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LIST OF PARTIES

[X] All parties appear in the caption of the case on the cover page.
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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

[ ] For cases from federal courts:

The opinion of the United States court of appeals appears at Appendix A to
the petition and is. ’

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[v is unpublished.

The opinion of the United States dlstrlct court appears at Appendlx to

the petition and is

[1] reported at ' ; Or,
[ ] has been des1gnated for pubhcatlon but is not yet reported or,
“[]isunpublished. "

[ ] For cases from state courts:

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

[ 1 reported at ; Or,
[ ] has been designated for pubhcatlon but is not yet reported; or,

[]is unpubhshed

The opinion of the ' A court
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[ 1 is unpublished.




JURISDICTION

[ ] For cases from federal courts:

. The date on which the United States Court of Appeals decided my case
was NVoVember i ,2020

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

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

[ 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).

_..[ 1 For cases from state courts: o

The date on which the highest state court decided my case was
A copy of that decision appears at Appendix

[ ] A timely petition for rehearing was thereafter denied 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. 8. C. §1257(a).



CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS INVOLVED

The £10n B™) Amendment o the united States ConStituhsn States \
(elevant Part OS"CO“ONS', |

(€8
NG Person ... Shall be Aeprweé of ‘rpe , hber+y OF Property, Without due process

GF inJ. .. ncr Shq“ any pﬂ'\'SD‘h bG %ULS@C* 'E'ir e 54».5 0%\5’{ +0 be. +W\f.€ Pv} v J .
of \imb ... ' “operdy oF Iy |
‘ \

us. CONST.I amend V' ‘

The Sican (e ) AMendment +0 +re United States In Celevant pact aS

Lol -

! '
In‘ all C riminal ProSecution | e accused Shall endoy e, Cight 1o q
Speedy and Public Hrial_by_an_impackial_dury of thne State_aund diStres

Whereirn tha Crime Siall have been Commibted, Wich district Shall have
‘Oeen previotsiy asgerkamed by law. | .

US.CONST. amend V|
Titie 13, UnitvedStares Code, Sechion 1262¢

’ ’thtb\-\—eé AChwities, '
() I+ Snall be Unlawil B Any Person employel by o as50Ciated Wit any
'Qn\.erpﬂs% enaqaeg n, OF e altvihes of Whaich szc;l-, lni—ws{-q(-e or chre, n Camme
+0 Ccondut or Pacticipate darec\—\\_'Orménf‘ed\ in g C ) e
aFfares ‘H\rovah A Patecn 0‘:;‘ oM orduct oF Such enterprise '€
_ Oac,ke’tmrmJ Aty I COllectign of an Untasuful deb-}.

3



ConSTTTUTIOML AWD STATUTORY PROVISIONS INVOLVED
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STATEMENT OF THE CASE
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CONCLUSION

The petition for a writ of certiorari should be granted.

Respectfully submitted,

m%m Dovis
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