prior dfsclosure
Sbatements, sumiens, and Sherffs En of Sexvice’ for defendant Kaffi

lanham and defendant Rebecca Keaton. Please see APPENDIX £ Ste
also 00GA - § F-11-55(3); § &-1l-15(¢) -

@n A\}:‘gugf 8, 20’9/ C{E%Qd@n'f aobb GOW’)"}I C‘bmm[sgfbn W@\g .
served Yot Hie oriqina) Gomplaint eud The owehded compleint by (obb
County Sherif¥ depitty- Hro of Service was filed in ﬂaeﬁn‘aicou within
= bilsiness doys. On Auoust 8,209, defendents Kotfy Lenhowm 2nd
Keloecca L/eabzv wore served the ‘amended am]&{}laim by (9bb Coum‘y
Sherift deputy 28 well. Dreof of Seivice was filed with the Hial educt
Within 5 budiness deys. Soe APPENDIX W

?n Aug]usv% 8 2019 fiffy- seven (57) deys after been served the
origial con int, Aefendont Rebecc keatn presents dnswers 1o the
eompla(n’r, fe APPENBIY K. o

On hugust § 209, Fifly- cidht (8) days offer heen ered the
origina) Wpﬁa"ﬁ, defendant Katfi ém am Pvzfem‘s anawers o the
Co pla(M’ . Dleage _See APPENDIX K3d -

On fuguet S, 2019, Pefitioner Hled 2 Tudgment by Defoult motion
i’ii Lanham snd Rel(o‘ecca kéafvn 1%713811 !

aqoinst Ka lure 12 @)z/esmf dﬁmel)/
aeagwetf o The én'gjvv:'af complaint afier The Service of Qunmons and
clampla‘mf upon ‘Him - _See. APPENDIX L .

A1.



STATEMIENT OF THE CASE

On Au ugf g 2019, defendent Cobb County (mmission {iled
Twne\y regpone s hovever, Tne answers were pever VT fred Linder
path \/Ttne (bl Counly Qomimission even fhotigh they gfahzd/ "Dlainti®
has acted i bao\ Fatfh ¥ bﬂngmaq thia aclion, 1S being sfubborMy [itigious,

and Causing aé defendants uweccess Uble &mf expeises, Tereby en ti
defendentz To vecover teQsond Ie ey’ fees and eypemg @Jrﬁgam’fﬂ//
Sep ADPENDIX K. 1d Afiffeenth def’eme

On A s{: 2019 Peﬁhunaf Srved defendant Qbb: CbmH\/
(fDWtMc@swu R ﬁr MIGIcNS ect v Production of Documents
and Thinge , avus! Jmferr atorres . The ne onses and olpjections pmwd@/
oy Tae Lok Cunty Commtssion had o verification stefement oud Were
never submitled undey oathh . Please see APPENDIX AR; S

On October 3,209 , Pe,Tlemer 7 rxywd Lith efror T contacted
(bbb Coun Cbmm:swn Tl/)r h Councel pu uan o Unifarm Superior
Qourt Rule, Bule ¢4, to provide zmwers with verification umder
O3t Cobh Counly Comission foiled o piovide verfication . Sge_

APENDIX H -

On October 22, 2019, Petitioner td Pled a motion fo Strike all the
defendent's answers aud Vesponees because defendents Kai [anbham
and Rebecea Keaton are in defoul and muct not be ollowed 1o def’end

0; >wst ﬂae Com) loint further 4s They have failed To wake on g showing
O&flu/l ede{aulf rsuant o OCCA. & G-{1-12/3) - -595.
As h efendant C@bfufoum" Cbmwusston/ me have ﬁfle/hﬁmvcdc
VeriPieation fo Their answers A responses o m@r@@bm@f

see APPEMDIX G -

On Novewer 21, 21)19 [one a%r Retitioner has filed his motiom
#loasmke efindants Kot lonnael and Rebecca Keaton pr oidle v@ﬂﬁmhm
ww@% ie2 dicctedd o The (056 Gundy Commission- efmonea has filed

1 by ¢ defau Vl/w ion against Kot [ouham fM Releces w‘a‘h

aW(s  Lankiowm, gnd Tebecca Kedton <howld

",



STATERENT OF THE CASE

defend (ﬂi’mgﬂm gompheint ficther or file any veri fications o
inTerfoqatovies nof difected o tnem Decause They are n defoult and
heve viot-made any Showiig of opening The defoulth See APPENDX X
On January 0%, 2020, (obb County Superior Chur f-clenied R titioners
"Motion fpv A Judgment by Default “ ond “Motim fo Strike " without
hold(g) any lr;ean'g . Please_see APPENDIXC -
efitibner sought appeal on these ﬁrounds :

ument Hrat Katli lapham and Rebecea Keaton

1. The repeetion of the
are deew"aulf. il

2. The fejectien of The Srqument st d@fémd&uJ% katli Lanham  [Rhara
K%V‘DW} | sud Cobb Coun ﬁ[%mmﬂ/)ﬁlon ayswers fo the eompiaiﬂ%md
( espoNSes Mdfswvevy e struck -
s verified.

7. The I”eJE&ﬁDYl o8 Hhe Contentionthet Refitioners Lomplaint 1

Petitionerd appeal was Hspissed by The Georgia (burtof esle B
o e 51,2@25 - Pfeace[g:e APPEND)X/,’T)A{)-

| WM%OFjurt‘Scficﬁon on M
Dstitionev Lled a p%ﬁ'ﬁn B 8 writ of gerfivren in The Supreme
QCourt of Georqia - The petition was den od on October 19,2020,

Dlease see APPENDIX B.
Notice of Tntention 7o Pefition fox e wrif i

Pefitioner has filed 3 | & writ
of Gifiorari “ 11 The Georgia Court of Appeals and outlined The issues

" 1o be PVEQQ(ME(} i Thic Coirt - This W‘h'ﬁan ENSUES -

3



REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION

Geoyaia Courk o Apedls has entered 2 decision i conflict
W\.‘h’\ O%A'g ‘I’ﬂ; «“—'i e Whem “f‘ﬁe caw‘/t' 8‘{3‘23 :h g;arf-/ u P&T(iﬂk
Kevoma, e Plalutift fu fue tnderlying defion, filed botth 21 app licaton
focdiscrgtionary appeal and & diveet appeal Lo Hhe trial court’s order
denving his wétion ¢ default judgment and motioh to strike the de-
fendants special appearance answers and responses fo Koroma's discovery
requesfs. ~However, ‘the order fiat Kovoma seeks | agpea( is non-final,
which leaves the case pendin befove The tial Court. See Ware v. H@y,i/
Storage , 271 G2 -App. 339,051 (414 S€.2d 240)(191¢) (Thedental ofd
Wotion By default judqwent is an tnterlocutory ruling which is nof dhireclly -
Bppealable). This E)Ou - Thefore dismissed Korowma s QPP/[Cé)ﬁUn' Lrdlis™
Mﬁﬁo‘"@‘)’ appeal, noting Hat Kovoma was required fo'tise e inter—
appea | precediites —indluding opfaining o Cerfificafe of Twmed -
afe Réview from The trial court —10 dbtain gppellate review. See
Koroma v. Lanham, Applicalion N® AZOD 02877 QLSM(SSCA Februar
{4, 2020). Gee slso, OCGA ? 5-6-34(b). FOr the Same reason, we lack -
is hemby DISMISSED ,,,-"See

Jurisdiction over his Jirect appesl, whi

ATPENDIX A .
ch denied both his Motion to

Korowa apyeafeci an erder whi ' .
Strike and j’ud ment by default motion. An order ‘v:am"% or denying
B Wwotim 1o d?s?zt'lso or 3 wichin 1o strike shiall be sibject 1o ditect: Jpea/
I accordance with Subsection (3) of! o Sution 5-6-34- Hlewse see

OCCA .5 a-1i-11-1@).
oals decision 78 also v conflict \%;7;0\

The Georgia Court-o Ap
& = Ty : )
OUGA & 5-6-24°(3) (13) &Mﬁ fgéflef/ aLfP‘e@‘Smj’_Yffﬁa‘;iﬁ;”{ﬁ ments
siate-widé (ness
or fribanals

\ P-the Buperiov Courts, The Georgis 51
gg&’((—rfu !;”p:f(me ﬁ“?u”ﬁgnai Gity C’grﬁ/ and ?% OTE?MW w“g’w WP This
which appeals sre wm«aﬁz@ by %; 09%[ v Pumawfﬁ) (Lede Section

@/219 .- (13) All \)’udgmenfs or
14,



A-il-11.1.7

The Courtof Appeals of éeergj ewtered a decision (n con€lict
W,\'Wt deergions (n Elgdon v. Stete Bd. of Eeqen‘fs , 994 F. Supp - 2d 1312
(2008)/» 3fefe v. Cash, 298 G=. Qo (2045); Cohen v. Beneficial Tundus-
Corg., 337 UL, 54{,69 S-Cr. 1221, 43 L.Ed. 1528 /1a4q); Kaufwmzn
- (Meckers Drive-In Regfaucants, Tnc-, 127 F.2d. 472, 894 (It*%
Cle- 194 T) tn Wh ich . Hese decisions estaplished That, 2 dedision izt
% final witain fhe Weaning 0F 20 USe £ 1291 does ust necesseril
wiean The lastorder pssibly o be imade (n & Case. Tustead, & dedsien
bzca cour F Mbg be Wit that swall class which fihally defermine
elaims of fight Separab(e from , end collcteral fo, 1t Wis agserfed in
the action f?bo imporant fo be denied review and’ Tod’ (ndepmdent of e
cause ftself to vegaire oot appellaf » consideration be deferred valil fhe
Whele case 15 &a\f]udicafad .

The deciaion o (b Superiov Cour ewiered Jomary 02,2020 (s jin
conflict Wita OQCGA -8 a-11-55 (3) $Q-1l- 12(3): 29~ 1-114/8);
& q-11-11.1(c); ¢ 1-11-15(¢), Timee-Journa) Jae v. ou%ui! Breaddsti
o 726 G5 613 117 €. 2d 64 (170); (hapuan v. Comumercial Batk,

/

708, Go. 593, 08 5€.2d bo3(1952).
Cobb 5u(>e«fo/ Cour?t vu\ec/i ' ) part, ” The Court fluds izt the

Special Apperance er was Timely filed i pes pmse To fue Service

o&f- : 131;?&?(} ama/tfzjw CDMplaMT. /Js élﬁné dv’éc@ve T@(ng'i Fie oot

finds first, that OCCA-&q--11L 75 snapplicable- cond, defudanTs
oo Dafendants Subsequently filed & Second Rule 5.2 Gorfificale,

deﬁ’é?{n ceryice of verifications of defendants Keaton and Lenhems
tevroqatories . Plawtiff anques that os the littial Fezponses Were
not verified ey should be sfrack . The Court frnds that tae Sanction
of Striking the 1eSponses would be too drasfic snder The Circumstances,
4s the (eurt Can See ho harin as & result of failin T ndude The

verifications in the actia/ response ... Dlesge see APPENDIX C -

15.



The defendent brought by swendment lies recelved
notice of T, inshitufion of e aeficn. Please sce APPENDIX T -
Cobb (‘/oun*g‘;COmm‘mglon Knew or shoyld have kuown it but for 2
migtake W"Y«\? Tue. idewtity of Tue proper porty, the action would have

peen brought 3404 sf h

- efrtioner’s_awended complaint relafes hack fo fhe ddfe ofthe
¢ m?r\h compl'av;l’r‘ Dﬁ%@mﬁ{ Kat Lanham and je[oeccfw, éﬂegﬁp wede
origin SUMMONS a3 eV ‘ erifT S
2 Ge)rvcce% §é@ y) P@;;v;ﬁ ;)«(\/Jz%m s evidenced by The Snext 7% bty

Cob County (bimmission was cserved both the m'gt’na/ é'omp(aiwf
and omended comploint as well. Sbe APPENDIX T .

~ Pettioners Complaint is o act i fuifterauee of The cight 4o
’h’[(om overament Br 3 redress of- gricvances in amnection wiflian issve of
uloh% (i(terest or Concern and wos tndex Considerstion @y (bbb County Superior

uet .

, Deferdants have accused Relitioner by aloiming Tel WPainticr
has acted in bag fatth i bringin Yis aclion s beig stubbomly (itigious

. W / 9 /
and Calging defendents nnecessaty trouble gnd expenses, “fier emt?ﬁé,:j
defendants o recover reasonable afforneys fees apd expenses .éFY [ifigatro
Plesge e APPENDIX K Fifleenth defense . See also H 2qemann V- &n‘y of
Merietto, 287 Galpp:" 1, 660 5:€.24 Sp3 (2007).

Rt .~e{jgf (58) deys affer been seved the origina) compleint
crefendent za‘&i nhaut seived answers fothe complain. H’nyfseven
(57) days after been sopved The origing] Complaint defendant Reveece-
Vot served answers fo The plaiat:

o b Dﬁ%@a«gﬁ 3 a%afh [uaonhamav{tld Rebeccs Tgeadefa?’ aﬁ o Tﬁe@y;&ﬁf%
ave Vol made showing o ing The gerautt -
ey b ] % A ot 1 e 7

16.



Cobp (ounty (ommission never provided verificafion 4o their
A0swer gnd responses to ohgaovery mfmsfg.

The Furfeenth Awendment Drbids » stole o “deny any person
within its Aurisdiction the @af Profection of the lewe.” (i/f <, z/mgﬁ
AwmendmenT XIV .

By Profection tvbids tuequalty Tet facks fustiication.
The denial bE Koromaé mation to strike sid fu{jmwfc}y defauelt motiors
bears no_“ations/ relafimship”o o legifima jovemmzw‘ WUpoSE
The diswmissa/ of fetitioners c'@mflain iccrimbiated him and denied
him equal prstection of the low-" The defendants’ failure o provide i
ﬁ'vy\e(\/ answer and to veri Tfy anawer aud cﬁisaovﬁry ezt coes not show
2 comfelk%g sfafe (wterest'in a case jnvelving “undomentol and stafu-

fory right 7o peliT oner. heir toilure does nof Show 4 "fmos‘fal/btl'&ﬂe/

f elaf?éﬂ “pusis 1 e achievement of “inporTont goernmental chjectbes”
o ctdard tefeced o 3¢ infermedizte “or “heightened “cendiiny -

The denial o teview pefitioners case (s o denial of Eouial Poted-
ion o€ e [aws To pefcfioner.  Compare Sturm v. Clark, 833 F.2d 1009,
totb =17 (34 Cir. 1987); Doe - Sporks, 733 F. Supp- 227, 2%5-34 (W.b,,
bas, 1990) » Flowers - V. Fauver, 083 F,Qupp 981, 785 (D-N.J. (988) -

, The January 02,2020 order has wnelively detenmine the
disputed duestions of verificefion of* pleadings and defult, resolve
aut wpor Yout 133ue completely seporate from the wertts of the aclion,
aud effectively unreviewable', on appeal ffom 2 final Jidqment. The
tollaferal at fssue invojved asserfed rights the legal and practical velve
of which would be destiyed V€ not vindicated befare Tria). Please
see Unifed Stafes v. Mbiuson, zoof U S-Distr., 18XIS 20555 (2001)-

This case 1 of grea‘f' public ‘eoncerin, Gravily, and iiporfance as
o call fov an exercise of Tais Courts &Aper\f/isgty ng/ver. g

17.



County SHorney’s sud lower csurfs, knowin Yece 1§ no
ne afive cbnc j{“e’“@eg fgufar vwla’res (hafes of |nd, emL rofe
§M+S %} with Fvlous taclics designed only fo d
distupf. A pradice contrery o The basic nets oF /W

Thig Cage 13 Wt m‘awfwofmlay to pefttioner fowﬂv Dﬁﬂelfs
s(wmlmflzsmafed lere nofices of ppeals are nat-ds wely
by the l ke ; where apeals are dismissed s¢ 2 resuH' oP ﬁms aondvo"-
nofices of claims are i nored domplaint wo/' iwely ansuered ot 110
answered afell; (effers m“jood dn’(/t dls &nle 'Z 2 led in State
Courts nor-heard, but su many demied lswussed

e would be vear] !w/zpofs:ble o Coum‘ ﬁfze VluWLb&V @('/2 ca&cs
(’ﬂ‘ins o«Pﬁqu‘am{s 20 cases) submife g (ihmafes 1\%
ProJe lhgams been o?tsmfssecf il h n au!foﬁ’fheur own hen
3n (mmafe submites 2 alm i the Prison wal syg L heor she has
no contTrs! what ha ns nex’r Prison Personne s# oﬁﬁae clerks
and dourt clerks defermine witether a f cs tme or nof
by Wolda mtwefeghms Defw to docket™ Hiwmel rece cﬁf‘wz s
tewductthaf has resulredh Wl inwales havidg fo spend the yeyfm"
Hheir ies in pmov\ ARany tases Hiat wavronted “reversals due o acfuel
yamocehce ancl manifest ;\éjus”bce sre never reviewed or heard

Defitione've lower courfs declsion are not ouly erroneous, buf the
na}rwnal lmpor’f@vwe of hiaviug -the Supr a/me Court decide the
yeanvted Would ey aVld court decess ﬁf alass of /Dm Je &M%‘r

emL fV)MaJPs lers, and would minim ays I dockehing
Wlm ize denials and Alcmissale - These wDuld Joe ympo«/b/e o Aertome

witfiot Taie courts nfervention.

1 As 20 %Q\MP(Q of "“frivels vsfactics d€‘$ljvleo\ owl vade[a), oud A.rm‘:ﬂ' aPPQEV‘S n APPFNDICE&_:_{_.
and APPENDIX Y, Kovomd's SMgIe ‘Notice of Appeal,” filed Jauuary 21,2020,
AVPEND|X l__ Kovomas s‘wlg‘e pefihn Ror A\’Peaj'“f'o G - Cour tof Appeals (Cor)~ The COAS
ovder of March 31,2020, wherein it explici H)' states Koroma €iled both o dlscvefma,rv »aPPea' and

13,



1.

(continued)

a direct appeal is unfounded and presents misleading f‘m‘brmaﬁan/ cousi ,'af,la anatzlus’sV&'Pﬁ"?"
w the administration of justice  especially for prose audfor indigent litigants. Korerma
never filed fwo aﬂ;ea\g as auegea“. SGCIIJ/CG_A.é‘j—é—Z#/a),”ye tenced tn fh(’.\jdt’i‘fc‘lcﬁoﬂaf
statement jn Koroma's appes! 15 COA. _

Avother eyam'ﬂe is found in APPENDIX € _, wherein fhe'ordef denyi DcP:au‘H J}d men a.n'cf
Mofin 1> Strike explicitly states pefitiener ”Neither cnmplm‘w'fs wefe vec’nﬁedowhen FeT:hcnev
vetified both his original’ and awended complaints. Please'cee APPENDICES | and -

Denizle, diswiissals , OF convidhions obtained thrugh aufregﬂeous 9ovemmen'ftﬂﬂ'5(°ondud’ ‘
st “sliocks the conseience ” offtnds Hhe Due Process clause of the Constrtvtion .

CONCLUSION

The petition for a writ of certiorari should be granted.

Respectfully submitted,

4?‘3/[0\3—./0/ g .

atick Kevtoma, prese
GNCT 100 144 3675

Date: @O(‘Om‘ﬂo,{_- l( ¢ 2@@




