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[ ] is unpublished.

to

; or,

The opinion of the United States district court appears at Appendix 
the petition and is

to

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[ ] is unpublished.

For cases from state courts:

The opinion of the highest state court to review the merits appears at 
Appendix __to the petition and is
[ ] reported at*__________________ 5 or,
[ ] 1ms been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or, 
UXis unpublished.

J-'M.The opinion of the f.U 
appears at Appendix __j

C(

rECE7ved
Sfp -3 2021

16 the petition and is
[ ] reported at ; or,
[ ] has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or, 
[t^Tsunpublished.
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JURISDICTION

[ ] For cases from federal courts:

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

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

[ ] A timely petition for rehearing was denied by the United States Court of
, and a copy of theAppeals on the following date: ___________

order denying rehearing appears at Appendix

[ ] An extension of time to file the petition for a writ of certiorari was granted
to and including______
in Application No.__ A

(date) on (date)

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

[ ] For cases from state courts:

The date on which the highest state court deci 
A copy of that decision appears at Appendix _

dp^ my case was

k(fpr^T!akmr
appears at Appendix

ing was thereafter denied on the following date: 
and a copy of the order denying rehearing

[ ] An extension of time to file the petition for a writ of certiorari was granted
to and including____
Application No. __ A

(date)in(date) on

The jurisdiction of this Court is invoked under 28 U. S. C. § 1257(a).
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STATEMENT OF FACTS

TYPE OF CASE: Civil Litigation

DATE OF ORIGINAL CASE LOSS/INCIDENT: May 17,2017

DATE OF ORIGINAL CASE CLOSURE: November 15,2019

DATE OF SECOND CIVIL CASE DISMISSAL: August 5,2021

DATE OF COA ORIGINAL ACTION DISMISSAL: April 8, 2021

Oakland County Sheriffs Office team of officers tampered with evidence in the form of

"police in-car surveillance with pre-installed camera and audio", replacing my identity, 

interactions, and voice entirely with that of an unknown person to cover an earlier brutal attack 

on Plaintiff by Deputy Brandon Karsen that took place on May 17,2017 between 8pm and 

10pm est in response to Plaintiffs 911 call for larceny. Deputy Brandon Karsen directly 

violated MCL 691.1407(8)(d)(i) by arriving to the scene of Plaintiffs reported larceny as if he

were responding to a riot, terrorism threat, or imminent violent civic emergency.

Please find attached per the Table of Contents "Evidential Documents" a copy of the 

courts "Register of Actions" for both cases; initial felony docket# 2018-265950FH and civil 

litigation docket# 2019-178698CZ. The actions of Deputy Brandon Karsen led to a trail of 

court proceedings, one year of jail time, and a civil litigation filed immediately after release too 

ultimately bring us to the abrupt decision of Judge Jeffery S. Matis to issue an "Opinion and 

Order Granting Defendants Motion for Summary Disposition" on February 5, 2021 due to 

Plaintiff s missing deadline dated December 4,2020 for response. The order was issued over 

two months past the motion deadline, within moments of payment rendered by Plaintiff to the 

Oakland Mediation Center, and on the same day February 5, 2021 for $285 in response to order

issued on December 11,2020 to "Mediate Case Evaluation not to Exceed $25,000".

1



The mediation was ordered as a result of the case evaluation offer rejection following the "Case 

Evaluation Hearing" scheduled on October 21,2020. Plaintiff rejected the $7,500 monetaiy 

offer for administrative cost of $14,460,000 for damages including administrative cost 

presented in Plaintiffs "Case Evaluation Summary and Attachments" presented prior to the 

evaluation hearing.

In addition, Judge Jeffery S. Matis also ruled in Defendants favor for claims that Deputy 

Brandon Karsen is time barred pursuant MCL 600.5805(9) and that because Plaintiff did not

respond to the motion by December 4, 2020, the motion granted authority to Defendant.

However, Judge Matis failed to mention Plaintiffs counterclaim via "Case Evaluation

Rejection" filing stating "there is no statute barring Plaintiff exactly 2yrs from the date of

damages when the damages or injuries result at the hands of the Sheriff or Sheriff’s Office.

Statute MCL 600.5805(9) does not satisfy Defendants nor Judge Matis legal authority

requirement."

An officer is immune from Tort or governmental immunity for damages or injury caused

to a person granted all the following are met pursuant MCL691.1407(2)(a)(b)(c). Deputy

Brandon Karsens brutal actions against Plaintiffs during arrest amounts to gross negligence that

excludes authority under such rule pursuant MCL 691.1407(2)(c). Furthermore, Deputy

Brandon Karsen aim to cover the interaction by concealing the true identity of Plaintiff and

tampering with official evidence is a direct violation of Defendants oath of office.

On July 20,2020 at 12:58pm est. Plaintiff received an official copy by certified

mail from Defendant of in-car surveillance footage that does not display Plaintiff in any way,

shape, or form. Defendants Corporate Counsel, Daniel Andrew Klemptner, stated that he had

provided all was in the file as "video" of the incident at that time. Police "dash cam video with

audio" footage available for viewing per records and audio only available as link in index of

authorities.
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REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION
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CONCLUSION

The petition for a writ of certiorari should be granted.

spectfulM submitted,
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