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.

Dated: November 29, 2021

Jésper Crook, Beneficiary an
Administrato; of the United tatDEC "7 2021

of America, and Pro Se litig n6
FFICE OF THE CLERK
SUPREMECOURIU§§




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 9*® and 10*
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.! 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. 0’Connell v Judnich, 71 Cal App 386, 235 P664,

Lo



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.

UCCLZ;3237without prejudice

Jasper Crook, Beneficiary and
Administrator of the United States
of America, and Pro Se litigant

J0 £



EXHIBIT A

“16A Am Jur 2d, Constitutional Law
§ 613. Guaranty of free justice and open courts”
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7. Frex JusticE AND OPEN COURTS; REMEDY FOR ALL INJURIES

I §613. Guaranty of free justice and open courts; generally.

In most of the staze constitutions there are provisions, varying slightly

teenth Amendment; (3) that whatever mught be
the sources of this right of frec movement—the
right to go to any state «f siay nome as one
chooses—it was an incident of national ciuzen-
ship and occupied a hgh place i ouor constitu-
tional values; (4) that although a stste cnuld
impose narrow and limited qualifications to this
right of free ingress and cgress, o state had no
power to pick a ciizer up andd foruibly remove
hlm_ from its boundaries wirere there was no
basis of extradition: and (%' that whether the
"hg}“ of ingress and egre:s was bottomed on
‘Fozr{l):nlgges and uwninuaities clause of the
or g b?:'[ l{\mend'rncrw the commerce clause.
! 1c liberty inhevent in nauon'.'li. cidzen-
P: a state could not takc 1t from a cuzen.

Annotation; 97 L Ed 24 862 § 7.

36. SoSna v .
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565 P23 159, revd on other grounds 437 US
518, 57 1 EC 24 397, 98 § Ct 2482,

33 Where claimants of unemployment insur-
ance. after losing their jobs in New York City,
moved o their native communitics in Puerto
Rico, which was an area of high persistent
uncmployment, the denial of compensalon on
the ground it they were unavailable for work
Jid not ceny their constitutirnal right to travel,
the night 1o equal proiection of the laws, or
their Jue process nights. Patino « Catherwood,
9g NY2d 331, 827 N'¥a2d 638, 277 NEZd 638.

3%, Poynter ¥ Drevdah! (WD Mich) 359 F
Supp 1187; Pratz + Louisiana Polytechnic Insti-
lute (WD La) 310 F Supp 872 2fid 401 U3
1004, 28 L Ed 2d 541 G1 S Ct 1252,
Annotation: 31 ALR Fed 813 § 5l<5.

40. Belle Terve v Boraas, 4116 US 1,39 1. Fd
94 797, 94 S Ct 1536.

41.§ 611, suprac
42, Griffin v Breckenridge, 403-US 88, 29 L.

g Gt 1790; United States v
i'745. 16 L Ed 2d 239, 86 S Tt

Cuest, 385 US
1170, R

fidge, 403 US 88, 29 L
'$790; United States v
5 2d 286, 86 S Ct
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*44. Brothethood of R. Tranmen Vv Barnhill,
214 Ala 565, 108 So 456, 47 ALR 270;'%:«wd;
son v Jennings, 27 Colo 187, 60 P 354; Day v
Day. 12 Idaho 356, 86 P 531; Henderson v
State, 137 Ind 552, 36 NE 257; Hanson
Krehbicel, 68 Kan 670, 75 P 10415 l.)mvc:l;ssdl
Adjustment Corp. v Midland Bank, Lid., 28
Mass 303, 184 NE 152, 87 ALR 1407; Ahmed s
Casc, 278 Mass 180, 179 NE 684, 79 ALR 669;
Re Petcrs, 119 Minn 96, 187 NW 390, State cx
rel. Davidson v Gorman, 40 Minn 232, 41 NV\.
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 Sprmg-
field, 302 Mo 33, 257 SW 449, 31':_XLR 612,
later app (Mo App) 275 SW 567, Bl‘ll'lsh-Aﬂ’l‘Cl‘-
ican Portland Cement Co. v Citizens’ Gas Co.,
255 Mo I, 164 SW 468; Mahn 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) 150 A 363, 70
ALR 52; McCoy v Handlin, 35 SD 487, 158
NW 361; Harrison, Pepper & Co. v Willis, 54
Tenn 35; Townsend v Townsend, 7 Tenn 1;
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 County, 195 Wis 273, 218 NW 348,
57 ALR 412; Re Keenan's Will, 188 Wis 163,
205 NW 1001, 42 ALR 836.

Arucle 2, § 6, of the Oklahoma Constitution,
provides: “Right and justice shall be adminis-
tered wiihout 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,
§ 18, is substantially the same as that of Okla-
homa. In the consututional provisions of prac-
tically all of the states denial and delay of
Justice are prohibited. Arkansas (1874) Art 2,
? 18; Colorado (1876) Art 2, § 6: Connecticut
lﬂl’ Art 1, § 12; Delaware (1897) Art 1, 8 9;
Florida (1885) Declaration of Rights, § 4 (now
cantained in Article I, § 21); Illinois (1870) Art
2, §19; Indiana (1851) Art 1, § 12, Kentucky
(1890) § 14; Massachusetts (1780) Art 1, § ] 1,
Maryland (1867) Declaration of Rights, §19;
M (1819) Art |, § 19; Minnesota (1857) Art
X §8; North Czro_lma (1876) Art 1, § 85

orth Dakota (1888) §22: New Hampshiré
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::ml' constantly e ll—l:dl‘.]{\ln : 'lh( extent of the constitutional provision s
ech regarded as oroader than the original confines of Magna Charta, and
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constitutional piovision has been held to prohibit the selling of justice
not merely by magistr.iles b““ by the state iself.® The nght of accesy 1o the
not 7 s been recogiized with respect to prisoners #

provision that right and justice shall be administered
ording to s.uch guaranues s mandatory upon the departments of govern
at. Hence, it requies V{hat l.hcjre §hall be no unreasonable and unjustifiuble
delavs 1 the administration of justice,® and that a csuse shall not he heaisd

pefore 2 PreJ“d’CCd court,*? although the word “prejudice,” in the consu

tonal provision that justice shall be administered without prejucdice, cannot be

said to apply

to contempts committed by a litigant after he has accepred the

forum.*® These guarantics cannot be destroyed, denied, abridged. or impaired
by legislative enactments.® But in some instances, because of the nature of the
power which wquld be l.ll\'ol‘\'(.‘d 1 hqgation or because of agreemcents between
parties concermng extraqrdmary subject matter, such constitutional provisions
do not prevent an abridgment of the rght of individuals to scek cout
redress.® Thus, such provisions were not intended to change the law with
respect to certain rights which are vested in the state—which alone an
excrcise sovereign powcers—such as the exclusive right of the sovereign state
lo dissolve a corporation or wind up its affairs.®

Scripps Co. v Fulton, 100 Ohio App 157, 60
Ohio Ops 147, 72 Ohio t. Abs 430G, 125 NE2d
896, app dismd 164 Ohio S 261, 58 Ghio Ops
9, 130 NE2d 701. '

46. Re Lqe, 64 Okla 317, 163 P 53; Marragan-
slelt Electric Lighting Co + Sabre, 5¢ RI 288,
G‘ég A 777, 66 ALR 1559, rch den (RI) 147 A

+ 66 ALR 1567 and later app 51 Ri 37, 150

A 756, 70 AL ' 5
ALR 59 R 46, reh den (KI) 151 A 363, 70

*2;?] Egnderson v State. 137 Ind 552, 36 NE

7, Lommen v Minneapolis Gaslight Co., 65
Mi poits Gaslig :
Co:lj::[ylg?%rgg ;?;‘3’ 53 Ma'liu v La Moure
Ok Sice D 140, 145 NW 582; Re Lec, 64

48,
17Co(':rtfenwood Cemetery 1and Co. v Routt,

lo 156, 28 P 11935
49,

Mal;
lin v La Moury County,

145 Nw 5g. 27 ND lfQ,

50, g
. Se A
“ONu_f 60 Jur 2d. Pe~vas. anp CORREC-
NSTITUTIONS § 400,

5L ,
the admnir;;ion?ble and unjustifiable delays -in
De Flor; 8;“’“‘“ Justice are rondemnned by
°PL. (Fla) g7 sn;g:;“‘,')'(’)‘;-‘ Blount v State Road

Ustice w;
© Without delay. 2 ¥la 1. Rev 1.

Aof G

52. Day v Day, i2 Idsho 556, 86 P 541, bx
parte Ellis, 3 Okia Crim 220, 105 P 184

53. State ex rev. Short v $xwens, 120 Okla 6b,
o556 P 704, »2 ALR 1270

>}§54. Ex partc Ellis, 3 Okla Crim 220, 105 P
84

s Townsend v Townsend, 7 Tean |, Union
Sav. & Invest. Ca. v Disurict Gourt, 44 Utah
397, 140 P 221,

§5. The constitctional guaranty “ia oblan
justice and right freely” is not impasiied b,
requiring a successful candidate for ofhce 10 go
to another county to answer an clection ton-
tesr. Ashley v Wan, 228 Mass 63, 116 NE 961
8 ALR 1463, ervor dismd 250 US 652, 63 1. kd
1190, 40 S Cx 53. '

56. Union Sav. & Invest. Co v Distnict Court,
44 Utah 397, 140 P 221,

- A constitutional provision that ¢very person
ought to find a certan remzdy by having re-
cotrse to the laws, for all injuries which he may
receive in his person, propesty, or character,
and ought 1o obtain right and justice freely and
without purchase, has ng application 10 a statu-
tory provision for thc':gym and acquisition
by the corporation of the shares of stockhold-
ers not consenting to a sale or lease of the
corporation’s assets and franchises. Narragan-
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