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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES
Jasper Crook,
Petitioner,

v.
Robin Shea, 
Respondent.

Case No. 21-5442

MOTION FOR RECONSIDERATION

Petitioner, Jasper Crook, here and now, humbly submits this motion for 
reconsideration in recognition of the order enter on November 1, 2021 denying the 
petition for a writ of certiorari and states,

1. Petitioner was denied the ability to serve Defendant/Respondent the summons 
and complaint in district court.

2. Petitioner was denied the ability to move forward with this case and serve 
the summons and complaint in appeals court.

3. Petitioner has been denied his inalienable right to defend his person and 

property. SEE Exhibit A - 16A Am Jur 2d - Guaranty of free justice and open 
courts "justice shall be administered to all without delay or denial(emphasis 

added)", "These guaranties cannot be destroyed, denied, abridged, or impaired 
by legislative enactments."

Petitioner as of yet still has not received his day in court nor any justice for 

legal injuries that are enforceable under 42 U.S.C. 1981 and 16A Am Jur
Constitutional Law § 613. Guaranty of free justice and open courts, "justice shall 
be administered to all without delay or denial"(SEE Exhibit A).

In light of Petitioner's motion, he is thankful and grateful for the preservation 

of his rights and the protection of this court to remand this case back to the 

district court with instructions to grant the service of the summons and complaint 
on Respondent as well as to oversee a trial by jury which is Petitioner's 

constitutional right, including but not limited too, the guaranty of free justice 
and open courts.

hegBVED
bEC ? i 2021

Dated: November 29, 2021 Respectfully subipi£ted,
HUS.

RECEIVEDUCC/1-300 without prejudice 
Jasper Crook, Beneficiary anc 
Administrator of the United 2 
of America, and Pro Se litige

tatDEC -7 2021



IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES

Jasper Crook, 
Petitioner,

v.

Robin Shea, 
Respondent.

Case No. 21-5442

DECLARATION OF JASPER CROOK

I, Jasper Crook, declare as follows:

I am the beneficiary of the United States Constitution and California

Constitution by birth right and the executive administrator of my 9th and 10th

Amendment rights. I have a right to defend my reputation against damning lies

that affect my real property. No fees are required for the beneficiary,

appearing Pro Se, to conduct judicial business or in defense of his

constitutional rights.

16A Am Jur 2d, Constitutional Law, § 613. Guaranty of free justice and open

courts

"In most of the state constitutions there are provisions, varying slightly in

terms, which stipulate that justice shall be administered to all without

delay or denial, without sale or prejudice, and that the courts shall always

be open to all alike.44 These provisions are based largely upon the Magna

Charta, Chapter 40, which provides: 'We will sell to no man, we will not deny

to any man, either justice or right. / // [emphasis added]

"The California Constitution contains no such provision, but, nevertheless,

by the enumeration therein of fundamental rights, guarantees the right to

appear personally in court in pursuit or defense of a constitutional right,

whether of person or property. O'Connell v Judnich, 71 Cal App 386, 235 P664,



holding that the right to acquire and protect property must of necessity

include the right to use all proper and legal means to accomplish those ends,

that a person having the lawful right to acquire property has under the

constitution the equal right to the perfect enjoyment of that property and

that, as a necessary incident to that right, the full power accorded to all

appearing in person to prosecute or defend actions for its protection or

preservation[emphasis added]." (SEE Exhibit A - 16A Am Jur 2d, Constitutional

Law - § 613. "Guaranty of free justice and open courts")

I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on November 29, 2021, in Hesperia, California.

UCCt/i-30jSr without prejudice 
Jasper Crook, Beneficiary and 
Administrator of the United States 
of America, and Pro Se litigant
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EXHIBIT A

"16A Am Jur 2d, Constitutional Law 
§ 613. Guaranty of free justice and open courts"
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<-«'>Ns I ; iV LAWI’dV" J"1:
uisite lor a n.> tin; Has -usramed/0 as have rules

Pre*Tations requjriu.’ >oca! i< NUteti- e |iTf'Otuit:ur<;i public employment/’7 or for 
fC*ployment imuramc brnelits « ^n| “pa-eoil" regulations'or policies of 
‘“nffes or universe-ev iv.juinng unmarried fua-tmu- undergraduate students 

••side in campus donmtones or residence hails have been upheld agamst 
‘^allenge that ihev unconstitutionally violated the right of travel of 

^flents.®9 Also, a village zoning ordinance prohibiting occupancy of one- 
StU ilv dwellings by more than two unrelated persons, hut allowing occupancy 
fal11 ? , number of pm sons related bv blood, adoption, 
bv an'

travel-

§613

or

or marriage, was not 
transients and tiius did not violate a person’s right of interstate

Protection of right from interference by private parties.
jjje constitution.!) agin of interstate travel is a right which is secured not 
ly against governmental interference,41 but also against interference by 

°rivate parties.42 Thus, the constitutional right of travel of Negro citizens will 
j,e protected against interference by private parties through intimidation,
threats, or assaults.”

(612

7. Free Jr stiof. and Open Courts; Remedy for All Injuries

i § 613. Guaranty of free justice and open courts; generally.
f" In most of the state constitutions there are provisions, varying slightly m

teenth Amendment; (3) that whatever might be 
the sources of this nght of free movement—the 
right to go to any stale or slay home as one 
chooses—it was an incident <>{ national citizen­
ship and occupied a high place in our constitu­
tional values; (4) that although a state could 
impose narrow and limited qualifications to this 
right of free ingress and egress, i state had no 
power to pick a citizen up and forcibly remove 
him from its boundaries where there was no 
basis of extradition; and (5; that whether the 
hght of ingress and egress eras bottomed on 
the privileges and immunities clause of the 
ourteenth Amendment, lire commerce clause 

basic liberty inherent in national cuizen- 
shlP. a state could not take it from a citizen.
^notation: 27 L Ed _vi 862 § 7.
5 Sosna v Iowa. 419 US 393, 42 L tid 2d 
”2,95 s Ct 553

565 P2d 159, revd on other grounds 437 I S 
518, 57 1 Ed 2d 397, 98 S’Ct 2482.

38 Where claimants of unemployment insur­
ance, after losing their jobs in New \ ork City, 
moved to their native communities in Puerto 
Rico, which was an area of high persistent 
unemployment, the denial of compensation 
the ground that they were unavailable lor work 
did not deny their constitutional right to travel. 
fh» right to equal protection of the laws, or 
du'ir A-e process rights. Patino v Ca'.herwood, 
29 NY 2d 331, 327 NYS2d 638, 277 NE2d 658.

39. Povnter v . .
Supp IIS?; Pratz v Louisiana Poly tec imclnstt- 
lup* (WD La) 316 F Supp >-■/-. a..:, .j. i 
1*004, 28 L Ed 2d 541, 91 S Ct 1252.

AnroiHtion: 31 ALR Fed 813 § 5[.
40. Belle Terre v Boraas, 416 US 1, 39 I. F,d

37 w n 2d 797, 94 S Ct 1536.
Com ,cnCanhY v Philadelphia Civil Service
U54'’ 424 US 643 47 L Ed 2d 366, 96 S Ct 41. §611, supra.
rW‘H®pat,V's requirement that. c -ffin v Rreckenridge, 403 US 88, 29 L 

ard f'^?1 *** municipality); 9* ,,, Toe Qi S ‘Cl 1790; United States v(board ofEaUCd,,°n ^OOhic) 52R fSd 62| Ed 2d 3SS,| jo L F.d 2d 239, 86 S Ct 
education rule requiring Sob US ***

“Ar'“dt™..... >■„, ,i„ cuy, ,a»oo!:af l

“^onstitj?^ residents of thej ftaw «|.?t US 745, 16.U B4 2d 239, 86 S Ct
numSiUt,0na‘ since it violated the right df V

^Rian.Hi Hicklin v < hbeck (Alaska) **76.

on

Drcvdah! (WI) Mich) 359 F
or a

Bo

' r
557* v;

lJfr
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, la ’ldnunistt'rt’d to all 

« purpose or .He Magna Ghana ^

\Tr^^pM(1793) Art 1. §4; West VtrgirtBO| 
s 17- Wisconsin (1848) Art 
(1901) Art 1, § 13; Mississip)^ 
Montana (1889) Art 3, 5 6;-?JSrjj^| 
Art 1, §8 State ex rel Shprt||* 
Okla 66, 256 P 704, 52 ALR 3^|||

The Constitution of Ohio 
(Ohio Const Art 1, § 16) that 
open, and every person, for an 
in his land, goods, person, or.jrg 
have remedy by due course 6|| 
have justice administered wi£j| 
delay. Cincinnati Gazette Co^ Wa 
Ohio St 548. ' ^

son v Jennings, 27 Colo 187, 60 P 354, Day 
Day. 12 Idaho 556, 86 P 531; Henderson v 
State. 137 Ind 552, 36 NE 257; Hanson v 
Krchbtel, 68 Kan 670, 75 P 1041; Universal 
Adjustment Corn, v Midland Bank, Ltd., 28 
Mass 303, 184 NE 152, 87 ALR 1407; AhmedIs 
Case. 278 Mass 180, 179 NE 684, 79 ALR 66J; 
Re Peters. 119 Minn 96, 137 NW 390; State ex 
rel. Davidson v Gorman, 40 Minn 232, 41 NW 
948; Coffman v Bank of Kentucky, 40 Miss 29; 
Re Chambers's Estate, 322 Mo 1086, 18 SW2d 
30, 67 ALR 41; Ex parte French, 315 Mo 75, 
285 SW 513. 47 ALR 688; Randolph v Spring- 
field, 302 Mo 33, 257 SW 449, 31 ALR 612, 
later app (Mo App) 275 SW 567; British-Amer- 
ican Portland Cement Co. v Citizens’ Gas c.o., 
255 Mo 1, 164 SW 468; Malm v La Moure 
County, 27 ND 140, 145 NW 582; Re Lee, 64 
Okla 310, 168 P 53; Ex parte Ellis, 3 Okla 
Crim 220, 105 P 184; Marquardt v Fisher, 135 
Or 256, 295 P 499, 77 ALR 265; Narragansett 
Electric Lighting Co. v Sabre, 50 RI 288, 146 
A 777, 66 ALR 1553, rch den (RI) 147 A 668, 
66 ALR 1567 and later app 51 RI 37, 150 A 
756, 70 ALR 46, reh den (RI) 151 A 363, 70 
ALR 52; McCoy v Handlin, 35 SD 487, 153 
NW 361; Harrison,
Tenn 35; Townsend 
Clem v Evans (Tex) 291 SW 871, 51 ALR 
1135; Russell v Industrial Transp. Co., 113 
Tex 441, 251 SW 1034, 51 ALR 1, adhered to 
113 Tex 449, 258 SW 462, 51 ALR 8; McCoy v 
Kenosha Countv, 195 Wis 273, 218 NW 348, 
57 ALR 412; Re Keenan’s Will. 188 Wis 163, 
205 NW 1001. 42 ALR 836.

Article 2, § 6, of the Oklahoma Constitution, 
provides: “Right and justice shall be adminis­
tered without sale, denial, delay, or prejudice.” 
Maryland's Constitution (Declaration of Rights, 
Art 19) provides that every man ought to have 
remedy "speedily without delay, according to 
law of the land." Idaho’s Constitution. Art 1, 
8 18, is substantially the same as that of Okla­
homa. In the constitutional provisions of prac­
tically all of the states denial and delay of 
justice are prohibited. Arkansas (1874) Art 2 
? 1 P®^) Art 2, §6; Connecticut

Art 8 *2; Delaware (18,97) Art 1 8 9- 
Florida (1885) Declaration of Rights, §4 (now 
comtoned in Article I, § 21); Illinois (1870) Art

(18l51) Art 8 I2^ Kentucky 
f 14; Massachusetts (1780) Art 1 8 11- 

y®67) Declaration of Rights,’ §19-
l^att Vi ^ .Art 8 Minnesota (1857) Art 
if North Carolina (1876) Art 1,* 8 35- 
North Dakota (1889) §22; New Hampshire

fell
The California ConstjlUlWS 

provision, but, nevefthe|es?fj 
lion therein of fundat0tgfltjBj|l 
the right to appear perSCT(pn| 
suit or defense .of 
whether of person j6r.TOiSla 
Judnich, 71 Cal Ap^';$8$^H 
that the right to acquire a'Aa 
must of necessity include" 
proper and legal means 
ends, that a person hayij^Sa 
acquire property has under 40 
equal right to the perfed£v|j 
property and that, as a'OT 
that right, the full power^M 
pearing in person to pro$Ej| 
lions for its protection or pm

er & Co. v Willis, 54 
'ownsend, 7 Tenn 1;

45. Henderson v State,, HI 
257; Knee v Baltimore d® 
623, 40 A 890; State exll 
man, 40 Minn 232, 41 :J| 
bers’s Estate, 322 Mo loH 
ALR 41; State ex rel. Shil 
66, 256 P 704, 52 ALR 
310, 168 P 53; Naryagansje 
Co. v Sabre, 50 RI 288, 
1553, reh den (RI) 147 
and later app 51 RI 37," 1^ 
reh den (RI) 151 A 303; H 
Pepper & Co. v WiUi£fg[jJ

In Ohio, the “opettsi^TO 
from two basic sources.-nall 
union (Ohio Const. 
nized principles ofiffif-JaH 
of the constitutior^ffiM 
court” i$ to be 
common law, ana 
people, without cous^^H858

0 '■* i$j
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< ONSl'l W HONAL LAW §613
tht* hr : •' ‘'m selling j; stu e In imposing fees on litigants through 

h . : ;i death lov. to the attendant venal and disgraceful 
0 of a I'mtaarv 11 demanding oppressive gratuities for gn ir
holding deti-vons m pending causes.*7 h has been appropriately said 

free government the doors of litigation are already wide open and 
■ . fonstantl> remain m . 4‘ I he extent of the constitutional provision has 

11,11 regarded as broader than the original coniines of Magna Charta. and 
^constitutional pw-wMon has been held to prohibit the selling of justiu 
5 merely by magistrates but by the state itself.49 The right of act css to tin 
1101 u has been recogm/.ed with respect to prisoners 80
C°. c0nstitutional pmvision that right and justice shall be administered 

ording to such guaranties is mandatory upon the departments of govern■ 
lfC Hence, it requires that there shall be no unreasonable and unjustihabb 
ItVvs jn the administration of justice,81 and that a cause shall not be he/ud 
hfore a prejudiced court,52 although the word "prejudice.” in the conjimi 

al provision that justice shall be administered without prejudice, cannot be 
uid t0 apply to contempts committed by a litigant after he has accepted tin 
forum “These guaranties cannot be destroyed, denied, abridged, or impaired 
h legislative enactments.84 hut in some instances, because of the natute ol the 
Dower which wrould be involved iri litigation or because of agreements between 
parties concerning extraordinary subject matter, such constitutional provisions 
do not prevent an abridgment of the right of individuals to seek court 
redress.55 Thus, such provisions were not intended to change the law with 
respect to certain rights which are vested in the state—which alone can 
exercise sovereign powers—such as the exclusive right of the sovereign Mate 
to dissolve a corporation or wind up its affairs.86

,)hihu
,itidsP' and

rtl-W

or "ll
in ath-lt

ohi"* -■»~°p' —,js °kU
46. Re Lee, 64 Okla 3ID, !t».S P 53; Narragan- Isett Electric Lighting Co ■> Sabre. 50 RI 288, %54- Ex parte LIlis 3 Okla Com 220. I 

146 A 777, 66 ALR 1553, reh den (RI) 147 A 184; Townsend y I owiisrnd. 7 Tenn h I
668, 66 ALR 1567 and later app 51 Ri 37, 150 Sav. fc Invest. Co. v Onto, i Gou... 44 Luh
A 756, 70 ALR 46, reh den (RI) 151 A 363, 70 397. 140 P 221.
AIR 52. . . ,u/ 55. The constitutional guaranty

•/M7. Henderson v State, 137 Ind 552, 36 NE justice and right freely" » not impain-d b . 
I?.7; hommen v Minneapolis Gaslight Co., 65 requiring a successful candidate for offne m K<< 
J^nn >96, 68 NW 5:1 Malin v La Moure to another county to answer an ricoian w,

ND 14°- 145 NW 582; Re Lee, 64 test. Ashley v Wan. !128 Mw 63. .\» NE 961
310, 168 P 53 8 ALR 1463, error dismd 250 I S t>.>2. 63 L Ed
r 1190, .40 S Ct 53.
Oreenwood Cemt'en land Co. v Routt, r_ .

w Lolo 156, 28 P 1125 56. Union Sav. & Invest. Co. v District < .ouri,
49. Ml 44 Uuh 397> 140 P 221
145NW 582V U MoUU ( uuiU>> 27 ND ,40’ A constitutional provision that every person 
- p ought to find a certain remedy by having re

Tiovie,e 60 Am Jur 2d \'ls u. and Cormc- course to the laws, for all injuries whichhe may
■AL bsTrTvnoNs 6 4b receive in hi* person, property, or character,

5i, ij and ought to obtain and jusuce freely and
the adm[eason^e an<^ unjustifiable delays jn without purchase, ha* no appbcauon to * statu­
te Florin'51!?1*011 justice are condemned by lory provision for the appraisal and acquisition
DePt (fim u^onMl,u"',n Blount v State Road hy the corporation of the *hares of stockhold 

. ' «) 87 So 2d 567 ers not consenting to a sale or lease of the
st,ce without driav v yh l Rev l corporation's assets and franchises. Narragan-

■ <Uq

tn ohu;

48.

559


