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QtffiSfMS PlEMfiD

Whether Rule 5.1 of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedures which 

wato in part; *A jnfiy Ik afewsd to "fife m Cpwptett, ffer Sa^ssstssme 

fs^Ssif ifaw^ ill® spasiissi ffe @ff m federal ersHtoe
statute/' would apply to a federal statute, passed by Congress, that 
testes this Gouste SM» Pm€ssss awS to whkftr toe Mjgjh
Gants ©f ife Sod^shep?

1

Whether the doctrine of vertical and horizontal "stare decisis" "shall"it

he ifiiHi % toe toner chants*toe iWiwsgif or seufig 

■^sgesMlf as ft peiiaiBS'te tos Grads; dnatoms s® declfel issaes? And iff
it shall be followed, was this doctrine properly followed in the 

petitioner^) cases? And iff it was nntr Assisi this Court be aBoweri to 

ip« toe harmful and hapaisiBS. enrms of toe- fiaaser smuts, a
federal law passed by Congress?

Did the Lower Courts, in these matters improperly dismiss petitioner's]Hi.

Did the Judicial Act of 1925 Unconstitutionally move this Honorable

Castaw^r Him® is €fe|paai toatsaae^ taharitaml. ■

IV.
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i Respondent(s), but the pro se' petitioner(s) make known that:

of all parties to the proceeding in the court whose judgment is the subject of
s

RELATED CASES

In re: DeAndre' Russell, No. 11-82514-JAC-13, U.S. Bankruptcy Court for the
JH3iBHii

Court for the Northern District of Alabama. Judgment entered July 5, 2012

feriiie fitewentlfo OraiiL mmi
DeAndre' Russell v. United States of America, No. 12-9992, in the United States

DeAndre' Russell v. Redstone federal Credit Union, C. Howard Grisham, Jeffery L 

Cook, John Larsen, Melissa Larsen, Phillip A Geddes, Michael Ford, NO. 5:13-cv-

tfea1

DeAndre' Russell v. Redstone Federal Credit Union, et. aL, No. 16-15117* U.S.

\



iii.

meMarnkef w,. S&edshme Fedanf €m£t: Ummf, fit aL Ha. £r£fc*3p£fi9ESflk
HGD/AKK, United States DistrktfMagistrate Court Judgment entered 1mm 23, 
2016..

. la me &£&&&& -ft Cmssimmt C MmseH Usat HIS.
BantespiOjf Court for the Middle and the Northern District of Alabama. Jubgfitatt: 
entered

Hb^/ Immdi k Assdmmy Sdmk P&memm?- Mmk (E3rij0h&. &&-Astern
Giiifkm, Adversary Proceeding, No. 15-00044-CRJ-13, U.S. Bankruptcy Gwf for 

the Middle & Northern District of Alabama. Judgment entered September 2015.

•fetnife'7' BmmS m. ml- Mat -is tte IMielt Jfefes
District: Court for the Northern District of Alabama. Judgment entered

DeAndre' Russell v. Redstone Federal Credit Union No. 16-15117-E, in the United 

Stefe Ktiut. of .Appeals fer the- SeMends Ghent Jutamenfr (Maher %
2IMX

DeAndre' Russell v. Anthony lngineeri, et al, No. 16-16943-E, in the United States 

Cbnftof A&peois'forthe tksneatfa-CimA. jfesfeprafi: emlgred!

DeAmk€ Russell v. Redstone Federal Credit Union, No 18-5765 in the United 

States Supreme Court Judgment entered Oct. 2018. Denied, NO OPINION

¥km ResahsikM' Ssmes^mmi Cmp. m. iimssdl GmMmmce^ No. Dtf^NQ54lNZ3£3in. 
In the District Court of Madison Go,, Alabama. Judgment entered, Denied May 2, 
2017 and May 25,2017.

HsfifesftUssi fesp. w fismfMor- .St,. it
the Ororit Court od Madison Co., Alabama. Judgment entered Dismissed. Otfeter 

24,2017 and November 28,2017.

Gnmsitmme .£ JfessS «. first JBesufiofSon €mp^ J9B&:
State of Alabama Court of Civil Appeals. Judgment, Affirmed, NO OPINION. 
August 17,2018 and September 5,2018.

£2L fe 'lihie
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the Supreme Court of Alabama. Judgment, Denied, Htf OPINION. October 12, 
2018.

the UnHed States. Judgment, Denied, HD OPINION. (ktober 7,2019, Ketseatmg 

Denied December 9,2019.
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1.

PETITION FOR A WRfTGF CERTIORARI

iMiniotnieirfs)) DeAmdtre" and Constance F. tassel trespeettfalliy submits thiis 

pettefei for a Wtriitt of Certiiorairii to tneryiiew foe judgment of ttttne Orated States Court

of Appeals for the Eleventh Circuit.

OPINIONS BELOW

life ©pmibifn of the United states Court off Appeals far the Bewenfih Groat is 

unpublished and is reproduced in the Appendix (App) at A1-9. The opinion of the 

United States District Court for the Northern District of Alabama is unpublished
and is reproduced at App. C1-5L

STATEMENT OF JURISDICTION

Hie Orated States Court off Appealls far the Eirasentth Graft memfeped is
judgment on February 1,2021. App. A-l-9. On May 18,2021 this same Court also 

denied Petitioners) pro se' Petition For Rehearing. App. B-l. On July 19,2021 this
Honorable Supreme Court issued aim Oirder that allll rulings by the Homer courts on 

Petitions far Rehearing made prior to Juffy IS, 2021, aimtomafcalllly edrads the
time to file a Writ of Certiorari to this Court, to 150 days from the last Order of

a
13, 2021, (60) days. This Court now has the jurisdiction to consider, hear and 

decide this timely petition, pursuant to 28 U.S.C, § 1254(1).

CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS

Airtncte II, Section 2.„ Cllause 1, off the United State Consttatbion state:
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The Judicial Power shall extend to ail cases in law and Equity, arising

Article 111, Section 1, The Judicial Power of the United States shall be 

vested in one Supreme Court.

The 5th Amendment to The United States states: No person shall be
deprived off life, Eberty or property, without due process off Haw;

The 14th Amendment to The Constitution states: No state shall make or
eirnforoe any flaw which shall abridge the pmMilieges or iimmuratfe of difeeims off the 

drated States; nor shall any state depirwe awry person of life. liberty, or pn 

without due process of law: nor deny to any person within its jurisdiction the
KSSjiiM



3.

INTRODUCTION

[A]t the close of its October (2020) thru June of (2021) term, the U.S. 

Supreme Court has promulgated to the public, line Court's trail raffing^ am all cases 

that thus Honorable Court has chosen to take-up (hear and decide^ un Is calendar 

year. These decisions, made by this Highest Court, in our nation, on the various 

chosen cases,, allways attract the attention of all! media outlets, altotmg with most 

Americans, (as they should) because of the great impact that they have on our 

State and Federal! laws, as wel as owr sotiefy.

In its latest term, this U.S. Supreme Court may have been presented with 

an approximate 41-7000 petitions from around the country on cases imwollwimg 

business matters, poflititiams, prisoners, state and federal agentiies, churches, 

schools, ail the way down to cases involving the individual pro se' citizens. It 

showild he noted that these petitions, mo matter their differences off the issues or 

subject-matter, all share a common thread for seeking Judicial Review from this 

highest Court in the omiiirrittrw.. and that iis™.

THEY ARE ALL PREPARED TO MAKE A LEGAL ARGUMENT THAT THEY WERE 

DENIED JUSTICE THROUGH SOME CONSTITUTIONAL RIGHT AND/OR STATE OR

FEDERAL HAW. And although these cases may hegm with the Complaining party's

pleadings from some type of violation, by the (defendants), it always ends, with

no exception, by the time the case reaches this highest Court, with a petitioners

State and/or Federal Courts.
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So hour does this [one] Supreme Court1, which iis imcw and has been made 

up of (9) Justices since (1869), accommodate such an over-whelming yearly term 

off case-tads from petitioner who are al seating Judicial review off their cases. 

[Elven more, is the process for case determination that is being used today by this

Honorable Count to determine what cases frtt will take up, and those that Fit will rat,

ise. intent and responsibility of this fonel Supremeiin contrairv to the original

Court, under Article III. Section 2. Clause 1. of the Constitution.2

litis a fact that out off the 4-7,000 case that nray come before fhiis court iin a

yearly term, approximately, 30-50 of those cases are actually decided by this 

court, ft is also a fact that the wastt majority off the cases that tthiis IHtomorabile Court 

receives in a calendar year are disposed of by a system that allows this Court to 

enter irulngs that state “denied no comment”, to those petitions that this Court 

has afedded not to take up. lit should further he noted that thus system of the 

disposal of cases through a “denied no comment ruling" would also apply to cases 

that may be considered that off a Meritorious dlaiiim.

This would now raise several important and Constitutional questions of law,

■pg this process for Judicial! remew by tthiis highest Court-, m our nation.

First, is it unconstitutional to deny meritorious cases by the highest court in the

nation?3 Second, where does a parity go for a denial! off equal Justice under the

uun murai n

1 Article III Section I, The Judicial Power of the United States, shall be vested in one Supreme Court.

2 /JMftdte lilt, Ssdtmnm 2, Clause %, Tfte-taiiixisll ffteaweir sflnalll (esftgnuril tiro alii gases, i'rm Haw ami fiauite arisiag (stator tffriis 
(Giinn^iit6Mingm. llmats grffttitnE liltoitenii SIseaES^.

3 The Supreme Court's mandatory jurisdiction is now all but gone. During the first century of its existence, the 
Supreme Court, like other appellate courts, decided on the merits all cases appealed to it over which it had 
juBTseScinom. fptapftiJt»r
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!Law/; of their |m]©riitoiriioait$ case,, when that deniad off equal justice was claimed

with facts and evidence to have been committed by the lower courts and when 

line highest Count aim the tend!, who'has been given the authority, jurisdiction and 

the responsibility to over-rule any and all lower courts decisions, are allowed, by 

Federal Law, to demy thei case with a refusal to anmirnemt?4 And third, tow does 

the phrase, ^denied no

lower Courts made the right decision?

intimately, this case wil raise and address (4f froiPOfrtatnt uueshoms off law.

that only this Court can settle. First can a Federal Law that allows decisions made

by Sower state amid federal courtfsf that may display their failure to ffdlltow the

Rules. Procedures and Case Laws that are prescribed bv the highest State and

If!

ability to evade such a case, when? brought to their attention, by the Issuance off a

ruling that states, “denied no comment" cause personal, injury in fact, along 

with a continuous threat of imminent injury, to a olamtiff.5

Second, Can the judicial process for case determination, that is being used

today by the highest state, and federal! crantrtts,, that alllkows for the denial off such a 

meritorious case, with a no comment ruling, be traced to a Federal Law passed by 

the ULS. Congress, to which the State off Alabama follow In lode-step? Third, can 

this federal law, that was passed by the U-S. Congress, which allows these highest

4 Wiriitteni above the main entrance to tihie Supreme Couirt buiWimig are the words: EQUAL JUSTICE UNDER TIME 
\UMW„ tftesE TOaraife asspi®® ttifne luJWiiinn^fE nE^pKUHraitaHtey uifftlte Suiflairatnne Oniuitt duff tiltne Uttmitadf SMh. Iks 
artln^^iifte l^..tfteCinuiittrggtoa^wliife sibling tittejSItogiriilanDiiiffigaiiiteiSitegaiTOiBBHBaifffflaugIf  imtaikttifc

5 The Doctrine of Stare Decisis
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courtfs) to presoiiibe rate that would enable than to fefrade such a case,, be

challenged pursuant to Rule 5.1 of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedures.6 And 

fourth, did the petiKhmerfs) pro se" Complalinf amid pleadings meet the

requirements for having the “Standing,” to file such a complaint?

Unis rase should be heard by tins Honorable Court because St presents

historical elements that make it not only a Mcase or controversy” for Article III 

adjudication, it is aiso a case that presents *exceptional circumstances," because,

from toe outset;, A party with proper '"sfandlngf' of such a rase;, would present to

these Court(s) a subject-matter that only this Honorable Court can settle.

Hie historical elements stem from tine fact that fit was nearly a flOTj} years

ago to the date (December of 1921), that a president of these United States, 

William Howard Taft, who successfully moved the U.S. Congress to reform this

Highest Court Ip the land, from what many may argue,, is original ConstiWional

purpose, intent and responsibility for the administering of Equal Justice To AH. to

a mow adopted Judicial! Process that has become,, "'(Federal Law/ that now allows 

this (one] Supreme Court to |[e]jvade rases with [mjeritoiriious dlalm, "Without any

comment."

Further elements of historical rafae; stem from the fact that today, tine

(2020) Elected President of these United States, Joseph Biden has now, as of 

February off 2021,, established a commlssiioped panel to recommend to the US.

Congress, once again, a *reform of needed changes" to this [one] Supreme Court.

© iMfeS.l((a)),,inff7feflfflibnirf/®i/fes(!#(DM/fftaEH!Swr5E%/»llhi»KKa s[pJtesHttnT®,'WKriSfitemour
other papers drawing into question the constitutionality of a federal or state statute.
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This case pmeseirnts this Honorable Court; The Presidents Commission for 

Supreme Court Reform and The State and Federal Legislator(s) of our nation, with 

a 'cause of action* that presentsthe most primary and necessary Reform-that is 

needed in order to improve this [one] Supreme Court, and that is... TO HAVE IT 

RETORiN! SACK TO 05 QRBGDINIAL PURPOSE, BMTEMT MUD RESPOMSIBBUW TO THE 

AMERICAN PEOPLE AND THE CDNSHimmON OF THESE UNITED STATES.

STATEMENT OF THE CASE

Not long after its creation by Congress in 1789. under Article 111, Section 1 of

the Constitution, the U.S. Supreme Gourt ftthe highest court in our nation) would 

soon be faced with its greatest challenge. That challenge would be; how would 

the highest taafcW Power he able to extern* to aBil (meritorious) cases, lint lawr amtdl 

equity, m accordance with Artidle IBB, Section 2, danse 1, of the Constitution, to an 

over-whelming case-load of appeals.

To alleviate this over-whelming case-tad problem. Congress first passed 

the Judicial Act of 1891, otherwise known as the (Evarts Act) that established the 

UJL Graph: Court off Appalls. The primary purpose off these Qrait Court of 

Appeals was to relieve this [one] Supreme Court from the amount of cases it was 

receiving on appeals,, from the Federal District Courts albing with the vairiious State 

Supreme Courts.7

7 naadaigtite first century of its existence-the Supreme Gourt. Hike other appellate courts. decided on the merits 
alll (rawRgs ainpB^teiH Hag iit gjwsr •gaftiiritn iit fad iiMtsdikHiiiarn.. Ihn MS3L \Bsftain tfflne (Dmirntt ttmuaiihe liimgfcife ttro toep uitp wIMtn 
ite imnrHsasinigcrasetatiii, OnrrrggTffiffiB awfflttraii ife OromteOmiirt
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History and facts mow show tint as time passed,, and even with arm increase

of these established U.S. Circuit Court of Appeals, the case-load of appeals to this

[one! Supreme Court has continued to pw at a substantial irate. As earfiier noted,

today, this [one] Supreme Court may now receive an approximate 4-7 thousand 

cases,,in a calendar term, from petitioners airoumd line country that are requesting 

Judicial Review of their cases from aim fefver and faflways daim of some type of 

Constitutional injustice.

To finally aiewate tines case-toad iotnobliem ounce aimd for atilt, a proposal! to

the U.S. Congress was made by then Chief Justice William Howard Taft, who, prior 

to be coming the Chief Justice off this IUIS. Supreme Court, was the nations 27®" 

President of the United States. His proposal, which began its journey in December 

of (1921) was to reform this [one] Supreme Court;, by mowing lit from the Mutest 

Court; iim the nation that was obligated to extend to allH fmlerttooous case in Law

and Fairness, arising under the Constitution, the Laws of the United States, to a

Judicial Process whereby this [one] Honorable Court: would mm be allowed to 

deny cases appealed to it, even if [mjerit exist, by a discretionary process, rooted 

in no set of Haws,, rules and terms to Congress, as to why the frnleritortous case

will! not be heard, and disposed of by the use off a phrase called, '"denied no

comment" as meaning that the lower courts made the right decisions.

His reasons for moving this Court; to this type off Discretionary Review

Process was that this [one] Supreme Court should not waste its time on all cases 

appealed to Fit, whether [mjetnlortous or not, but rather,, they should only use

their time for *more importantw cases that [t]hey decide if [t]hey want to hear.
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Thus, after a |4) year push to toe OS- Congress iin ((1921)) to adopt toils tiype 

of discretionary judicial review process into federal law, he successfully convinced 

toe lUJ.S.. Congress to pass a federal! law called the 

known as the *Judges Bill." It is this Judicial Process that as of today, this [one] 

Supreme Court uses to determine {bf a count off |4)) Justices)) whiich cases fit will 

hear and those it will not. And iit is this '"Federal Law/" that was passed by toe OS 

Congress, that the petitioners) pro se' claim has caused [tjhem, personal, injury 

iin fiadt, along with a coirfenuous toireat off iimmineint injury.

Act of1925, (Otherwise

DeAndre" and Constance F. Russell filled this Ovil Rights llawsuirt under 42 § 

1983 and pursuant to 5.1 of The Federal Rules of Gvil Procedures, in the Federal

Bistort Court for toe Iftortoeirn IMstoict off Alabama,, a^iiimst toe ILilnited State off

America and the State of Alabama, ITjheir claim seeks injunctive and just relief

from personal! and on fact injuries that |tjhey dlaiim they have suffered, allomg wiito 

[tjheir daim of a continuous threat of further injury. KTJheir Complaint make 

known that their injuries are first due to a series of court proceedings that were 

heild fora State, Federal and Kankmupttjcy Cnurtfs)), toatt they dlaiimed, had wnfated 

[t]heir Constitutional due-process rights along with [t]heir Constitutional Right to 

Equal Justice under toe ILaw, that involved court proceedings between toe years 

of (2011-2019). flTJheir daim further make known, with facts and evidence from 

court documents, as their proof, that their injuries were first caused by these
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Ilowwr courts failure to adhere to the Rules,, Procedures and Case Laws that are

prescribed bv the highest state and federal courts.

Hnoffiy, the Roussel's Cdmpliaiimtt ainxdi Piteadiiira^ ullbmafelly mate too* that 

[t]hey were injured by [tjheir claim of an unchecked and unconstitutional federal 

Haw. §Jfa& Judicial Act off 1925)) that was passed by the OS. Congress,, to Wrhificfhi the 

State of Alabama follow in lock-step, ft is this federal law that has caused [tjhem 

the most personal, iniurv-in-fact. along with the threat of future injury, because it 

iis this llaw„ that allows this Homranrahlle Court along with the Alabama Supreme 

Court to further deny them due-process along with the equal protection of the 

laws of their Meritorious rases,, by a denial, with a "“no

The Federal District Court dismissed the pro se' Russell's Complaint and

denied inmost of their mottioms as moot lit held that the pro se" Russel's hack the 

standing to challenge this federal law. According to the lower court, the Russell's 

lladked standing because their Oompllaiiint was general! and not personal, iit was mot 

concrete and actual nor did it not show or address an injury. App. C1-9.

The Ellwemtth Qircuiit Court off Appealte affirmed the judgment off the district

court, but on a different basis. App. Al-9. That court held that the pro se' Russell's
Hacked Standing because they did not show any '"real or imminent" threat off 

future injury.

This petition follows.
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I.

REASONS FOR GRANTING THE WRIT

THE iJOMflERGOUinS WERE WRONG ON PEHnnnKilHlltfS) 

ISSUES OF 'STANDING*

As pro se' litigants, the Russell's fully understood that in order to file their

"September 27,2019 GompHaiitml;, iiim the Federal! District Court, their suit must first 

present a "case or controversy" in order to be heard by an Article III Court.

'"Article III off the CoinffiitiitWMjm confines the federall courts to adjudication of actual

'"case and controversiesT To ensure the presence off a '"case or controversy,® this 

Court has held that Article 111 requires, as an irreducible minimum, that a plaintiff

allege fl| an injury that iis ((2)) "fairly traceable to the defendants allegedly

unlawful conduct" and that is (3) "likely to be addressed by the requested relief."

AHIIm v. Wiriigkt 468 US 737,751 (19B4-J.

The rulings from both the Federall District Court and the Court of Appeals,

in this case, has omitted and misconstrued, in their Opinions, the true nature and
\

meaning of the pro se' piaontnifs)) written Gompilaiint and Pleadings, iin accordance 

with this Court's standard for construing pro se' pleadings. It should further be 

noted that both off these lower GourtsfsJ has used as its primary source lor 

denying the Russell's complaint, on the issue off standing, this Court's ruling in the 

case of Lujan v. Defenders of Wildlife, 504 U.S. 555 June (1992). See both Orders, 

qftffne Lsmer Cmints, App. A1-9 enimd C1-9. s

8 In Lujan v. Defender's of Wildlife, this Court heid that the Court of Appeals erred in holding that respondants 
- IMsSaffridiiin^iimflteginnsjmdstJtefesMWe'sdfem-sajitpffmsis^^ 

ttrodfoaillmrotlltoeSsQTEilaiW'stthiiiEtinpfliDilbffJwlfeiOTggMraOTi^&iiTOBg^^
sagnminfe: tnsarmiiEttE ihiiittiTwfcMffliiBgffircgiro ttHmil fLalLurE. Ifflris CtouirttffiiiiitiitaEir tiraimirrnaifentl tiHne thtSHr Ginnaitt 

flHraf fit teas rannBii5tteni% Mi tfatt a pUainflilF (diaimmg a gemerallliy airaMille gnirarairaoe ArautgDNiOTiiinnieinit!,
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Bit will to itto petitioners)) pro se" argument to thiis Court;, that tte lower

Court(s) has greatly failed and erred in their opinions, in adhering to this Court's

'To pimwe these feds mm begin amrstandard, for tte requirement off 'j 

argument with the District Court:

This Court has made known in the cases of Bell Atlantic v. Twombly (2007) 

and Ashcmfft w. SqSmi (2W9)l ttett changes were made to tte pleading standards 

by putting into retirement the oft-quoted line from its 1957 decision in Conley v. 

Giissmn that "'a onmpilaiitnt should mot to dismissed tor feluore to state a diaiim 

unless lit appears beyond doubt that a plaintiff can prove no set of facts iin support 

of his claim, which would entitle him to relief. The Twombly and Iqbal cases, 

instead has ©qrilaiined that Me 8 wouulld now require that a ©ompllaiint would 

include more "[factual] allegations,"9P/eodmg Facts and Arguing Plausibility: The 

Fedemi Pleading Stsmdairdsff a year after IlgbalL Mime 201©/ CammeirMiniinles..

During this same time period as the Twombly and Iqbal cases, this Court 

also sounded a permissive chord to the Circuits, in the case of Erickson v. Pardus,

127 S.Ct2137(20071 which pertains to pleadings made by pro se" litigants.. It iis to 

this pro se' standard, giving by this Court, that petitioner(s) pro se' ask that their 

Compllaiitmt and Pleadings woulld to compared to tte railings off tte (lower raiBirttfs)). 

The pm se" RusseW's begin tier argument with the Order of the district court.

unconnected with a threatened concrete interest of Ns own„ does rant state am Artiidle Ml case or cnmtomMeirgw-

9) He Twnili% rauurtt e^lamed tfinafl: [Suite S mff ttttne ftaterdl [Suites osfFCMI IFImratluine ramiM nmti treopire tJtett a 
ranmTfttntt imdWte faults ((as diislfiinKfl: Amu* ilqgdl "IMtedte" ami "'(namdtaatnintf")) grain® mteetoa "'pftaisilislte" ((iraBHner
than mere "conceivable" entitlement to relief. Two years later in Iqbal, the Court confirmed that Twombly 
applies to ail civil cases, not just antitrust cases or complex cases.
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riidt Court JuiKd^e for the (ftorttanni District 

of Alabama entered its Memorandum Opinion, denying the pro se' Russell's 

Compllaiiut far tack of Standing. Bim hiis ((§1 page upMnn, petitiionerfs) pro se" ask

that this Court would focus rtts attention on the last paragraph of page (4), and the 

first paragraph of page (5), which reads:

“In reviewing the Plaintiffs complaint, the Gout find that they Have afeged 

only a generalized injury by claiming that the practice of "no opinion ruling" and

On April! 9' 2020, the Federal

cfiscretionary appellate review deprives than of various umsliliiiional p^its

including the right to due process. Although the plaintiffs vaguely refer to cases 

they were actually involved in, they do not provide any detail about those

proceetfing. Their grievance is not a concrete, particularized, actual, or

imminent injury. Instead, Plaintiffs sweepingly claim that all citizens of the

court.*

It is this above paragraph, made by the district court, that presents the only

basis for the lower district court's denial off the Pro se" Russel's Complaint. All! 

other pages of the district court's (9) page memorandum opinion references 

improperly applied case laws. The following bellow will present a comparison to 

the above words off the district court, to the actual words of the jflfactuaBiyj alleged 

claims, found in the petitioner pro se' complaint. It is these actual words, found in 

the plaintiffs complaint that should also present the requirements for standing, 

giving by this Court, that was ignored and misconstrued by the lower court(s).
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M
The (6) requirements for standing that was ignored by the lower courts

The attorneys]) for the State aimd Federal Gowenmmeimtt;, stated film their brief 

to the Federal District Court for the Northern District of Alabama, that the 

iRysseirs complaint should root he eimtertaiimed toy thiis court because Itrstt;, their 

complaint was not well-pleaded. The pro se' petitioner(s) has presented to both 

lower courts that this Court has said film Etnldksmn Prnrdm; Federal Me of Prill

that the pleader is entitled to relief." Specific facts are not necessary; the

statement imeed only '"gwe the defendant fair notice off what the~- Oaiim its aimd

the grounds upon which it rests." Bell Atlantic Corp. v. Twombfy, 550 U.S.__ ,

{2007) (quoting Conleys Gibson, 355 US, 41^47(1957).

This Court has further stated in, Erickson v.Pardus, 127 S. Ct. 2197(2007)

that imet only was the simple aimd fair plan statement off the atocwe Mule Sfa)) was 

sufikieimt aimd to he applied, this Court also reminded the Grcuitts aimd the other

lower Courts that, A document filed pro se' is "to be liberally construed," Estelle 

w. Gambler 429 U-S. [97] at 106,97 S. CL 285, and "a pro sef complaint, however 

in artfully pleaded must be held to less stringent standards than formal pleading 

drafted by lawyers/ibid. (internal quotation marks omitted). Cf. Fed. Ride Gv. 

Proc. 8(f) ("All pleadings shal be so construed as to do substantial justice”).

The short and plain statement of the pro se' Russell's Complaint that

ireapiiired the most: "liberal coimstiMiiiiiTiM,"' toytthe lower counts was found on page |4));/
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paragraplhs {(11)) and (121, to wHidfn their tnuiiimgs will shm®' that imeirtter oomttfs)) has

properly addressed and has giving little to no attention to. It reads as follow:

ate to plaintiff DeAmire RusseB. the record

twice petitioned the Supreme Court to hear a case or controversy whereby he 

has presented his evidence of injuries, from bankruptcy attomevls) ineffective 

assistance of counsel, bankruptcy judges not following the Rules and Procedures 

of bankruptcy law. State Officiate filing of false daims in bankruptcy court. 

oedtore who committed firaiMi. federal district judges who also, not only faded 

in following the rules and procedures, but who also displayed a total bias 

toward plaintiff, and a Court: of Appeals who refused to not only apply their own 

case laws, but also comment with a ruling on the legal standard, given by this 

U.S. Supreme Court, for overcoming the issue of res judicata, and only to be

As to plaintiff Constance F. Russell, the record will now show that she has 

petitioned the Alabama Supreme Court to hear a case or controversy whereby 

fslhe has presented evidence of injuries, from her attorney's ineffective

judgment, and an indisputable failure by the Madison Co. District and Circuit 

Court Judges, along with the Judge(s) of the Alabama Court of Gvil Appeals to 

follow the Rules, Procedures and Case Laws, in accordance with Alabama law, 

as it pertains to the subject of her case, by which she was to only be denied

4, par. (11$ & (12).
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lit was here, on this pa^ge,, that the pro se" Russel's made Ikmnw that theiir

Complaint was “personal and not generalized/' when they stated the words: As of

(their names), along with the words; [h]e

parties by the listed violations. It was also here, that the pro se' Russell's

Complaint off iiimjjtiioes was anmarete,, pairtkallaiiwed omS octbuidl,, when they/ st/nttedl:

Case Laws made by the Highest Court This statement would have signified to the

Hummer Courts,, taw they were injured,, who caused theiir injuries,, along with a 

statement that, as proof and evidence of their [factually] alleged claim of injuries, 

Judicial Court Records exist that would prove their dlaim off injuries to be true.

And finally, it is here, in these paragraphs of the pro se' Russell's complaint 

that they made (kmowtm that their injuries were dldmatelly,, caused by a judicial 

process that not only allowed these lower federal and state courts, to include the

Federal Bankruptcy Court, to deny them of these Rules, Procedures and Case 

Laws made by these High Courts,, their Complaint farther made Iknewn that the 

ability to have these matters from the lower courts ignored, by the highest State 

and Federal Courts ((The U_SL Supreme Court and The Alabama Supreme Court)) 

whose decisions on Rules, Procedures and Case Laws are suppose to be upheld, js 

traceable to a Federal Law that was passed by the U-S. Congress, to which The

State off Alabama foBow in lock-step that iscafed. (Ihe Judwiai Act off 192SI.

It was further made known in the petitioners] pro se' pleadings to both

lower Cduirttfs)), by the reapes! for a Stay,, that these injuries has caused [tlhem

further imminent injuries, bv a continued loss of ftlheir income, ftlheir health
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along with the conhnuous threat of a (toss off ftfheir propertw iriirfiitts. See App. F.

Motion for Stay and Petitioners) Petition for Rehearing, and Evidence.

What should mm be dtear from the aim actual wands that are found in 

the pro se' Russell's Complaint is that the District Court did not construe the 

entirely off their complaint,, in accordance to this Courts standard far '"pro se" 

pleadings." It is also clear that the response and attention that was given to page 

(4) paragraphs (11) and (12) of the pro se' Russell's Complaint, by the District 

Court; Judge, iitm p^ges ((4)) and (5) of ihis (Mlemorandum Opinion, wbenefay the states; 

“Although the plaintiffs vaguely refer to cases they were actually in. they do not

provide any detail about those proceedings,"' displays aim ©irniissiion, fay the district 

court, to address the entirety off the words presented iin [tlheur Complaint.

In other words; if the listed claims of violations, by these lower courts, that 

are found on page ((4)) off the (Russel's CompHaintt can be proven toy Count (Records,, 

and if this Honorable Court along with the lower state and federal appellate 

courts are allowed, fay a Federal (Law,, to (deny ftlheiir petitions, that irmalke (known 

these violations, with a 'denied no comment ruling"' would this not present a 

personal and injury in fact claim by the Russell's?

In sum, the pro se" (Russell's Cdmpilaiint;, in page ((4)) paragraphs fll| and f!2J 

should have satisfied, in accordance with this Court's standard and its decided 

case (law rollings on the presented sufajjetii;, the requirements far a) a jueBPvBeadkd 

enough complaint for Rule 8(a)(2) and pro se' standards, b) a legitimate claim of 

personal iinjuiry, c) a legitimate dlaim off Pactuallllyl alleged injury with court: 

documents as their evidence.
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d) a provable daiim of crni'imaaous iiromiinentt iin«rv„ and e) a llegjffliimate dlaiim of

traceability of what law allows for the unlawful conduct.

The S^ettnttMwnientCs)) pro se" imw tom to toe ffefcwruiairy %, WH rating made %

the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Eleventh Circuit, that affirmed the district court's

timing on a different basiis. Their iruing stated toat toe plamliffFs lladteedl sttandiiing,

not because of [t]heir claim of a past personal and injury in fact, but instead, their 

dismissal was based on the plaintiff's failure to show no real or immediate threat

of ffiuitore iiniimrv from a party and/or a deniall from amiotoer ro comment rolirag,.

from an appellate court. Add. A, pages 8,9.

Their exact words are found on pages ((8))and ((9)) of toeiiir Order that states:

"Never have Plaintiffs alleged that they are still at imminent risk of a future due 
process violation. The three owl actions underlying Plaintiffs complaint
already final: Plaintiffs thus face no threat of alleged future injury front the
issuance of a 'no opinion ruling” in those cases. Nor have Plaintiffs alleged that 
they have other pending lawsuits that might give rise to a reasonable 
expectation that Plaintiffs are Ekdy to be subject to future inpiy from the 

issuaiire off a ”ho opinion ridmg.'PfainiiH5 have aie|^ no ”lraai or immedfaler 

threat of future injury. Plaintiffs thus lack Article III standing to bring this action 
far prospective declaratory or injunctive relief.”

fit iis once again,, like toat of toe affstbriict court toat we find toat lit iis toese

two paragraphs, from the Court of Appeals (9) page Order that present the only 

basis tor toe demiiall of toe pro se" IRusseliirs Qmpfiaiiimt on grounds tor ILadk of

Standing. Furthermore, the petitioner(s) pro se' contend to this Honorable Court, 

that the Court of Appeals two paragraph reasons for denying their complaint

"5
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we nt to tine heart off the petitioner!sf pro se" ose;/ for hawing the proper standing,

in these matters, to file their suit.

When the Cowrit off Appeals saiid that,, "Viewer have the PHarimMlfe alleged that:

they are still at imminent risk of a future due process violation, they were wrong.

Proof of this error is found om page 11,, paragraph 47„ off the ll%iintiifs)) pro se"

complaint which reads:

"In the absence of an injunction and stay. Plaintiffs and citizens from the State of
Alabama and across this country who seetk Judiidall Review off theiir cases,, iim ({State 

and federal)) Appelate Gouirttfsj, and whose case may comttaiin imeiriit aintd he off 
public importance, that is only to be denied their case without comment, will 
continue to suffer irreparable injury, not only from an opposing party that was 

able to evade review and adjudication on the rrmeriitts of theiir wrong-doing, hart 
moreso Phnntiflfs)_and the citizens would continue to suffer from a iudidal 
System that violates due process rights."

What malices the Court; off Appeals dedsiion incorrect in these matters,, its

that for the pro se' Russell(s) that personaI and future threat of imminent injury. 

along with the threat of itlhem receiving another "no comment" ruling, that was

referenced on page 11, paragraph ((47)) off their compliant; began the moment: that 

they filed their September 27. 2019 Complaint and Pleadings, in the Federal

District Count for the IMorthem District off Alabama,.

In other words; what has personally happened to the pro se' Russell(s), 

since tttjhey made these statements found in page |11))„ paragraph ((47)) off their 

September 27, 2019 Complaint and Pleadings. Have the Russel's been given a 

proper due process proceeding, in these currant matters? Also, have they

from anAaocMarte Court, since the filing offreceived am mno comment"
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their September 27,, 2019 complaint? M finally,, tos theme been) a threat of

imminent injuries from other parties, since the filing of this September 27, 2019

Gomnpllaiint and was the Bower courts aware that these threats could happen)?

It should further be noted that because the pro se' Complaint involved 

tissues off a dlaiim from aim unconshttuttiOT judiidiall review process,, the flower 

court(s) would have automatically known (from court records and the plaintiff's 

relief request from other parties), that other parties from prior court proceedings, 

would have a peat iiimterest tin the out-come of this case because off„ "'prior 

judgments in their favor " which in turn, would have automatically made the 

tissue of '‘'iimmiitmemtt iiimiimirV" present. This iis true for the folowiin® treasons;

It is well established that when a court has issued its judgment against a 

losing party, that losing party is now subject to the opposing party's demands. 

fEjven iff the Bower court's dedsiions are found to have substantial error,, such as a 

failure to follow this Court's prescribed Rules, Procedures and Case laws, without 

an overturning of those failures, by an appelllatte court, the llostim® parity would 

automatically be faced with the threat of immediate and future imminentulOW

injury from that opposing party. In the Russell's case, it would have been from 

aO parties from their (20U), (2014) and their state court proceeding, (Le, [tSheir 

Mortgager, the I.R.S.. the State of Alabama, and certain other creditors).

It iis also well esifcablsltiied that [efven iff the Hosting party iis able to pnowe well

beyond a reasonable doubt that the lower court's decision was grossly erroneous

hiai

US H&uile ns ((a)) rafftithe Supreme Qnuirtf (Suites \rsthiiritn isfiUteotl ConeiUleraffiaaB Gowemniog (temaw rfOartSwarii sttaffies im
part, that; A Writ of Certiorari may be considered if the U.S. Court of Appeals has so far departed from the
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Haw that has been compllained of Ifaw pehtiioneitfs)) pm se", would continue to alow

these appellate Court(s) to [ejvade adjudication of these meritorious harmful 

errors,, bv the dental of their case with a no comment mlmayw/lmfo wosuiiidS In and 

of itself, only expand on the imminent and irreparable harm being committed

agaiinst the losing party.

fB]

The Lower Courts did not present the pro se' plalntiff(s) with a meaningful
wfi|»CTg«iinityt¥»h«»lM»arri-nnr a npotral and detached derision malra-

lit is the pro se' Russell's contention that the lower Courts, in this now 

appealed Complaint to this Court, has failed to provide [t]hem, since the filing of

these matters, with a meaningful oproirtuniw to be heard, as well as prowiidiiing

[t]hem with a neutral and detached decision maker, in accordance with the 

prescribed Rules,, Procedures and Case taws made by this fonej Supreme Court, 

To present this daim of failure in these matters, we begins with the following;

Pro se" IMgainis deseirwe the minimum due process rights to which allll other 

litigants are entntlled. The most significant of these rights is an opportunity to be 

heard, "granted at a meaningful time" and "in a meaningful manner." Other 

minimum due process pnetectiioms indlude the lreqpiremeut of adequate notice,, 

the right to a neutral and detached decision maker, the right to hire counsel, the

right to present evidence and confront and cross-examine witnesses,, and the

nnvptpd and usual course of judicial proceedings; It should be noted that even if a petitioner is able to prove
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irfght not to be subjected to toe juritoiitiion or Haws off a toruim wiito whiich one Unas 

no significant contacts. As this Court has noted in Logan v. Zimmerman Brush Co., 

455 US. 422J37 (1982), hnwewer,, mot aremm timll IIMmmt fe eMife# to ss Ifmntriim

on the merits in every case "

Hhe Federal District Court for toe Northern DTisttiriict of Alabama and toe

United States Court of Appeals for the Eleventh Grcuit has both denied the pro 

se' Russell's, in these matters, with a proper and meaningful proceeding. To

ptrwie these ffisctis petiMsmarfs)) begin mitfa::

1. The Dec. 5,2019, INITIAL ORDER GOVERNING ALL FURTHER PROCEEDINGS

After iilt was determined toat toe paittiies diid not consent to a magistrate 

judge, the Honorable Liles C. Burke, district court judge was assigned to this case, 

who iimmediiatelly presented atm Initial Order, toat reminded the parties off toeiir

obligation under Federal Rules of Civil Proc. 26(f) to confer, as soon as practicable,

for the purposes of considering the nature and basis of their claims and defense,

for the possibility for a prompt setttilemeimt or resolution off toe case, lihiis iiniitiall 

order further stated that if the parties are unabfe to agree upon a date, time or 

place tor such conference, the parties would ttheim be ORDERED to meet iitm toe

chambers of the judge. See Doc. #17, Initial Order, Pages (l)&(2j.

The pro se' Russell's attempted to schedule that meeting by calling the U.S.

Attorney, Cairiia Ward, who stated that she was not Interested iin meeting and was 

simply going to wait for the judges answer to the Complaint. Furthermore, there 

exist no Girder on the dodteett sheet whereby the district court jjundfee schedule a 

meeting in his or any chambers, when it was dear that the parties did not meet.
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on this Initial Order, "granted at a meaningful time and in a meaningful manner.

2. The Lower Courts faied to “fiberaly Construe” the prose* Russel's Complaint

and Pleadings

it lies raw beeim made tooram iiim tine ptriior pages <o# tlhiis brief, that tine pro 

se' Russell's were denied a liberal construing of their Complaint and Pleadings. It 

should farther be dear aimdl bepwnid aimy doubt from the Orders of botth lower

courts, in these matters, that page ([4), paragraphs (11) & (12) of the pro se" 

Russell's Complaint, which required the most liberal construing, were not giving

the required amount of due process aimd attetrnttnoim, that was respired uimder the 

Haines standard. Haines v. Kerner, 404 U.S. 519 (1972).11

3- Hie fanner Courts faied to provide neutral and detached decision maHsers

The record involved in the Russell's September 27, 2019 Complaint, make 

dear that in the (10) plus fears that the Russellfs haw been attempting to seek

justice from creditors who has committed fraud12, (Redstone Federal Credit Union 

and their attorney(s) C Howard Grisham and Jeffery L. Cook) (Providian Financial

Seraice^Fiirst lesofiuhoin! fiirawsttmeinf Gorp-L atoning wiitth meffedliwe distance off

Counsel from their attorney(s) (John and Melissa Larsen and Michael F.

11
procedural requirements. A litigant is denied due process, however, if these requirements work to deny him a 

meaningful opportunity to be heard. A refusal to construe pleadings flexibly, as required under Haines v.
to the aaUftritiaBwII eff fiftafl iwgawfngfiril ganawtliMnifoy..Ifemcr„fe

12 HiUte ML (IRSC§ ISKSpi)) dtafptten-13 aMuttar Itras stbannlfnig to liifijgate cauise affsdSiiam. IRuntfinar flHne Camife pwifaites 
flbatt no daim may be a Wowed to the extent that % is unenforceable against debtor., Merck & CO. w. Renoids 
559 U.S. 663,664 (2010) "fraud discovery rule" delayed "until the plaintiff has "discovered" his cause of action
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Robertson).13 Also, State Offiriialls who diispllayed a pattern off fifing a fells© dlaiim In 

bankruptcy court,14 along with bankruptcy trustee(s) who clearly did not protect 

the interest off the debtotrfs) estate15. And frailly, a bankruptcy Judge who made 

orders that displayed “a clear absence of his jurisdiction.36"' These actions, to 

which petstiioneirfs) pro se" has been ready to ptnnwe then and now, with fectts and 

evidence, from court; documents, as to their validity, has yet to receive any 

adjudication from the Alabama District, Circuit, and Court of Civil Appeals, the 

Federal! EfenkmupStay Court, the Fedetrall District Count for the Otorthem DSstbriid£ off 

Alabama, and the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Eleventh Circuit. It should be 

noted that these are the parties that were mentioned in petthranerfs) pro se" 

September 27.2019 fried Complaint on page (4) paragraphs (11) and (12).

it is for the above reasons that shortly after submitting their Complaint, in

the Federal! District: Court for the IRBorthern District off Alabama that they them filled

a Motion To Change Venue, See, doc.fill, District Court.

lit is the pro se" Russell's contention that the Bower Gouirtfs), iin these

matters involving their September 27, 2019 Complaint and Pleadings, could not

oirooeiniv

13 Cannon 6, Ethical Considerations, requires competent representation.
14 Titile IS § 152, it is a crime to file a false claim in bankruptcy court
35 HilmitWHiiirtfas USE §H7*ttbl iHhm» ihnunitmp, as mejpiieaanitlaltiMe ariftiflnE estate. tosttiteradliiiiarog caiiHiiito'tosauE aircil fee 

oaifporiii (mm itnffjfaaflfFgriFtHtne estate amaM is gtinanggarii Hiw Itoaagriinp frffiKHTffiSEtiTttttHngg iiirtteiTgsstt grff tlflTffi agfaLLattei asginTsStifftiirnii naartiiffis 
dta'nnritng arifaeirsrito' to Tilt

16 In re: Health Care Products, 169 B.R. 753 (M.D. Fia. 1994), (Filing a Notice of Appeal from an Appealable Order
aHiocestt tine Itomerr ramrrtt cuff piritetfixltiiiiim anxeir feaues irefefeoil tro fc appeall.)) ffiraottlsjj' w.. Ifii#ffirr„ SB© US. 335 paOT))

of Mst&KDEffiB ffijffiiuiriffiiiirffiBEtin arraH adteaS IMiaUrrinnuril)/ & <nninnjipt%, tosac.
ma

Fraud. Also see, Orders by bankruptcy judge to continue to raise debtor's, payments to court, after Appeal 
had been made, in May of 2012. App. F-2B Relevant Material.

nr, s
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haw acted as detached and neutral! dedisiion makers, /tod it should now toe dtear

to this Honorable Court, that the denial of their Motion To Change Venue, by

once again, in accordance to the Haines standard that was made by this Court.

IL

CERTIORARI SHOULD BE GRANTED

BECAUSE THE DOCTRINE OF "VERTICAL AND HORIZONTAL" STARE DECISIS MUST
BE SETTLED BY THIS COURT

One of the Honorable Justices of this Supreme Court, Amy Coney Barrett

wrote an important,, yet somewhat conffusiing airttrile ©nmcemiiin® this doctrine off

Stare Decisis called, Stare Decisis and Due-Process. In her article, she discussed 

the different issues as to is/fearabffiifj^ along wi how the Bower courts atne and 

should be applying this doctrine to their cases. And) although she went unto great 

details as to its origins, its preclusion affect on non-party persons as well as how it 

relates to the Issue of due process the airtidle, alttitiKiwigh ertremeily iirfomrattirae,, 

did not simplify nor address, the reliance and importance of its usage by those of 

us who may not toe an attorney, and who inray toe farced to appear In a state or 

federal court to represent themselves, and who also may deeply rely on Its 

needed and proper application in a consistent and uniform manner.

This portion off the pehtronerfs)) piro se" brief, presents to tthiis Honorable

Court how important this doctrine of stare decisis has piayed in their cases, as
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well as (how their reliance upon iifi; tihirough-out tiheiir ((10)) 'year count toaittile,, meant

nothing to the lower court(s), that has handled their cases.17

Whether it be a plaintiff or a deffendamtt,, one represented by counsel or one 

representing themselves as pro se/ and whether it be a case held in a state court 

or a federal court;, a complaining party must take iitruto a courtroom ((4f neoessairy

items, in order to have the (awful and constitutional ability, in this country, to 

succeed on the merits of their case. First, one must have sufficient knowledge of

tihe state and/or federal! lutes and (Procedkiiiires off our Judiidiall System and tihe

Court that one has entered, Faretta v. California, 422 U.S. at 819-820.

Second,, erne must have tihe leeal standing atrcd tihe ability to suiffioientily diraffit

a proper and meaningful complaint against the opposing party. Third, one must 

have the necessary facts and evidence to prove that they have been injured, by 

tihe opposing party. Fourth and fealty, one roost take into court tihe knowledge ©n

case law as to, ultimately. "What did the highest Court in our nation say on the

matter being Complained of." it is this feuurtih and needed item to coropllete one's

chances of successfully wining their case, on the [mjeriitts, that this topic will now

focus on.

17 1Iiedoclrm(y5fnrenecisK„whid^iisl^tu)ilbr"tostaundbytMn^dedded„KajudkjialldkM±iiineuiiMieiruiiiydiia 
(□muiitt Mtaottts tihe piiMi jjiilg, muilea, <mr sttannsflamills aiff iitte prifanr afleriffiimnis our died is cams tuff Hrigjtoer ttriltari \sdhsm 
dtedHiiimg a case nesriiffln atiguiratody armiiiilarffiaitte. litre dfaarttriime arffsttai® dterifflis Hnas
awymriK: A <nnmtt aritariiiiigllJiBtihe priimriipte raff tafiannillrf stare deoias miill ffaHtomr iites nnriHardteriaffiimis aftaBmtt 
exceptional circumstances (e.g., the Supreme Court following its decisions unless they have become too 
(ffiffinnuilit ffcor tihe Itaeir rnnainrte tan appW- % (mantastl;, urarttixa/l stare denials
tihe atoriaamns cuff Hrigfherr mniurte ismititiinn tihe samne juiiffsiii itifiimiii, ((eg.,, a toiterrail (Dmiurtt raff ^ppeaife nmuM H lirnv tihe 
ateoHnnms arif tihe HUS. Snpranme Onunirtt;, tihe feaiteiail rnmiurtt orff Itet nesmrti)..

tiro fofifaw stofic%
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[A]

The Necessity of Stare Decisis

Whether St be iin a State or Federal! Court the process wised by the lower 

court(s) for interpreting the equity and often times, the constitutionality of our 

state and federal Haws, cairn from the outt-sett, ptrwe to be healthy for ©air jjwidiidall 

process and system. The adjudication results, often ends with differing opinions 

from the different state and federal judges, oim toe various subject matters that t 

would have been presented with. These differing opinions, whiidn can often be 

from the same subject-matter, can shed a positive tight, by presenting a different 

perspective from the decisions off the Itower Jwidfidall powers «erasring off theiir 

responsibility of finding, concluding and applying Equal Justice under the Law, 

based on the iiintent off ©wr state and federal! legislators enactment off those Haws..

It appears that this Court often carry a "from the bottom up" approach on 

how fit deals wfith this matter. In other words, fit appears that thiis Cowurtt allows the 

differing opinions from these lower Courts on the various subject-matters, to go 

on for an undetermined amount of time, until flit decides that it is now "ripe" for

thiis Court to step fin and settle the iisswie or swibfiect-matter once and far al.

But, can there be negative consequences to this type of approach. And also,

are there cases that should not requite the lower courts to drier on certain 

subject-matters. More importantly, how does this highest Court handle cases 

appealed to fit from these lower state and federal courts that should not have

required a different opinion, on a specific subject-matter.
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In other words; whem tihis Homoirablle Court to sooHcem in the majmfty ©m a

decided subject-matter, how are the lower courts suppose to rule on that subject-

irmatttter* whem it its once agaiitra brought Wore them. And if iitt fts abfe to be prowem

that these lower court(s), did not follow this Court's precedent, through a Writ to
r far thiis Court to., at thethis Count, wltw would it mot be mt

murniimuro. send the case back to the Mower courtfsl (with due process monk) of

instructions? And finally, should the poor loser litigant be divested of their

possessions* property amd Hiibeirtty froiirrn am Oirder off a Itower couirt, that diid mot

conform to this Court's precedent ruling?

Ihe answer to these questions lye in [tw©l further questtitom rancemiimg this 

subject of "Stare decisis," The first question would raise the issue of "should* this

this dtodririime he follltowed? And the second 

questtitom would he; How wouildl the issue that it, "'should"' be hallowed, represent a

litigant's. Equal protections of the law?

dtodtiriime he Mowed or

The pro se" Bussellf's aire mot wihout am umdersitamdiiing of the compilesKiity of 

this doctrine. [TJhey understand that there must be a balance involving this 

dtodtiriime* wheirebf om ©me hand a coutrt should folUiow is precedent inuiiinvgs,.. amd om 

the other, a recognition that there must be room to allow a challenge, to come up 

the dtnaiim* fif at fis o bad oamjedent Bui: what the pro se" are prepared to atrpue is 

that thus Count must find a better way to baUamoe the complledty of thiis dtodttriime, 

not just as it may relate to the Court(s) inconsistent and often times nonuniform, 

approach* butt alls© a baliatnce to the Rights of the litigant, especially those who
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may be representing themselves as pro se" iliiftngatnte and who often relly hilly on

this doctrine's supposedly "horizontal and vertical" currant usage, it is its currant

usage, tot at present, suppose to prwiide the greatest protection to llitii^mtts,

especially those who are pro se', from runaway lower courts, that may decide

that St does rot want to follow this Gmuirttis precedent or Its wm. We airgu® that a

uniform and consistent standard of case law precedent millings, iimwdlwiing this

doctrine of stare decisis, is good and proper for all Court(s) to follow, but only to

the raeteft: that, that standard must present am iindiispasttafoile mifamrm display of

wisdom based in whats Right, Fair and Just to all. Because without it, there can be

mo Eouall Justice minder the law, And fit iis their (contention that the record off their

proceedings mil show that this doctrine was not equallily applied, to the matters of

their cases.

[B]

a gross injustice

From the beginning, when it was discovered that their (2011) bankruptcy

atttormeyfs) would not represent them,, iitm accordance to the idles and ll^ocedures 

of bankruptcy law, along with the sobering discovery that no other lawyers that 

they contacted wanted to represent them, nor coaJd they now aiiord one, the pro 

se" RusseIV(s) began, to what has now become a (10) year pUus journey to date, the 

judicial process of (learning) how they would now represent themselves. Although 

they (knew that they Ihed standings iin al their matters and couifid pme, with facts
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and evidence, that theiir dlaiims off iiirajjuiiiriies were wafidi, and although they learned

the State and Federal Rules and Procedures, for presenting [tjheir cases, to the

Courtfs)),, ttitoy did nut know that the flower state and federal! courts were allowed

to ignore this Highest Court of our nation's, rulings and Orders of their majority

decided cases.

It is important that this Honorable Court know the full depth and degree, to 

which this [one] Supreme Court's majority decided cases, were ignored by the

flower state and federal courts,, Fnm [tlheiir cases, lira ©tther words the pm se" ifteseflfs

will now show how they have yet to receive the "horizontal" and "vertical" efFects

of thfis doctrine called "store decisis.

In bankruptcy, Title 11 §105(a) grants a bankruptcy judge the full authority 

and jurisdiction to be the final federal arbiter, of a state, to settle in a completely

eapitaiHe airad Just mraaniraeir,, a dehtoris liraairadiali affiaims,, file.,, Hubs defat with creditors

of all sorts). Title 11 § 106 further grants this same bankruptcy judge the authority 

airad Jurisdiction to also iiimdlude ihiiis ability to settle defats irellafaiimg to allll state <iwrnd 

federal tax agencies. This Court has stated in the case of Brawn v. Feistm, 442IUIS. 

127 (1979), that a bankruptcy judge can even look-behind a state-court judgment 

when the iissue off a "fraudulent diaiimnf has been presented,, Me 11 § 505 E 523. 

This Court has further stated in such cases as; Merck & Co. v. Reynolds, 559 U.S. 

663,6m (mm)) and Gabellll v. SEC; 568 US. 442,450 (2013)), that a party iis allowed 

to use the "discover rule" to bring in such fraudulent dairn when the normal 

timeline to do so has expired. The record will show that although petitioner(s) 

used these type off Supreme Court cases,, and moire,, for theiir (defense,, lira fltjheir
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{(2011)) bankruptcy, the jodfe firm hiis Deaember off 2011 Memrroinwliura ©pmom,

gave these cases no consideration, and instead ruled that Alabama Law was

MiMtti Federal Bantaptoy law, see1 Dec. IX Mil IMimmtmmudmim

case ffl1-82514-JAC-13. See aiso, Ah. Code §6-2-3 overcome statute of Limitation.

Neat; this Court presented the Rules mad Procedures an how the lower 

courts should handle the issue of an Untimely Appeal. This Court made known in 

the case of, in re: SPR v. Resolution Trust Co., the (2) step process on how the 

towBrcoarffs) were to tandlie aim untimely appeal fen ite wisdom* this €mwt. staled 

that in bankruptcy, the court should examine and rule in accordance to the 

reasons for the '''emasablle neglecT off bsiitmg imrimdly, puramant to Rule 9000(b) 

(If®. Although the pettfoonenfs)) used this case flaw, allomg with presenting to the 

district court their reason for being untimely, the July 5, 2012 Memorandum 

Opiiirrm from the district owl, did molt afford the tassel's off thiis case llaw* sror 

did he comment, in his ruling on whether the Russell's reasons for being untimely, 

was sufficient nr molt;, See, Jtuify 5„ Mil Mmnammhm Opmkmp dtiisttiriidt am% erne 

# 5:12-cv-1918-AKK.

In Alabama, the Constitution of that state's Declaration of Rights ArLf l §

13f£§ state the ttltawiiirng;:

This section and Article I section 6, Alabama Constitution of 1901, by guaranteeing
the dime process rights to riHfeems,, aimd section 10, by holding iinwiiollate a parsons 

right to defend hiimsefff iiirn a tiiwiill action to which he is a party.., elluddate this
state's commitment to protect an individual's right to attain adjudication on the 
merits and to afford litigant's an opportunity to defend. Therefore,, a trial court, in

M Cisiiit®. Sfefe EMail Mk w_ /Mtemn HUttHn PlbnitE lhnr.„5HHL OaH 13857,,1355 ((U.*1 dir. 23MSS)) ((apKtffirn®PiaitRsar ta.
Servs. Co. v. Brunswick Assosc. LTD P.Ship 507 U.S. 380,389113, S.Ct. 1489,1495 (1993), Excusobfe Neglect.
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determining whether to grant or dew a motion to sett-asiide a default iiudgrmemtt.,
should exercise te broad discretionary powers with liberality and should balance
the equities of the case with a strong bias toward allowing the defendant to have
Ms (daw in court, HOMamS m. Ft Mmgum MiMhmniS^ amd Smreir S&rmss,, ilimc.514 S&. 
mm {{Mi®,., mm)..

The case law mentioned in the above Declaration of Rights, was a landmark

case decided by the Alabama Supreme Coy tit that made dear to all state lower

court judges on how they are to handle litigants, who presented a Motion to Set- 

Aside a Judgment, when the requirements of this Kirkland doctrine has been met

The Record will show that aittthouigh the pro se" Russdlfs Mowed the Rules

and Procedures in presenting the needed requirements of this Kirkland doctrine, 

thraugh their Motions, they were mot only denied aim answer as to whether they 

met these requirements but, they were also denied a basic hearing on the entire 

matter. And it should further be noted that when these matters were brought to 

the attention off the highest Count iim Alabama, through a Writ,, |The Alabama 

Supreme Court), who is the Court that fashioned the Rules and Procedures of this 

subject-matter, through a Case ILaw, they were denied Review, without comment.

The 14th Amendment states; no state shall make or enforce any law which 
abridge the privileges or immunities of citizens of the United States? nor shall 
any State deprive any person of life, liberty, or property, without due process of 

law; nor deny to any person within its jurisdiction the equal protection of the 

law.

The RusseHfs will argue that a denial to grant a basiic hearing on these

matters, as well as afford [t]hem due process and the equal protection of the 

States Declaration and the Supreme Court Case Law that put into place the Rules

and (Procedures as to how thiis subject-matter is to be handled by these lower
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Alabama Couirtfs)).. These actams would toe presented! a dear wiollatas of their 

guaranteed 5th and 14th Amendment Rights. It is for these reasons that their 

Compfeifii: made biwn the aWeimJainitts as the (Ltaitedi States off /taneiriica atnd the 

State of Alabama, because it is dear that this States judicial process of a denial no 

commeirat tnuilliiimg,, follows iiira llodk-sitep wih the federal! Jludiidiall process. Asrad iitt iis 

this process, that was created and passed by our Federal ILegiisliatttireSi. that has 

caused ft]hem personal, injury in fact and a continued threat of imminent injury.

F&raffly, the doctrine that faegam the process tf thiis ((MS)) year plliuis court; oatUle

was over the issue of the doctrine of resjudicata. This now (10) year plus battle 

started because a creditor and their attorneys)) were ommiithing mlawfell acts 

against the Russell's, to which [tjhey had and still have documents as proof.1® 

What the pro se" iteseUfs discovered was that the Haw allows in to on- mma 

this docfrimte if certain oiitetriia s are met. The case that benefited the Russdlfs the 

most, was a U.S. Supreme Court case called Lawlor v. National Screem Service,

349 US, 322 (1955)). In mm, this Court said: that res judicata does not apply to a

second suit, even if the case involves the same nucleolus of the facts, so long as

of the earlier condftkm. Although the Htusseflfe 

used this case, along with Rule Gd(b) 6) and "The discovery iru»ile.";the tower 

state/ federal court(s). to this day, have failed to provide an answer, in all Orders.

as to whether they met the requirements far oter-comiig. this docfirirne,

19 Alabama Code§ 7-9A-618, Requires a secured party in a consumer good transaction to provide a debtor with a 
arif Hots'Stidtaiifeatexii aaWidffinimyaSliJiiieliiimiffi 1;fc® ujrmitertotes to (nriltedt a dleffi'rdtetmE^.. UJJ.CX. §$- 

SM irfeEa&feftnriiiiEiiiDsil fltaiteuBf mfftins nsssite itantUin itodfctiffi anraii dtatr itt testtoitenn ptae. ffsilujiE arfF smurf 
t&S) itssafe "tnanrairraKTittiHlIiy IteKunffittite" ati^prasitenim orff (Mkfeall uumaiisr (UlCC. § “S-SaMp)) as itosarttm UMfejiamoy
judgment. See also, Ala. Code §7-2-302 and § 8-19-5(23).
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THE WRIT SHOULD BE GRANTED

mB CASE RH% FOR THIS [ONE] 5UF«EMECOtJKriDRECUUM ITS 

CONSTITUTIONAL PURPOSE, INTENT AND RESPONSIBILITY

It has been said by many scholars that one of the most important Supreme 

Gouritcases wasthe case of, Mmkwf ml MmS&ims, 1 QrmstA (because ftws 

this case that established the Supreme Court's power of Judicial Review, ftfie 

right to declare a law unconstitutional) over Congress. It also helped to define

the IboiuiiiTidairiies between the oeantive and fudkiiaii branches of the Unfted States

Government.

Togfafft, is aare now faced with a pandemic^ albmsg with a state and federal!

political system, across this nation, that is throwing our great nation into a world 

wind off (chaos, corfuasioini and divide,, to the Hikes that many of us have inerar seen.

As examples: we are now faced with state and federal agencies -fat are 

attempting to enforce, across this country, mandatory vaccines on all Americans, 

a tedhHmtetfff' that may be prdhrMrttranig freedom of speech, an ^nraQrtTdlkMe 

crime wave, caused by the implementation of unjust and unconstitutional laws. 

We are further being faced with a possible uncoststUnonal im|rfenientatgom off an 

illllegall border crisis. These are fust to name a few.

It is the pro se' argument to this Court that America, our great nation, is

ii: iis further their airpmerat that this
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plliuiinige began when mar ratal's Meraft ^WBwmOTttaii! system w&em& from an

important statement found in the preamble to our Constitution, that reads;

WE THE IPEOM OF TIE UMIED STATES M TO FOM A HUME

PERFECT UNION ESTABLISH "JUSTICE"

If mss dear that our founders umfiensSood that before ms ootid ensure

domestic tranquility, provide for the common defense or promote the general 

welfep^, there must first he an establishment of Earnall Justice. Without Sspall

Justice there can be no existence of a prosperous, free and stabile country. A 

careful study of our Constitution and its three branch governmental set-up, along

have failed to grasp. And with all due respect to the (9) Honorable members of 

this fetase! Supreme Court the burden erf nantainngg that Christian pictair^ as it 

pertains to the Laws and Affairs of maintaining a stabile and just government and 

society, was designed to governmentally, rest squarely on this lone) Supreme

Quart.

Our founders, in their wisdom, gave us a Governmental System that

panted our Male anti Federal! brandhes ((Erooifee anti i^silattwe)) the ifmmmr to

create aW laws that they think, feel and believe that are right, fair and iust to the

people of this nation, At the same time, they game the people aim arossmsfenseinf 

(the First Amendment) that would grant to al citizens a freedom to exercise fbeiir 

personal religion of (what they think, feel and believe is right, fair and iust). See

detfatifim sf reSgpxm, firm oM mpy? ef asrfsfeFs a£k$kmw%/„ rMny speiifit: tsisefL

Mixing the politics of a Congress, who are also citizens entitled to this religious
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also been granted the right to exercise their Religious Freedom, creates an

caMifasnogii ami dfaopfar., tihatt mest fee cortomeiLEgiiMfiai

The answer to this containment was giving through providence, and that

was; to create florael Supreme Court that mould be appointed as due head ssff ttte

Judicial Powers, of this nation. Its purpose, was to not only be the final arbiter of 

the law, but who would also make certain that, that law must be embedded in

Justice, under the Law.

litis [oimej Supreme Judidall (Power, under te Artiidle 688 powers ®oiJif mm/

have the authority and jurisdiction to ultimately, settle all meritorious disputes, 

that would be brought before it in a judicial setting, that arises under this

QimlBaMSm. and ftitat woaii pegtaim te ffe lag rf itese Panted State, life

means that whether it would be laws pertaining to our schools, churches, state 

and federal ggroernmentail agencies, businesses, and al ©Iter Laws ttteffi CsM^ness 

puts fourth, and yes, to indude all! issues pertaining to: ML LOWER CKMFgSS. 

both state and federal that may interfere and prevent any litigant from receiving

Iter €©ais&iMD@ijril febts to m Euaafatolte aecess to the Mes„ iFtocedmgs and

Case Laws, that this Court puts fourth, this Court has been given the authority, 

duly and irespoteihiiitty to settle. See, The House Bffll the Opem 4cce$$ i® Cmnrtts

Act (H.R. 4115) and the Senate Bill, the Notice Pleading Restoration Act (S. 1504). 

The requirements for achieving this Constitutional purpose is ample and
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difficulty and ite already been embedded M» yowsr job descrtpaiioini,, 

and that is; "to /to/e from the Center." What we /rave learned is that this Center, 

take s» slfte. Sit does raoft Item to fine iraghit or the IteiL lit is ifnoft: a irepdblfam msr a 

democrat. It is not based in a liberal or a conservative view point. It does not see 

cdfer, in does iiit see mace. Itlt does not see poor,, imor does fit see irkh. St does root 

bate nor does iit treats unfair because it disagrees. And most of ai, this Center 

present an Equal Justice, embedded in the Law of what's right, fair and just, to

yeti

What we have ultimately learned, your Honorable Justices is that this
at -

were all appointed to uphold, was a judicial System that was to be based and 

irootoi si the Christian Wane, What this Cmmttiry has Fagattan^ hy

RiUissdlL

Our nation has lost its way. It has become completely divided because 

every one iis taMng sides, it iis the pro $e" iusseSirs arpMnent to this Court list it iis 

time for this Honorable Court, who has been appointed, by Congress and the 

Gomstiiiilion, under Article HI § 1* as the amjemmeritail ^atekeenjer off the law.. to 

be the Final arbiter of what Law, is Right. Fair and Just..

The Russell's understand that in caring this awesome and heavy load of

responsibility,, off muffing from die 'Tenter''' by this |ooe]j Supreme Court, ffieft there 

will be plenty of Americans, whether it be Congressional figures, the media, big 

* schools,, individual dfeems, chuarches, and yes„ to imriludte„ allll those off 

the lower state and federal judiciary, who may not like or appreciate this type of
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Ceirater Ruffing^ from tfiiis CdaiertL Bui; iitt iis ffe center way, that ii§ imott only the way

that this court can preserve our nation, for years to come, but it is also the only 

wssf tffi fisafee ceitafp that our jaidra.ll system op mainteiip ite orrippali piianpase,

intent and responsibility to the American people and our Constitution of these

Uteiied State.

For what we have also learned your honorable justices, is that right, fair 

and just to all, equals "truth" and that "truth", does not belong to any of us, and

does sm£ rely op isdaa® mm tfeiimlfc* feel or ibefa®. Apd ttfe "tattlin'" op aitafs Ite

spoken clearly, boldly and with out fear, as well as unable to be contradicted or to 

go against by apyope. Luke 21:14-17

CLOSING REMARKS

The Judicial Act of 1925 is an unconstitutional Federal Law because it

remwei fife |oneI Supreme Court: ffiiranm ite arigpnaU mtontei purpose trader

Article HI, § 1 of the U.S. Constitution and its responsibility to the American

people, upder Artiidte III, secfop 2, d. 1 off fllhie 0_S_ CopsttiittiittMiip. life Hotel Court 

did not peed the U-S. Congress to create tfe federal Haw, in order to Me epptttnoU

its case-loads, nor was it by Constitutional Law, allowed to accept such a law.

Qwaggress gpie Sfe SfraramraMe Court all ttitoatt frtt irreederf! mdmp iilt created fifes IIS..

Court of Appeals, in 1891. Please allow argument as to what went wrong.

Tfe Court;, upder ite Art. Ill powers Unas from ttfe tegiipp'iog possessed fte

discretionary authority and jurisdiction to decide those cases that it should hear 

and those that it should not. Furthermore, this Court, under its Article Jii powers

(has fees draped, widn fte responsibility,, fey ®p oath to life CopsiffitofoiiT!, wits sfe
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daunting and overwhelming task off maiding osrtaiimi that the Lams, as Sit relate to

the relationship between government and the people, remain in the center.

Use MOTMwahfe Cawtt Unas tern ipwen the auifeoriity,, jwisdiictiion and the

responsibility to sit in this center, and extend its tentacles of prudent judgments

into every GmMtaitiionafl and legal crarnfffeH; that may gjrwe rise, far settftfc®, rater

this Constitution and the laws of these United States.

For these reasons, the acts by this Court of denying meritorious cases with 

saisrfh) as mm„ as weflU as such recent cases as the State off 

Indiana v. University case, which was denied by the Hon. Amy Coney Barrett and 

the recent INIew York case v. Union members, that was turned stem wife sdenied 

no comment rolling by your Hanarabie Justice Sanya Sodomayer, is

This Court should not by law, be allowed to make statements as it did in the

case ©ff Mtaykmd ml tefc Am lime.,, 3M LIS. 912 pffiSPJf, whereibw

when ask for clarification on its former ruling, denied review and used the Judicial
Act off 1925 as is reasons,, to derm. The StuEseHITs <dSd mot need Ifeeiir case to he a 

spotlight of attention in this Court, hut what we did needed and ConstsMonalllly 

deserve, was a simple answer from this [one] Supreme Court, as to whether the 

tower court's decastons were in accordance to litis Cwfi Mss. iProcedan^ amd 

Case laws.20

lit is ©wr argument that CMeff Justice Marshall gat it right, in the case off

Worchesterv. Georgia, 31 US. (6 Pet.) 515 (1832), when he stated; Those who fill

20 2S US. Code § 2072,, The Supreme Court shall have the power to prescribe genera) iruites of practice amtd
[pusmBferearmfi twites, stfaitein fcardaras iterate UMtail Mattes (rifeBniixfl: imminits ((irmdteoiSteg fpimireratitegs HrfsEi® 
msgi^tesms jkGtgjssUltnHTfflifi)) anmtl fflranttsarffappffidte.
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Hm judkiot department fame no dh^reikm in selecting the subjects We be

brought before them. Id. at 541 21

fit s far Ate reasons presented im Ate Write ®ff CeffAriorarii, Atet Ate pres se"

Russell's will contend that the lower court(s), in these matters, were wrong on 

tfelr dfamriissall for ILadk of Staimdiiiiflig^ ate iiit iis for ttese reasons presented m Ate

brief that the Judicial Act of 1925 that gives this Honorable Court the legal ability 

to deny their cases with "no comment ruling" is unconstitutional along with the

reasons afe® presented iim Ate taidk ttat steasildl emfitelle Ate pro se" tasselifs rntfin

Injunctive and Equitable Just Relief.

CONCLUSION

far Ate foregoing reasons,, Ate pe®tMn ffw write off oerliorairii sfailsf be

granted.

if siiiiraitetedl,,

DeAndre' Rds

Constance JH Russell

v4i. f U/[ a 6.

4882 James Street

Huntsville, Alabama 35811December 11,2021

Petitioners) pro se'
21 (arnimjpilEtaH HHneffinraHttiam^fen;, % Camgyress arff alltoaiingtlHiiEB |sm^] Suipraiffis CsKmtt
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