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IN THE UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS

FOR THE ELEVENTH CIRCUIT

No. 20-11747 
Non-Argument Calendar

D.C. Docket No. 5:19-cv-01597-LCB
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in­

versus

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, 
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Defendants-Appellees.

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

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

PHt CURIAM;

Plaintiffs DeAndre’ and Constance Russell, proceeding prose,1 appeal the 

<&$!&$ cxsmlf's dismissal — for ladk rfslaiwinng—offttek asmmdsadP eonqifaiflt; for 

declaratory and injunctive relief. No reversible error has been shown; we affirm.

PMsslfife tiflnik ©wl mtikm agpiimstt fc Umitei State, Hue Sfiafie of

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

stated Marais®

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

UnnJitrSay Affti pCTTnnrfe, ajpyllfafc CSMimtiS to <sfeW2Bife rf---- iflmpBftlWf OSES Of

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

safeMg a fowar coamtft jw^irailt ©r&ampnig a«rit «fa sskm.

™ limited Me*. 148 F3d 1262,126311 W®«3gBE^eE^lli33eaan!lBsrj^®^iPfe®afi5in^_ Jj
((H Bin Or.. fifW))..

2 Plaintiffs filed their initial complaint in September 2©19. On 11 October 2©19, PfalMifils 
moved - pursuant to Fed. R. Civ. P. 15(a)(1) - for leave to amend their complaint to “present a 
inmic dkfimite aurndi praose •smsmmii <®ffdtekyJ® Om 23 Odtafatar (famaar ttom 2i darys sfitsx serv-ke 
rfpMEas)) PDdsntllfeJM a “Mstfim to Ossify Midi inrar Osnmpteiitt^fealtoffi
IDteiniiite StMsanmaitft" 1b tllndir 23 Cktotar fSHfl®, snnraninrariEffii arf dWtoratei tte
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) -- 
am«li itHwnwi! afaeitmirf ais rniMMiifl: PBaffiiiitliiffis’ 11

2
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PBaaiSfe caMtemdi tffiaese “nM» gigahrongm lrmifliirfflggs”” wmllMg. Are jprmngssK RiH?insimiyiag»: — Ssb

denying claims or review without opinion — appellate courts decide impermissibly

wte esses are tf prifefa iipila« anad deprive flnlliigffniTfe rf a Tmnemumpfiiiill

opportunity to have their claims “heard and decided ” By passing the Judiciary 

Act, PMmtiife sa^r Cm^iesss ^Matted 42 UJSjC. § 1983, Artkfes], M, amid IH rftffin© 

United States Constitution, the Due Process Clause, and the Equal Protection

Gams©..

About standing, Plaintiffs alleged they suffered injuries when their

psisspMtsdlyiiiieriioriOTsd^^

appellate courts. Plaintiffs say the United States Supreme Court twice denied 

wifeaef csfmmisMa petitisras fear cagitantf fflted % BeAmAne’ ansi dust Use Alabama 

Supreme Court denied without opinion a petition for review filed by Constance.

As idfieC PSaMIffis SOTfgtot ((1) a. (fadbraSram tfat tfflac loMidwy Act is 

tutional; (2) an injunction enjoining federal and state appellate courts from 

BSSM^g “ts® epinism ((3) a tanpuraiiy stey im PMmiiffi* 2011 and 2014

bankruptcy proceedings and in “ail lawsuits and State Court proceedings filed by” 

PkiiiiMk; ((4)) attorney's fees amdejostfs; ami {5} ofttar idfef deomed “past ssmH 

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

jwdgmrieof. of my cromt

3
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The district court determined that Plaintiffs lacked standing and, thus,

granted Tlcdisrtte

alleged no concrete and particularized injury and, instead, asserted only a

ymw^llibredi grienMe afo«t ifee fflwmmnnffimit ttfat mis msMffioegntt to ofaMish

Article HI standing. This appeal followed.

Supplement to the Appellate Record:

4<a gnrm ^imMsnll imrcafflter. FlbilillftMs Sffirik fc) SMiflloiOiamft inE SPPdlllafe IBOrf will

documents ~ including the complamed-of “no opinion rulings5* - filed in the civil 

gM"tfji((TpqK WaimiiliilFiifk” CTMffnpIgMllL 'We haw© SSHldl that W® will “lCMefy

supplement the record to include material that was not before die district court, but 

mk fawfp. filfe ffY^nifaiMie jmwcgr fas uff itt is in tisc infaussfis rf {innstoQg95 and w© will

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

341 F.3d 122§s 1225 mA (11A Or. 2MB).. Em v*m tne additional ini 

not dispositive, “we may allow supplementation in die aid of making an informed 

deoMm.55 ML We mniaj afe® jmidficM iMBtlic© rf a. d©oimm®n£ filed in another

federal or state court “to establish die feet of such litigation and related filings * 

SeeIfeirfSll2te^tan^29F3d 1549,1553 (IMuCir. 1994); Imam v. City of

[©MBSfiwwffiys

4
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RwkaBoA 713 F_3d 1075 n3 ((!» dc. 200) (tlsalkinig jraiadail rattix ©fi

court documents filed in a state eviction action); Fed. R. Evid. 201(b) (“The court

myjisdSeii^ afest Hhsi is mt spi^edt to leasoartife ia^rtetseoiDiseifi:.--

can be accurately and readily determined from sources whose accuracy cannot

assssMsaMy foe qp^EstBrnDed.*))-

Plaintiffs1 pro se complaint references more than one proceeding in which

PSaraSifls say fey irae dmM idfefisilaMtt: ©pMsm tatt Isis ©My «e MantiffiaMe

case number. Because the additional information Plaintiffs now seek to add to the

irea®#wll aM ©our —ami tecmise wc nmay fafcJnjHikjbfi M^tkerf

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

^ipgfainraffif KSb© irerari am appeal.

Reading Plaintiffs’ complaint together with Plaintiffs’ supplemenfel record

fijlteggs. Pkiniiiffifils fcwe oJomti&ii feese dfi ad&asms ramioipinig fear ime psscsss

claims: (1) a Chapter 13 bankruptcy proceeding filed by DeAndre’ in 2011; (2) a

Ml ewi! aefean fled foy DeAmiiref against Ms OTsiita; Ms taianmpfcy lawyer.

and die bankruptcy trustees in die United States District Court for the Northern

ISsttatett ©fAJatam^ ami (3) a 2005 fflmisimnmCTi acfiiifflm fitted afflimmstt Qraslame© 5m

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

felMtei Siaies Suprane CMirt©rtmniiL And,, im each case, tine

5



0SCA11 Case: 2GM1747 Date Flat (BfDliZOZf

Sfonpirsgnroe OtMrit deaiiiedl coltMMMrS wittiMMt <BipiiMML See Miiffissdll w. Fust RcsoB - Jiw. 

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

139 SL CL 451 (2®!% gdh^demcd, 139 S. CL 1245 

(2019); Russell v.Geddes. 571 U.S. 835 (2013). Hie most recent of these denials 

was issoirf Snn Deoinr 2919: fee®M© line distfirldt coirt ds 

complaint in April 2020 and before tins appeal was filed.

1 Plaintiffis*MraiMIllRNSSKt

Standing:

i fw ladk ©f statmiMEg- Soott ¥. Tailor. 47§We gewiew de imi a dfamfidraitinissas

F.3d 1014,1017 (11th Cir. 2006).

“T&e jMty Bnawntenig fesfenal JannsifcSMm beaus tlhe tandem of 

standing. Luian v. Dels, of Wildlife. 504 U.S. 555,561 (1992).3 To establish 

Aifide HI sfemrfmg, at plaimtiiffif must establish three etanmOTfe: (i) he has suffered an 

injury-in-fact, (2) a causal connection between the injury and die complained-of 

armJ(3)line mjanry isopMerffconng:redressedftwtheccingL M.att56®- 

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

3 (T'mimnam firm Plfairmiftitff!fc” g^irmitigamttn(iBnii <mim a^papaegafl^ aflwwuffl: sBammttfSni^ ggBaEy toe aapgBflte aiM
rf llifKiigpaKitMm^ w^himBimrag alt fte pljaarfimiig sttaga. tte guamrairagy jjmiwimCTt atzussfi. gar at. trial- SeefaBjamm
58MHJJJ&. at 561-62.

6
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fawasiam <®ff a k^gpliy pmatetat fafaestT 1fct 5s “aKiEte amd jii^cQnoinlIaiEi^«ffE* amd

“actual or imminent.” Id. at 560.

fa addittigm to sfawmy a past fajfary, a plamiff geddmg; prospective

injunctive or declaratory relief must also “show a sufficient likelihood that he will

£ (PQimis&iiKctt HoaiisfeMii w_ MangxdIbe iiiibs;wiM»

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

Mafamey v. Fed, CoMedism Deposit Gum, 193 F3d1342,1347 (1 life Cir. 1999)

(declaratory relief). In other words, a plaintiff has standing to seek prospective

ndififOT# if In© cam sksm “awssi amd fammediate^

conjectural or hypothetical — threat of future injury.” Houston, 733 F.3d at 1329

((omftask fa fflrigfaal); MMotmct,. 193 F3d at 1347.

Construed liberally, Plaintiffs’ complaint might allege sufficiently a past

e off'“>© ffipfafajmmnjjmnty. Pfaimrfiiffls; mnmifemid itofr ifflite, InodnosBiry Adf arcnd tlfe 1

rulings” violate due process. Plaintiffs further allege that they personally suffered

a dtae process wfaialMM wtem tflndnr claims wore domed wittlMMlt ©pirni©© by federal

and state appellate courts.

HaatMaiDBlffife Unas© aHeged apastt fapmy is ©rnty ttflne fast step fa

our standing inquiry. Because Plaintiffs seek only prospective declaratory and

7
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Jfefeln a “real and immediate”’ispnmcflive reisC® feyaamaBlt aifflegp Ifects Ifflwft aritao 

threat of future injury. Plaintiffs have failed to satisfy that burden.

siaiBstin

Ifewr fase PMnflifis aiqgai that tfflney a® sail att immmrt

. The three civil actions underlying Plaintiffs” complaint are

atea# final: PMratiffii fees fee® no titreattirf^^

issuance of a “no opinion ruling” in those cases. Nor have Plaintiffs alleged that 

fa®© cfcrpondmg lanib tifainniig$it gjiwe rae to areasraaM© expectation 

that Plaintiffs are likely to be subject to future injury ftom the issuance of a “no

due process violation

»s©pram ruling.

4 pJU'uMMsJs sought bo relief fiom ara existing court judgment or damages for their aUeged past 
iinpaifes.
ujiroikail^ifflgc5wii!l tefio rfikff m®s howewor, tecami^ ffirf jjMfeMtt tali
aftrsad^' feeem ©ratered is each rffte tftanss mmdtarilyiimg jnrocejesiinigs fc®®™®fc afifarikttesHiffllt 
rendered its decision.

TI^MiniHiHffiyOTmnrniiiilliiiii^ W© <4® fflffllt,

to^cwar - fear <hc punpsse star sfaK&®SnK^
request for damages or other relief from an existing judgment. We have said that die “mere 
incantation of such boilerplate language” cannot convert the nature of relief sought. See Rosen
w, rawrarfe UnrfflL 211 FJsfi 1152®, 152® uni! pitta Cfc. 1®#)) a ©rant ©ff a ptdmmmy _
SmbeS™ mflnam jtttmiiife fflmiy rawm^ damages anni sifter“S® 1̂
far “Jun$tt aarndl proper” iidfcf “<toes mfi: ewwartt a Ifegsl ms© off adftm into a tepttwtte neaped ffinr 
equitable relief.”). We have also stressed that if a plaintiff fails to satisfy his burden of alleging 
fate srffciimt fc) estofeisfc Article ffl standing, “this court lacks the power to create jurisdiction 
lfy « dtefeJmtt alas^'m @f fimpry” See Etemi v. BaAaim, 4711 F3& 1199,1206
((H lift Or.. 2®®Q- Mar toes fc Msimmy me aififfetraii e®s© pfeadmgs give bib “Hikoise to saw© as 
de feeto counsel for a party, or to rewrite am ©fcrsrise ddraemt pleading in «derto susfem am 
action.” t^amphe.U v. Air Jam.. Ltd.. 760 F.3d 1165,1168-69 (11th Cir. 2014).

» imfeiil ©mptoikitt Wamirtfiifc ailfe^ad fifaffi CtoMamce fad tlite
rifciaftwiMSfeaiii^teiiifiiginnieClinmirt far neroraiy offline

8
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Plaintiffs have alleged no “real or immediate” threat of future injury.

PMnitfiffls titans ladk Afffidl© IM stamdlmg to toomg finis adfem ff©r prospective

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

jsteinifift ns© soinsfiainSM IlkdiiBMMBd rf ffifiita© inpnry.,, a afedksMikm ffaftfft)©

challenged statute “as applied in the past to these plaintiffs is unconstitutional

wotM to© amy fibroe or effect**

(quotation and alteration omitted)). We affirm the district court’s dismissal for

lack ©ff saamdffimg.

AFFIRMED.

The Ssspreme Court denied certiorari on 7 October 2019 (before PiiaiMffls amended their 
complaint on 23 October) and denied rehearing on 9 December 2019. That lawsuit was done and
ware ullniffs mtmft p-rrndirmwo; wflnenn the, dikftirikft (Emumt dikinmnssiBd far iadk of standing, Anttiidl© ffl’s ease-or- 

rapinEnnnrafi; afatramis ttott Manttii!n^a^!)0isiis!t1iliiii 
fffaflHa: ©ffMegaflES w- Bdffimm£>-ffllIL 139 $. CL 19#5„ 1950-511 P®19).

ffll stages ©f ffifigptismP VkMlBliiMl

9
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IN THE UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS 
FOR THE ELEVENTH CIRCUIT

No. 20-11747-HH

]QEMME®0MaLIL,
CONSTANCE RUSSELL*

Btomfiiffe-

. . JSOSE®

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,

U^fflaafcaaite - AjrgBrifaest

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

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

ORD-41



No.

3fn tje Supreme Court of tlje ®Tmte& States?

DeAndre" and Constance F. Russeilll,

Petitioners) pro se'

United States of America/ State of Alabama

October 12, 2021

On Petition for a Writ of Certiorari to the

tlnltedl ^aies Cosset of Appels for

Eleventh Grunt

(CORRECTED)

#



FILEDCase 5;:1®-C¥-MW-LCB Document 20 Fifed O4JOO!20 Page lot9
23EE0D%jrfl® Mff<

mis. mmsTOnnr ©oiurar
N O. OF ALABAMA

m STATES BISIM1CT COIMT
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF ALABAMA. 

NORTHEASTERN DIVISION

)DEAMDRE* RUSSELL, et aL,

Hamniilfe,
)
) Case No.: 5:19-cv-1597-LCBv.

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, et ))
)at.,
)

DeferfaiMs..
MEMORANDUM OPINION

b DihbbbHHL ffoig pm se» fled aHb© Ptemiffli, DeArate* amd C

complaint on September 27,2019.' (Doc. 1). In the style of their case, tlic Plaintiffs

IMite Umiitel Stales off Americai and due Sttte offAMbama as Hooves; 

™ the PlaintifSs describe die 

as “AE mmsMms ©fin© Urnitei Sfete Cfflimgjness ((pass ($ie}» m®s$A md 

ent years)" that voted in the affirmative to pass the Federal Jedleiairy Aett ©0925 

md is Ammdtamts. (Doe. 1, p. 5). The Plaintiffs also name as

&fen*miills “AM Mattes «f the Alafanra Lepslato® (sic) (pa® ((*)), maA sad

in the section of their complaint entitled “Defendants)

pres

11 Tie Piiainttiffis alls® ffited a “Mffittim wife (sik| tare (to AimamdP cm Odtofijrar II1 P^se. l@l
followed a “Motion to Clarify and Summarize their Complaint With a More Definite Statement”

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 Joaindal. {sic) Act rf 1315 amid sill Is AmnimdBnoBtte.- .-”’ M

The Plaintiffs purport to bring their claims pursuant to 42 U.S.C. § 1983, and

allege that fee appelate ©©ant jmdfiax rfiraninig; dedsims

what the Plaintiffs refer to as “ho opinion rulings,” violates various constitutional

iriigfosftR "Hue Ptamflirffis assent that fee Foflstafi Jmdiriaiiy Act, as ammeaMSed, allows fee

this practice, fn their complaint, the Plaintiffs state that “Congress cannot create a

feifanyl ter -fat leases fell fesraefem to to© Appdlllafe ((State amd Federal) fesfoss.

to decide whether a case may or may not be important enough for adjudication, based

« sa© set staffldkml rf wfait cjnrasttinite ikipoitranitt. emowng^.." ((Doxc. 1, p. 4-7).. Tie

Plaintiffs similarly allege that the appellate court practice of discretionary review

deprives tfem annd odfflneas ©f to©®© same uigSiis, Tie PlaimiifSs an© seeking; a

declaratory judgment holding the Judiciary Act of 1925 unconstitutional and an

nnynagftmrami giiiimartfTifmp all ft feafeirall annd state afprilfaf© mmfc toiissglie wriitem ©gtomfflS ©TO

every case that comes before them. The Plaintiffs also appear to be asking this Court

to enpfe fee pradic© rf fesordtMsiDianj ieinr toy Ml appelate emmrtts im fee raatism,

including the United States Supreme Court.

Tie (comfiMirDtt ©nrotaiiros IM© M fee way ©f fadkgpoOTmd. AJtoOTgJa matt

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

fewer state awMoar federal ©aw! to am Imteoiiniedlafe appeals ©©nut, wile! tom affirmed
v

2
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the ruling of the trial court without publishing a written opinion.2

States Supreme Court. As best the Court can discern, the Plaintiffs have alleged that 

ftages, toy passing foe feiSraanry Act off 1125, las vtofafed mmm romistlrtiranal 

rights because that Act allows intermediate appellate courts to issue ““no opinion 

mrnfagjc”” amt gire ©sarttmn asppeiafe ©ramtls nine disoeftm to dedme to 

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

msMssi same c<swli^^ rigM* % dfowimg ft© smm pnaccdunes m steto

court.3

One of the

Federal courts must determine that they have jurisdiction before hearing a 

ok. Stood Col *. CMmm jot Buffer Em>% 523 IIS.. S3, 94-95 (1998). Article ffl 

of the Constitution limits the jurisdiction of federal courts to ““Cases” and 

Lwwe w. G#w®, M9 OS. 431, 439 (S99$X«fomg US. CobL 

art. IH, § 2). One component of foe case or controversy requirement is standing, 

wte* gsqsines a plarattaffto <tomaoinisflir^te mtgtumry iim and ^ressaMify.

See Lsgms w. Defs. cfWUdBje, 5©4 BJS. 555,560-61 (1992).

2 "[ffly. OTmni^bBiiinifr mrflmramces; at IharikmaftiCT jpromaiiiiimi^ limit alto tidfecEsmces am afpaail ttes due AMksrnw. 
Court of Civil Appeals. Thus, it can be inferred that there were at least two separate proceeding

©fitted Ag^im* tte Plaintiffs do not give any details
sfesBBUtt jisiesassaedliinii^® ffinEsmn mlfaraadin tffiaegp agpjpEaiflsMfl..
3TtePiainittiife <to /mat ikfcnnttii%f maparaffic; ^IMc iw.;

3
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lftro its motion to diismiiss, nine I^fiendianit asserted, aunnxnfflg ©tShiggr tlftnijunggs,, that this

case is due to be dismissed pursuant to Fed. R. Civ. P. 12(b)(1) because, it says, the 

tavrfr.dfemmffflinmg Ifettnited StateSoipiemeCurat hasieMfctimoMdtejrto 

meet the standing requirement of Article III of the United States Constitution, a

plaintiff must: establish the Mowing:

(1) it has suffered an “injury in facT that is (a) concrete and 
particularized and (b) actual or imminent, not conjectural or
Ir^psiDdfical!;

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

(3) it is likely, as opposed to merely spsraiiliaiwe, that te imjrary will be
redressed by a favorable decision.

Firmmh <affttlhm Emltk,, J&ac. v. LmMmm Emm&. Smrm.. (FOC)),, time.* SM BLS- 161, IW-

81 (2000). “The party invoking federal jurisdiction bears the burden of establishing 

tines© Since fey are mot metre pleading i©qfeemeirfis but rather an

indispensable part of the plaintiff's case, each element must be supportedinfesame _

way a® any otfflner ^natter on wfadh tfflo© ptenfinff bears tine bamrefaii off pnp@C, Le-, with

at the successive stages of thethe manner and depree of eaadence required

rngprifeMm,.’’8 LmjjMn* 5©f ILLS. at 561((intoml ©hafiioin® ©nMffled)-

In reviewing the Plaintiff’ complaint, the Court finds that they have alleged 

only a ganug^libmrli mpmry by rihiiinnimg that tine practice ©f “h© fflpinnsm OThifllj^ amd

discretionary appellate review deprives them of various constitutional rights
i)
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including the right to due process. Although the Plaintiffs vaguely refer to cases

tfeey wore avrflniKnflily mw©llw©d ninu, they d© nffistt ptreswid© any detail ab©ui3t these

proceedings.^Their~grievance is not a concreteTparticuIarized, actual, or imminent

iiim<g((ipgR(rB Fhiifiis smeqpimgly damn that all citizens; ©f the limited SSatesc
suffer when they receive a “no opinion” ruling from an appellate court. 

y Acccsdiinigily-, the PEaiiiiiifiiills Ikmc tailed to alleg7© anny ©©ndtefc annd 

particularized injuries. The Supreme Court has consistently held that “a plaintiff 

OTMnng ©silly a gjHnoally available gOTewarax about g©' 

to his and every citizen's interest in proper application of the Constitution and laws, 

amd <sffffMnmgr rfief tfinatt nn© m©ff© dikedffiy annd. tamgjiMy feesmefils Mum ifflnam it d©es the 

public at large—does not state an Article III case or controversy ” Lance v. Coffman, 

549 UJ$_ at 439 (l99$$[oiMmg 5©4 ULSL at 573-574).

In order to establish Article in standing, a plaintiff must satisfy all three 

drarafe tadiwtthyth© Supreme C©mt mlsi§mv.. Beams© in© PfamttMs iwc feM 

to allege facts supporting the first element, the Court need not consider whether the 

nomminimg factors an© satisfied. Thus* by hoMhng that the Plahnfifls haw felled to 

allege an injury in feet, fee Court is not implying that they have met fee remaining 

doMEfe ©ff Antfidte HI sttamdiknig- The Count mate db© ffimdi 

Accordingly, fee Defendant’s motion to dismiss (Doe. 15) is due to be granted.

e—dlaimmmg ©ally hamffl/taiidrmiiireiiiin

\

©nn the®© issues..liiiiiraiiimiBiiK

0
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Although the Plaintiffs’ lack of standing is dispositive in this case, the Court

their misunderstanding of that procedure. The Plaintiffs seem to be under theon

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

9)X(a£3©rtM!g ttett tfa© SaSksmy Act off 1925 pcs appdbte comaffe “Mac aottmitiy to 

say ‘no I/We, the justices of these high courts, have nothing to say about your case, 

<ewot iff ymssr case fas mmeritLH- Hie Plaratiffls ora assert ttoek teirf that dee 

would be satisfied if appellate courts would issue an opinion stating asprocess

(sic) nothing wrong, therefore we will not take up or further your case.’” (Doc. 1,

Wfaft tin© PfarnmUiifffR; <$© mot imifastemd is tfflnsBtt v*ra a case is affimnsed

without opinion, that is precisely whatjthe appellate court is saying. Rulings issued

% appelate ©miirts wflitairt CTteompmamOTtnis pcMished epSnumnss taw© team

considered on the merits by those courts.

PhintifR' Other Motions

The Plaintiffs also filed two motions which appear to be requesting a change of 

SteP)ocau3fflndll>. Innflltaemr to Place C«8attrf Complarat m

Proper Court Pursuant to 28 § 1631” (Doc. 3), the Plaintiff asked the Court to 

teimsfa their ©as© to tth© proper jOTsdnctiom if th© Court detannmlmed that it did mot

wrasse.

V
6
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feawe jjainriisdlictoinL Snjnmilarfy/, fen thorr ‘^Modern to Qnamgge 'Vsamimcef” ((D©©.. I!)), {fine

Plaintiffs, citing 28 U.S.C. § 1404, stated that it would be improper for a court in 

AIMsama to tear this case teonuse, they say, their ramplafeif canters aronmd alUtegged 

wrongs committed by courts in Alabama (both state and federal). However, the

PlaiMifiSs did mstt idmtfily ttte wemmie that they fedSswe to te {proper., Mcwottelcss,

these motions are DENIED. Because the Plaintiffs lack standing to bring the claims

assarted fen fiteir coimplaiimtt this case w«iiM met te proper fen army Ji lom-

The Plaintiffs also filed a “Motion for Adjudication by (3) Panel Judge of a

OoiiMiiiflBOTiiall CMroplMif5 ((Oac. 4)).. Cifeog 1M U.S..C. § 72M\ fitePfafenfiift aAttfeaf

this case be assigned to a three-judge panel of district judges because of the

sipniificaMce ©f ttte&r claim. Tte PlaimliifB; appear to te lefianrfeng to 28 XJJS.C..

2284(a), which provides: “A district court of three judges shall be convened when

©tterwise lespfeed fey Acft ©f Cdnngrress* car whom. arm acfi©m is filed dnaMampm® tine

constitutionality of the apportionment of congressional districts or the

appenfifimmerat ©f army statewide Iqjpslatfwe foody.,’’’’ Tfeis case meets mme ©f those

criteria. Accordingly, this motion is DENIED.

Tte Plamttiffls als© filed a “Mottfem to Ckraectt fite Kee©nd ©f Plafenfifi[s)

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

* 28 U..S..C.. § 2281. mas inepsaM m 1976..

7
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tdlipifemgfante anmafl fffaff sane ©I"{tine PlhinratfiifFffa” noimne was irnratinedt ©nn mrfaimi ffnHihmgs.. T©

the extent this was intended to be a motion to amend the complaint to correct a

pantos mam©* t§D© mmtiioini is GMAMTEI>.. Finally,, line PliaiimtiffSs fled a “Metikm to

Present the Good Faith of their Filed Constitutional Complaint” (Doc. 18), in which

UsefUaiimlfife latent was made imjgped Jaifo.adins ©©It intended

to cause any undue delay in their underlying proceedings. However, this motion

d©es m©t appear to adtmaij ask ff©r any type ©f ie!e£ T© tine extent it cotM foe

construed to ask for any type of relief, the motion is DENIED.

Ufae Cteorntt alls© msfies tffinatt, taro affitor Iffoey filed tlrar ©rigpiiall oanfflirspllaiiinia^ tffluss

Plaintiffs filed a “Motion for Preliminary Injunctive and Restraining Order Relief’

((D©©_ 9). TMs nmofttMOTi SOTgfott a pararilinniiniaiiy impinnidisMii sfapig ©me ©r foods ©f tfoe

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

Mewartfafess. foeeannse tin© Coed Isas ddleinniiimed fiftM doe Plaiinilffiffls lack staMflimg”, arnd

are consequently not entitled to any relief, this motion is DENIED.

CmidnsioB

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

foe amd ids case DISMISSED WIl'U PREJUDICE,. A separate ©rallor

will be entered.

/
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DOME ami ORDERED April % 2020.

/

/
IJBUKS Cl BI3RKE
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE
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DeAndre” and Constance F. Russell,

Petitioners) pro se'
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October 12, 2021

On Petition for a Writ of Certiorari to the

IfeziSsd States Court mi A Isfbrflae
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FILEDPaige 1©? 2Case 5::1S-ov7-©15S;7-1.CB Document 21 RteSMSla
IULR. OilSTOICT ornaRnr 

N.D. OF ALABAMA

UfiUHS STATES lMESIWCT COURT 
MORTMUKM DISTRICT OF ALABAMA 

NORTHEASTERN DIVISION

)DEAMDRE” RUSSELL, el al„

PfainnttnlBfea
)
) Case No.: 5:19-cv-1597-LCBw.
))

OPIIBE) STATES OF AMERICA, dt ))
)al.,
)

Ekiradlaanitls..

ORDER

mriffi-MmiMMliiiim ©piM®» ttSs©Fair Hoc wsmwm stated m in© ascmifOTprag

Defendant's motion to dismiss (Doc. IS) is GRANTED, and this case is hereby

IWTTII PREJUDICE..

Additionally, the Plaintiffs’ “Motion to Correct the Record of PlainliHs) 

isCRAMTED. Tte FlaiinittiiffSs;,! raMStfisM® o^ardlmg a. dtoamge ©f 

11), “Motion for Adjudication by (3) Panel Judge 

OsffisllitlB]ittiwwBrdC3OTir!aiii]nilf"Phi3c.4X“lMotiMmftBPrea®EBt1S5eGo«!dlFaiMii ofthoc Pried 

Constitutional Complaint” (Doe. 18), and “Motion for Preliminary Injonetwe and

ltatram«BO«*rScBdr (Oik. % areDBfOEO.

The Clerk is directed to close this file. Costs are taxed as paid.

Dl!

Omiftoirar (Doe. 1)) us
©f a

(Docs. 3 andvenue
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DOME ansd OM©E0ffl® April % 'MM.

e2L
LMJES C. BIMKK
united states district judge


