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Defendants-Appellees.

Appeal from the United States District Court
for the Northem District of Alabama

(February 1, 2021)
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Before JILL PRYOR, EDMONDSON, and BLACK, Circuit Judges.

Plaintiffs DeAndre’ and Constance Russell, proceeding pro se,' appeal the

diistizict court’s dismissal — for kack of standing — of their amended
declaratory and injunctive relief. No reversible error has been shown; we affirm.

Plaimtifis filled this civil action against the United States, the State of

Alabama, and members of the United States Congress and the Alabama

Judiciary Act of 1925 and its amendments (“the J udiciary Act”). Plaintiffs say the

MMmemeWMWMW@f“.MWmmm

controversies” by issuing what Plaintiffs call a “no opinion ruling”: a decision

il aﬂmmmmmﬁjmdgmm&@r«hmyﬁmgamwmﬁmmm

I We comstm ﬂﬁbmmﬂﬂympmm Tannenbawm v. United States, 148 F.3d 1262, 1263
(1 1t Chx.. 1998).

2 PlaintifFs filed their initial complaint in September 2019. On 11 October 2019, Plaintiffs
moved -- pursuant to Fed. R. Civ. P. 15(a)(1) -- for leave to amend their complaint to “present a
more definite and precise statement of clarity.” Omn 23 October (fewer than 21 days zfter service
of process) Pleintiffs filled 2 “Motion to Clarify 2md Summzrize thefr Comyplaint with = More
claims presented in their initial complaint. The district court construed Plaintiffs” 23 October
filing as a supplement to the initial complaint — filed as a matter of course under Rule 15(a)(1) --
amd s deemed as moot. Plaintiffs” 11 October mottion for leave to amend.

2



USCAL1 Case: 20-11747 Date Fled: 020012021 Page: 3 of 9

Plaimtifis contend these “no opinion rulings™ vielate doe process becamse — in
denying claims or review without opinion — appellate courts decide impermissibly
wiat czses are of public importance and deprive litigants of 2 meaningfirl
opportunity to have their claims “heard and decided.” By passing the Judiciary
Act, Plaimtiffs say Congress violated 42 U.S.C. § 1983, Articles I, I, and I of the
United States Constitution, the Due Process Clause, and the Equal Protection
Clause.

About standing, Plaintiffs alleged they suffered injuries when their

appellate courts. Plaintiffs say the United States Supreme Court twice denied
withot opimion petitions for centiorari fiked by DeAndre” and that the Alsbama
Supreme Court denied without opinion a petition for review filed by Constance.
As reliief, Plaintiffs sought (1) a declaration that the Jodiciary Act is
unconstitutional; (2) an injunction enjoining federal and state appellate courts from
issuing “ro opimion mmlings”; (3) a temporary stay in Plaimntiffs” 2011 and 2014
bankruptcy proceedings and in “ali lawsuits and State Court proceedings filed by”
lmsmtifis; (4) attomey’s fees and costs; and (5) other relief deemed “Just znd

proper.” Plaintiffs asked for no monetary damages or relief from an existing

Judgment of amy court.
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The district court determined that Plaintiffs lacked standing and, thus,
pranted the govermment”s motion to dismiss. The district court found Plamtiffs had
alteged no concrete and particularized injury and, instead, asserted only a
gmmaﬁﬁmﬂi grievance about the government that was insufficient to establish

Article I standing. This appeal followed.

Suppiement to the Appellate Record:

As am imitizl matter, Plaintiffs seek to supplement the appellate record witlh
documents -- including the complained-of “no opimion fulings” — filed in the civil
actions underlying Plaintiffs” complaint. We have said that we will “rarely
supplement the record to include material that was not before the district court, but |
we have the equitable power to do so iff it is im the interests of justios”™ amd we will

make that determination on a case-by-case basis. See Schwartz v. Millon Air, Inc,,

341 F.3d 1220, 1225 n4 (1 1th Cir. 2003). Even when the additional information is
not dispositive, “we may allow supplementation in the aid of making an informed
decision.™ Id. W@mayammmmﬂmmﬁm@fmd@wmmﬁﬁﬂwﬁmamﬂnm
federal or state court “to establish the fact of such litigation and related ﬁlihgs.””

See United States v. Jones, 29 F3d 1549, 1553 (1 1th Cir. 1994); Lozman v. City of

q
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Riviera Beach, 713 F.3d 1066, 1675 n.9 (1 1th Cir. 2013) (taking jodicial notice of
court documents filed in a state eviction action); Fed. R. Evid. 201(b) (“The court

dicially motiice 2 fact that is mot subject to reasonable dispute because it . . .

can be accurately and readily determined from sources whose accuracy cannot

Plaintiffs” pro se complaint references more than one proceeding in which

Plamtxffs say tihey were denied relief withont opinion bt lists only one identifiable
case number. Because the additional information Plaintiffs now seek to add to the

the fact of the issuance of the pertinent court orders — we will allow Plaintiffs to

Reading Plaintiffs” complaint together with Plaintiffs” suppiemental record
claims: (1) a Chapter 13 bankruptcy proceeding filed by DeAndre” in 2011; (2) a
2013 civil action filed by DeAndre” against his creditor, his bankruptcy lawyer,
and the bankruptcy trustees in the United States District Court for the Northern

Disstiriictt of Alzbama; amd (3) 2 2005 ganmid

Alabama state court. In each case, DeAndre” or Constance ultimately petitioned

the United States Supreme Court for a writ of certiorari. And, im each case, the
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Supreme Court denied certiorari without opimion. See Russell v. First Resol. Inv.

Corp., 140 S. Ct. 213 (2019), reh’g denied, 140 S. Ct. 633 (2019); Russell v.

Redstone Fed. Credit Union, 139 S. Ct. 457 (2018), reh’g denied, 139 §. Ct. 1245

(2019); Russell v. Geddes, 571 U.S. 835 (2013). The most recent of these denials
was issued in December 2019: before the district court dismissed Plaintiffs”

complaint in April 2020 and before this appeal was filed.

Standing:

We review de movo a dismissal for lack of standing. Scott v. Taylor, 470

F.3d 1014, 1017 (11th Cir. 2006).
“The party invoking federal jurisdiction bears the burden of establishing™

standing. Lujan v. Defs. of Wildiife, 504 U.S. 555, 561 (1992).2 To establish

Artiicle I standing, a plaimtiff must establish three elements: (1) he has suffered an
injury-in-fact, (2) a causal connection between the injury and the complained-of
condwet, and (3) the injury is capable of being redressed by the court. Id. at 560-

61. To show an injury-in-fact, a plaintiff must demonstrate that he suffered “an

3Mwmm”mmﬁmmwl@mmmm%myhemmﬂﬁmww
of liiiggtion, including at the pleading stage, the summary judgment stage, or af trial. See Lujn,
504 ULS. at 561-62.

6
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imvasion of 2 legallly protected mferest™ that is “concrete and pa

“actual or imminent.” Id. at 560.
Im addition to showing 2 pest injury, a plamtiff seeking prospective
injunctive or declaratory relief must also “show a sufficient likelihood that he will

be afffected by the allegedly unlawiinl condnct in the future.” Howston v. Manod

Supermarkets, Inc., 733 F.3d 1323, 1328-29 (11th Cir. 2013) (injunctive relief);

Malowney v. Fed. Collection Deposit Grp.., 193 F.3d 1342, 1347 (1 lth Cir. R999)
(declaratory relief). In other words, a plaintiff has standing to seek prospective
refief only if he can show “a real and mmmedizte — as opposed to 2 merely
conjectural or hypothetical -- threat of future injury.” Houston, 733 F.3d at 1329
(emphasis m origimal); Malowney, 193 F.3d at 1347.

Construed liberally, Plaintiffs” complaint might allege sufficiently a past
imjurry. Plamtiffs comtend that the Judiciary Act and the isspance of “no opinion
rulings™ violate due process. Plaintiffs ﬁn’tﬁer allege that they personally suffered
a due process violaiion when ther claims were denied without opinion by federal
and state appellate courts.

That Plaintiffs have alleged sufficiently a past injury is only the first step in

our standing inquiry. Because Plaintiffs seek only prospective declaratory and
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a@mmﬁeﬁmmmmmmmmm@mw and immediate”
threat of future injury. Plaintiffs have failed to satisfy that burden.

Never have Plaimtifis aﬂ]l%ﬁdﬂnmﬁneymsﬂiﬂﬂaﬁﬁmmﬁmamﬁﬁ@k@fam
due process violation. The three civil actions underlying Plaintiffs” complaint are
MM:PMMMMM@EWWWM&@
issuance of a “no opinion ruling” in those cases. Nor have Plaintiffs alleged that
MW@@MWB@gMWmﬁgM@N@M% a reasonable expectation
that Plaintiffs are likely to be subject to future injury from the issuance of a2 “no

le"[ ﬂﬁm mﬂﬁng D

4 plantis sought mo rekief fom an existing couxt judgment or damages for their alleged past
fimjunies. Plmiimtiifffs” wmqphfmnﬁmﬂmmkd a request flor 2 temporary sty im tihe tihen-omidentified
uindierllyimg civill proceedimgs. Sucth reliief was unawailsble, however, because fimal judgment fhad
Mmmmmwmmmmmgm@mmmmmw
rendered its decision.

Plziimficfifs” mmmmmmmmmmmmmmm” We do mof,
M—mmwwﬁmmmmm-mmmwg&ﬁ@mmmmﬁa
request for damages or other relief from an existing judgment. We have said that the “mere
incantation of such boilerplate language” cannot convert the nature of relief sought. See Rosen
v. Caseadie Imt”L, 21 F3d 1520, 1526 m.12 (1 1th Cir. 1994) (wacating & graut of @ prelimingry

o st amd] pnmm”u@ﬂﬁdf“‘«ﬂmmmﬁtwmm:aﬂwﬂ camse off action into 2 legitimate roguest for
equitable relief.”). We have also stressed that if a plaintiff fails to satisfy his burden of afleging
fiacts sufficient to establish Article Il standing, “this court lacks the power to create jurisdiction
oy emibellishing @ deficient allegation of imjury.” See Elend v. Bashem, 471 F.3d 1199, 1206

(1 1t Ciir.. 2006). Nor does the leniency we affiord pro se pleadings give us “license to serve as
de facto counsel for a party, or to rewrite an otherwise deficient pleading in order to sustain amn
action.” Campbell v. Air Jam.. L.td., 760 F.3d 1165, 1168-69 (11th Cir. 2014).

» MMW@M&WZ@E@MW&N&WM&WWC@WWM@@MW
memmmﬁmmmm&mmﬁmmﬂ
8
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Plaintiffs have alleged no “real or immediate” threat of future injury.
Plaimtiffs thus lack Article I standing to bring this action for prospective

declaratory or injunctive relief. Cf. Malowney, 193 F.3d at 1348 (because

plaimtififs showed no substantizl likelihood of fiutmre mjury, a declaration that the
challenged statute “as applied in the past to these plaintiffs is unconstitutional
would be nothing more than a gratuitous comment without anmy force or effect.”
(quotation and alteration omitted)). We affirm the district court’s dismissal for

Jack of stamding.

AFFIRMED.

The Supreme Court denied certiorari on 7 October 2019 (before Plaintiffs amended their
complaint on 23 October) and denied rehearing on 9 December 2019. That lawsuit was done and
was s mot pemding when the district court dismissed for lack of standing. Article Ii°s case-or-

controversy requirement: demands thet standing “persist throughout 2l stages of litigation.” Va.

Howse of Dellegaies v. Betiume-Hill, 139 8. C. 1945, 1950-31 (2019).
9
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IN THE UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS

FOR THE ELEVENTH CIRCUIT
" No. 20-11747-HH
DEANDRE RUSSFLL,
CONSTANCE RUSSELL,
| Plaintifis - Appellants,

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,

Defiendiants - Appeliees:

BEFORE: JILL PRYOR, EDMONDSON, and BLACK,, Circuit Judges.

The Pétition for Panel Rehearing ﬁled by Deandre Russell and Constance Russell is DENIED.

ORD-41
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FILED

Z000 A0S A 480D
US. DISTRICT COURT
N.D. OF ALABAMA

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF ALABAMA.
NORTHEASTERN DIVISION

DEANDRE’* RUSSELL, ef al., )
Plaintiffs, )
V. ) CaseNo.: 5:19-¢v-1597-LCB

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, et )
al, ' ;

MEMORANDUM OFPINION

.”Ith@]l'ﬂmimxﬂiﬂﬁ,anﬂM’ and Constance Russell, appearing pro se, filed a
complaint on September 27, 2019.! (Doc. 1). In the style of their case, the Plaintiffs
ﬁmﬁmmm@d Sﬂmﬂm of America and the State of Alabama as defendants. However,
in the section of their complaint entitled “Defendant(s),” the Plaintiffs describe the
defendants as “All memibers of the United States Congress (pass (sic), recent and

present years)” that voted in the affirmative to pass the Federal Judiciary Act of 1925

and its subsequent Amendments. (Doc. 1, p- 5). The Plaintiffs also name as -

«&ﬁ&mﬂmﬁs wAll Members of the Alabama Legislators (sic) (pass (sic), recent znd

I The Plaintiffs also filed a “Motion with (sic) Leave to Amend™ on October 11, 2019, (Doc. 10)
followed a “Motion to Clarify and Summarize their Complaint With a More Definite Statement™
or Octiober 23, 2019. (Doc. 13). As its title reflects, the latter is not a motion but a summary of
e Plaiintifls” angment., T does mot add or remove amy claims. Tie Court willl thos treat it as 2
supppllement to the oviginal oomplaimt pusmant to Fed. R. Civ. P. 15(@)(1). Accordingly, the motion
for leave to amend (Doc. 10) is MOOT.
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present) who are following in a Lock-Step Doctrine, of the U.S. Congresses (sic)
Federal Judicial (sic) Act of 1925 and all its Amendments. ...~ Jd.

The Plaintiffs purport to bring their claims pursuant to 42 U.S.C. § 1983, and
alllege that the appellate court practice of issning decisions withowt a written opinion,
what the Plaintiffs refer to as “no opinion rulings;” violates various constitutional
rightts. The Plaimtiffs assert that the Federal Judiciary Act, as amended, allows for
this practice. In their complaint, the Plaintiffs state that “Congress cannot create a
feders fxw that leaves finll discretion to the Appellate (State and Federal) Justices,
to decide whether a case may or may not be important enough for adjudication, based
on w0 sct standard of what constitutes mportant enough.” (Deoc. 1, p. 6-7). The

Plaintiffs similarly allege that the appellate court practice of discretionary review

deprives them amd others of those same nights. The Plaintiffs are seeking a

declaratory judgment holding the Judiciary Act of 1925 unconstitutional and an
every case that comes before them. The Plaintiffs also appear to be asking this Court
o enjois the practice of discretionary review by all appellate courts in the natton,
including the United States Supreme Court.

The complaint comtzins [ittle m the way of backgroumd.

specifically alleged, the Plaintiffs appear to have appealed an adverse ruling from a

lower state and/or federal court to an imermediate appeals court,, which then affinmed
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the ruling of the trial court without publishing a written opinion.2 One of the
Pl also asserts that she has flod a petition for a writ of cortiovari in the Uited
States Supreme Court. As best the Court can discern, the Plaintiffs have alleged that
Congzess, by passing the Judiciary Act of 1925, has violated various constitutional
rights because that Act allows intermediate appellate courts to issue ““no opinion

appeal. (Doc. 1, p. 6). The Plaintiffs also allege that the Alabama Legislature has

-

; ﬁgﬁmsbyaﬂﬂowhmgmmmpnmdmmsmm

court.3

Federal courts must determine that they have jurisdiction before hearing a
case. Steel Co. v. Citizens for Better Erv't, 523 U.S. 83, 94-95 (1998). Article ITI
of the Constitution limits the jurisdiction of federal cour(s to “Cases” and
w“Copmtroversics” Lamce v. Coffimarn, 549 U.S. 437, 439 (1998)(citing U.S. Comst.
art. 111, § 2). One component of the case or coniroversy requirement is standing,

wihiich requires @ plaintiff to demonstrate mjury in fact, causation, and redressability.

See Lujar v. Defs. of Willife, 504 U-S. 555, 560-61 (1992).

-—

QWWMMmmmmmmlpmm&mngﬂmmﬁmmm appeal to the Alxbzoma

Court of Civil Appeals. Thus, it can be inferred that there were at least two separate proceedings

from which one or both of the Plaintiffs appealed. Again, the Plaintiffs do not give any details
' dﬁmﬁﬂh&pﬂm@@dﬁm@ﬁmw&hﬁmmﬂhwwm.

» e Plaintiffs do mot idemtify 2 specific state law.

3
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Im its motion to dismiss, the Defendant asserted, among other things, that this
case is due to be dismissed pursuant to Fed. R. Civ. P. 12(b)(1) because, it says, the

PMMMS@% The United States Supreme Court has held that in order to

meet the standing requirement of Article Il of the United States Constitution, a
plaimtiff must establish the following:
(1) it has suffered an “injury in fact” that is (a) concrete and
particularized and (b) actual or imminent, not conjectural or
. hypothetical;

(2) the injury is fairly traceable to the challenged action of the
defendant; and

3) itis likely, as opposed to merely speculative, that the imjury will be
redressed by a favorable decision.

 Friemds of the Earth, Inc. w. Laidlaw B, Serws. (TOC), Inc., 528 U.S. 167, 180-
81 (2000). “The party invoking federal jurisdiction bears the burden of establishmg

these elements. Simmﬁﬁn@ymmoﬁmepﬂmﬂﬁmgmm@emmﬁsmmm&nmm

indispensable part of the plaintiff's case, each element must be supported in the same
‘/-——J

wwmmy@ﬂnmmmﬁﬁwmwhﬁchﬁhepﬂmfmﬁﬁbmﬂn@bm@@fpmﬁ i.e.., witln

it S S ——

‘;'the manner ch required at the successive stages of the

litigation.” Lagjam, 504 U.S. at 561 (internal citations omitted).

In reviewing the Plaintiffs* complaint, the Court finds that they have alleged

@mﬂyagm@ﬂﬁmdh@g@byd@ﬁ@ﬂhﬂﬁh@pmﬁﬁ@@@f“@@@pﬁmﬁmmﬁmgﬁ”md

-

discretionary appeilate review deprives them of various constitutional rights

4
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including the right to due process. Although the Plaintiffs vaguely refer to cases

ﬁbeywmwmmﬂﬂyﬁMW@ﬁW@dﬁm,ﬂn@yd@mMpmwﬁd@mydﬂmﬁﬂab@mm

e ———

proceedings. { Their grievance is not a concrefe, particularized, actual, or imminent
T ————

@ Insicad, Plaintiffs sweepingly claim fhat all citizens of the United States
suffer when they receive a “no opinion” ruling from an appeliate court.

Amnﬂﬁmgﬂy,ﬁheﬂmﬁmﬁﬁﬁﬂnmﬁmﬁﬂedmaﬂﬂ@gemymmﬂﬁﬂm
particularized injuries. The Supreme Court has consistently held that “a plaintif¥
raising only 2 generally available grievance about g@vmmmmm—cﬂmmmmmg only harm
to his and every citizen's interest in proper application of the Constitution and laws,
mdsm&dmgmﬁﬁeﬂﬁmﬁmmmdﬁm@ﬂymdm@bﬂyb@mﬁmhﬁmmmﬁﬁmm
public at large—does not state an Article I case or controversy.” Lance v. Coffinar,
549 U.S. att 439 (1998)citimg Lujor, 504 U.S. at 573-574).

In order to establish Article III standing, a plaintiff must satisfy all three
clements laid ot by the Supreme Cowrt in Lagar. Because the Plaintiffs have faled
to allege facts supporting the first element, the Court need not consider whether the
remaining factors are satisfied. Thus, by holding that the Plaintiffs have failed to
allege an injury in fact, the Court is not implying that they have met the remaining
clements of Article I standimg. The Court makes no findings on those issues.

Accordingly, the Defendant™s motion to dismiss (Doc. 15) is due to be granted.
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Although the Plaintiffs> lack of standing is dispositive in this case, the Court
poimnts out theat e Plaintiiis” gxﬁmmmwﬂﬂn“&mqpm@mmﬂm@”ammmmm
on their misunderstanding of that procedure. The Plaintiffs seem to be under the

impression that, wihen an appellate court issues a decision without 2 writfen opiniomn,

_ that court is not actually adjudicating the case on the merits. See e.g. (Doc. 1, p.

9)(asserting that the Judiciary At of 1925 gives appellate courts “the authority to
say ‘no 1/We, the justices of these high courts, have nothing to say about your case,
even if your case has merit.™). The Plaintiffs even assert their belief that due
process would be satisfied if appellate courts would issue an opinion stating as
follows: “mp@iﬁﬂim,mﬂ@@k@daﬂty@mmmdmwwh@mﬂﬂwﬂ@mmmdmm
(sic) nothing wrong, therefore we will not take up or further your case.” (Doc. 1,
p. 10-11). What the Plaimtiffs do mot understand is that when a case is affimmed

without opinion, that is precisely what the appeliate court is saying. Rulings issued
-~ Rt ST L

byaweﬂ%wmm@vwﬁﬁﬁnmﬁmﬂammnmmm&wbﬂh&m@@mﬁwmh&w&b@m

considered on the merits by those courts.
_/')

Plaintiffs” Other Motions
The Plaintiffs also filed two motions which appear to be requesting a change of
veme. See (Docs. 3 and 11). T their “Motion to Place Constitutional Complaint in
Proper Court Pursuant to 28 § 1631~ (Doc. 3), the Plaintiffs asked the Court to

tramsfer their case to the proper jurisdiction if the Court determined that it did not
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have jurisdiction. Similarly, in their “Motion to Change Vemue” (Doc. 11), the
Plaintiffs, citing 28 U.S.C. § 1404, stated that it would be improper for a court in
Alabamsa to hear this case becawse, they say, their complaint centers around alleged
wrongs committed by courts in Alabama (both state and federal). However, the
Plaimtiffs did not idemtify the vemue that they believe to be proper. Nevertheless,
these motions are DENIED. Because the Plaintiffs lack standing to bring the claims

asserted in their complaint, this case would mot be proper in amy jurisdiciior.

The Plaintiffs also filed a “Motion for Adjudication by (3) Panel Judge of a
Constitwtional Complaint™ (Doc. 4). Citing 28 U.S.C. § 22817, the Plamtiffs ask that
this case be assigned to a three-judge panel of district judges because of the
significance of their claim. The Plaintiffs appear to be referrimg to 28 U.S.C.
2284(a), which provides: “A district court of three judges shall be convened when
otherwise required by Act of Congress, or when an action is filed challenging the
constitutionality of the apportionment of congressional districts or the
apportionment of any statewide legislative body.” This case meets none of those

criteria. Accordingty, this motion is DENIED.

The Plamtiffs also filed a “Motion to Comect the Record of Plaintififs)

Complaint™ (Doc. 8), which appears to notify the Court that they properly served the

“28US.C. § 2281 was repealed in 1976.
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defendamnts and that one of the Plamtiffs” name was incomect on certaim filings. To
the extent this was intended to be a motion to amend the complaint to correct a
party”’s name, fhe motion is GRANTED. Finally, the Plamtiffs filed a “Motion to
Present the Good Faith of their Filed Constitutional Complaint” (Doc. 18), in which
tihe Plaimtiffs stated that their complaint was made in good faith and was not mittnded
to cause any undue delay in their underlying proceedings. However, this motion
does not appear to aciually ask for amy type of reliefl. To the extent it could be
construed to ask for any type of relief, the motion is DENIED. |

| The Court also notes that, two weeks affter they filed their omgimal comyplaimt, e
Plaintiffs filed a “Motion for Preliminary Injunctive and Restraining Order Relief”
(Doc. 9). This motion sought a preliminary injunction staying one or both of the

- Plaintiffs’ bankruptcy proceedings. The other relief sought in the motion is unclear.

Nevertheless, becanse the Court has determined that the Plaimtiffs lack stamding amd
are consequently not entitled to any relief, this motion is DENIED.

Conclusion

For the foregoing reasons, the Defendant’s motion to dismiss (Doc. 15) is due to

be GRANT?

D and this case DESMISSED WITH PREJUDICE. A scparate order

will be entered.
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DONE and ORDERED April 9, 2020.

J

LILES C. BURKIE
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF ALABAMA

NORTHEASTERN DIVISION
DEANDRE” RUSSELL, et al., )
)
Plaimtiffs, )
)
V. ) CaseNo.: 5:19-cv-1597-LCB
)
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, et )
al., )
, )
ORDER

For the reasons stated in the acoompanyi

Defendant’s motion to dismiss (Doc. 15) is GRANTED, and this case is hercby

Additionally, the Plaintiffs’ “Motion 1o Correct the Record of Plaintiff{(s)

Complaimt” (Doc. 8) is GRANTE. The Plaimtiff” motions regarding a change of
venue (Docs. 3 and 11), “Motion for Adjudication by (3) Panel Judge of a
Comstitutional Complaint” (Doc. 4), “Maotion to Present the Good Faith of their Filed

Constitutional Complaint” (Doc. 18), and “Moftion for Preliminary Injunctive and

The Clerk is directed to close this file. Costs are taxed as paid.
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DONE and ORDERED April 9, 2020.

LILES C. BURKE
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE



