supreme Court No._20-8277.
NINTH CIR, Mo.. 20-3588L.
Uspe Mo, . b:20-cv-05016-5A8.

In The
(Art.II17, $1)-[supreme.Court]-sic-(d.h.a.)

{"THE SUPREME COURT OF THE YUNITED.STATES'®)
See, 28 U.S.C. 8§ 451 and 3002(7T5)

Richard Wesley Bryan--Appellant/Aggrieved Party
making a special appearance as a
[sovereign-man-in his sui juris capacity]
In This aquitah157hmnofable "supreme Cgurt,"” sic

i

Vl

JEFFREY A, UTTECHT--Respondent--et al..

"petition. For.Rehearing.En.Banc®

Pursuant To The "SUPREME COURT," Rule 4h-respectively
via

pffidavit-~-Averment

Richard Wesley Bryan-[sui juris sovereign]
all-[natural]-rights reserved--(D.B.A,)--

BRYAN, RICHARD W,--
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Comes Mow, Richard Wesley Bryan, an aggrieved party (AP),
Timely Filing this "Petition For Rehearing En Banc, in good
faith, by Affidavit-averment; and swears under the pesnalty of
nerjury (within) the Supreme Uauws of the United States of
America, that the following is true, correct and complete, and
not meant to delay justice, but to promote justice.

This sovereign individual has First-Hand Knowledge of the
instant case; is competent to testify on the Constitutionally
Shielded "matter'!s" at hand; and this sovereign individual
hereby suwears to, Tell The Truth, The Whole Truth, and Nothing
But The Truth, So Help-[gﬂ]-"ﬁod.”

Therefore, this honorable "suprems Court," sic-(Article ITI.
§1)-of the paramount "Constitution-[forl]l-the Unitad States of
America," sic; (as opposed to the "SUPREME COURT OF THE 'UNITED
STATES,'"'sic, 28 U.5.C. §83002(15) and §451-respectively); is
obligated by LUaw to accept this sovsreigns justicishle-(Article
I17.)-claims, grounds, and meritorious allegations as the Truth,
and draw all rsasoconable inferences in favor of this sovereign
individual hecause his pleadino's contain sufficisnt factusl
matter that plainly shows that he is entitled to relief. ("...to
state a claim to reliaf thet is plausible on its face.") See,

Ashcroft.v..Igbhal, 556 U.S. 662, @ 672, 129 S.Ct. 1937, 173

U.Ed.2d B6A (2009)(citing, Rell. Atlantic.v..Twombly, 550 U.S,

544, @ 570, 127 S.Ct. 1955, 167 L.Ed.2d ... (2007)). A claim has
facirl plausibility when the plaintiff pleads factuasl content

that allows the Court to draw the reasonable inference that the
’ £

defendant is liahle for the miscnnducf alleged., Asbcroft, 8 678.
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See, Petition For Urit of Certiorari; the "SUPREME COURT DF THE
UNITED STATES," sic, pleinly made an erbltrary and capricious
decision by completely omitting the Shielded "issue's" which are
Constituticnal protections which must be adjudicated on the

merits. See also, Ericksan.v.. Pardus, ("Mevertheless, <2015 U.S,

Dist.lLEXIS> & pro se complaint must bhe liberally construed "how-
aver inartfully pleaded[.]l"), Id. 551 U.S. 89, 8 94, 127 S5.Ct,
2187, 167 L.Ed.2d 1081 (2001)(citation omitted).

As the Court is well aware, the "Courts may rely upon
uncontroverted factuasl allegations that are supported by

affidavits," Rimkus.v..Islamic.Republic.of.Iran, 750 F.Supp.2d

162, 8 171 (D.D.C. 2018).

The Federal Rule of Evidence 201(b) allows a court to
"judically notice & fact that is not subject to reasonshle
dispute because it...can be accurately and readily determined
from sources whose accuracy cannot reasonahbhly he guestioned.!

This Court knows that the Respondent/AG Ferguson DID NOT
file a "hrief in opposition," even though "admonished by the
Court." So how, exactly, did the Respondent win?; carrupﬁ powar.

fveryons knows that there is "long standing judiciasl preced-
ent," on a prisoner's State judgments and sentences in violstion
of the Constitution or its laws ér treaties of the Unitéd States
of America. Yet the $§451 "SUPREME COURT," has chosen, via, will-
fulness, malice, subterfuge and willful misconduck, to omit this
sovereign individuszsls justiciable-(Article IIT.)-cleims, grounds
and meritorious allegations; all of which are uncontroverted,
and a matter of record, and supported by affidavits.
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The issus's have been plainly articulsted in perspicuous and

intentionally deprived of his fundamental First Amendment Right
To Redress tham, by hoth the STATE and FEDERAL COURT'S; leaving
this sovereign individual, an aggrieved party, with NO REMEDY!!!
How can this be Uswful/Constitutional? Do the STATE and FEDERAL
COURT'S, and their judge's/Justice's actually have the power and
ar authority to deprive this scvereign individual his right to
he Heard? 4hat, thsre is "Justice For All," except for this man,
wha plainly has a vested Uiberty interest; an actual "stake" in
the ogutcome of his legitimate Lauw Suit(s).

This is a procesdure by which this sui juris sovereign-[who
has Article IIJ. Standingl-ask this honorable-{Article III, §1)-
"supreme Court," sic, to use its vested judicial pouwer of the
"Union" to vacate the-(28 U.5.C. §451)-"SUPREME COURT OF THE

'"UNITED.STATES,'" sic-(Id. 83N02(15))-"0Order," which is plainly

arbitrary and capricious. The "SUPREME COURT" knows that the
Respondent/AG Ferguson failed to File a "brief in opposition.”
There is plasinly no Lawful Justification for this absurdity; and
the "SUPREME COURT" and its Justice's gave NO Uawful Justificat-

ian for the denizl. See, no-answer default judgment.

dg novo, this extracrdinary case, which has extraordinary cir-
cumstances, and is truly unprecedented. Meaning, who has ever
heard of a prrson, let alone & sovereign individugl, Net Able To

Have His Application For His-["0Original”l-state, lWrit of Habeas

Corpus entertained; esp. when it plainly and adeguately pleads
justiciable claims; which ars of Immense Public Interest.
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This honorable "supreme Court," sic, and its Justice's know
that this soversigmn individuals judgment's and sentence's are in
fact "void judgment's"; there not only Yinvalid on their Face,"
they are not determined by a "court of competent jurisdiction,”
(RCW 102.,73.000), So the Nuestion is, why are [all]l the STATE and
FEDERAL COURT'S, and their judge's, including the §451 "SUPREME
COURT OF THE ‘UMITEDVSTATEE,'" sic, willfully depriving this
sovereign individual of his fundamental-Constitutionally Shield-
ed, First Amsndment Right To Redress, the undisputed diapséitive
fact that this sovereign-[an innocent-~£gﬂ]—has bean imprisoned
in violation af The Dmnstiﬁut&mn; specifically, but not limited
to this sovereign individuasls Constitutionslly Shielded Fifth &
Sixth Amandmént Rights. There is N True, "Bill of Indictment,"”
on either, challenged, jﬁdgment.& szntence, by a Lawfully con-
vaned Grand Jury. Everybody involved knows this fact.

How cén the §h51-"SUPRéME COURT," omit thess subaténtial
grounds, which this sovereign individual hes plainly & adeqﬁatm—
ly pleaded, via, affidavit., It is not only unconscionable, but
it is also plsinly unconstitutional; Shocks the Conscience.

So the Question is, is this "supreme Court,"” aic—(Articlé
III.)-an honorable Court of Equity, that is vested with thse
judicial power aof the "Union," going to sanction the arhitrary %
capricious denial of this sovere&gn individusls "Writ"? Is this

"supreme Court," sic, a court of law? Or is it a Court thet

in making its decision? See, rogue court., 0Or worse, "A self-
appointed tribunal or mock court-[like the §451 SUPREME COURT]-
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in whiéh the principles of law and justice are disrsgarded, per-
verted, or parodied." "A court or tribunal characterized by un-
authgrized or irregular procediures, s2sp. so as teo render a fair
nroceeding impossible." Sze, Kangareo court, Alk's Usw Dict.

This "supreme Court" and its Justice's have a perpetual duty
to protect this sovereign individuasls fundamental natural rights
which are "God" given, absolute and inaliensble.

Therefore this soveréign individuel prays that this ”supre%e
Court," sic, will do theg moral and ricght thing, and actually
make an approprizte determination an his justiciable-(Art. III)-

claims, grounds, and meritoricus allegations on his "Writ's,"
as law and justice require. This soversign individugl is entitl-
ed to relief; an squitable remedy, by a Court of Egulty.

Nate: to this "supreme Court," Justice's, the §451 "SUPREME
COURT OF THE»'UNITED STATES'" gmitted this soversigns "Motion To

+

Conpel Discavary," and his "Motion For Summary Judgment,t

Affidavit--Averment:

I, Righard Wesley Bryan, an aggrieved party, susars upan his
honor that he is filing this "Petition For Rehearing En Banc,"
in good-faith; and under penalty of perjury (within) the Natural
Laws of the United States of Americs. The foregoing is true and
accurate, and not meant to delay justice, but to ensure justice,
and is based upon this sovereigns First-Hand Knowledge, Under-
standing and Beliefs.

Further, affiant, Richard Wesley Brvan, Salth Neought.

Done this 28th day of the month of October, 2021, A.D..

Aichard Uesley Bryan-la SUi JUFLls SOVELELign)
gll-lnatursl)-rights reserved--(D.B.A,)~-~

BRYAN, RICHARD I, -~

DOC# BY3416 H-Unit A-0Z
Coyote Ridge Corrections Center
P.O0. Box 749

Connell, WA, 99326
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