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i

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

WHY IS THERE NO EQUAL APPLICATION OF
RELEVANT FAIRNESS PRINCIPLES IN CIVIL
AND CRIMINAL MATTERS?

WHY IS THE UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT
ALLOWED TO SCHEME BETWEEN CRIMINAL
AND CIVIL MATTERS AS A LEGAL TACTIC
WITHOUT DISCLOSING THIS TO THE COURTS
OR TO EITHER PARTY, AND WHICH ALLOWS
THE USG TO SUBVERT THE PURSUIT OF THE
TRUTH, THE CONCEPTS OF FAIRNESS, AND
THE EQUAL APPLICATION OF JUSTICE UN-
DER THE LAW?

WHY DOES THE UNITED STATES GOVERN-
MENT NOT HAVE TO DISCLOSE TO THE
COURTS WHETHER AN INDIVIDUAL WAS UN-
DER CRIMINAL OR CIVIL INVESTIGATION AT
THE OUTSET USING FISA OR ANY OTHER
COURT ORDERED SURVEILLANCE WARRANT,
ESPECIALLY IN CASES INVOLVING CUR-
RENT AND/OR FORMER USG FEDERAL EM-
PLOYEES?
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PARTIES TO THE PROCEEDINGS

Petitioner is Yvette B. Beaulieu

Respondent is the Department of Justice, Federal Bu-
reau of Investigation

RELATED CASES

Beaulieu v. Barr, No. 21-21583, United States District
Court for the District of Columbia, Judgment entered
on October 29, 2019.

Beaulieu v. Garland, No. 15-896 TJK, United States
District Court for the District of Columbia, Judgment
entered on August 16, 2021.

Beaulieu v Garland, No. 21-21583, United States
Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit,
Judgment entered on February 15, 2022.

Beaulieu v. Garland, No. 21-21583, United States
Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit,
Judgment entered on May 19, 2022.
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PETITION FOR WRIT OF CERTIORARI

Pro Se Yvette B. Beaulieu respectfully petitions
this court for a writ of certiorari to review the judg-
ments from the United States Court of Appeals for the
District of Columbia and the United States District
Court for the District of Columbia.

r'y
v

OPINIONS BELOW

The decision by United States Court of Appeals for
the District of Columbia Circuit denying Pro Se Yvette
B. Beaulieu’s direct appeal on February 15, 2022 is
reported as Yvette B. Beaulieu v. Merrick B. Garland,
et al., and reported as App. 1.

A timely petition for rehearing en banc and peti-
tion for rehearing was denied by the United States
Court of Appeals on May 19, 2022 and two different
copies denying rehearing appears at App. 28 and App.
29.

The opinion of the United States District Court
appears in the Appendix to the petition and is reported
as App. 4.

<
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JURISDICTION

The judgment of the court of appeals was entered
on February 15, 2022. A petition for rehearing was de-
nied on May 19, 2022. The jurisdiction of this Court is

invoked under 28 U.S.C. § 1254(1).

&
A4

CONSTITUTIONAL AND
STATUTORY PROVISIONS INVOLVED

Bill of Rights:

Amendment 1!

Amendment 42

Amendment 5°

Amendment 6*

Amendment 7° — requires civil jury trials only in
Federal courts.

Amendment 8¢

! https/Avww.archives.gov/founding-docs/bill-of-rights-transcript,
Amendment 1 Bill of Rights, accessed March 12, 2022. _

% https/fwww.archives.gov/founding-docs/bill-of-rights-transcript
#toc-the-u-s-bill-of-rights.

8 https://constitution.congress.gov/constitution/amendment-5/,
accessed March 10, 2022.

4 Ibid.

5 Ibid.

8 Ibid.


https://www.archives.gov/foimding-docs/biU-of-rights-transcript
https://www.archives.gov/foundmg-docs/bill-of-rights-transcript
https://constitution.congress.gov/constitution/amendment-5/

Amendment 97
Amendment 148

Gideon v. Wainright, 372 U.S. 335 (1963) — US Su-
preme Court held that the Sixth Amendment’s guar-
antee of counsel is a fundamental right essential to a
fair trial and as such, applies the states through the
Due Process Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment.®

Palko v. Connecticut, 302 U.S. 319 (1937) ~ US Su-
preme Court held that fair procedures were a funda-
mental right that supported ordered liberty.}* 1

Bartlett v. Kitchin, 76 Misc. 2d 1087, 1090, 352
N.Y.S.2d 110, 114 (Supreme Court 1973) due process
requires at a minimum that absent a countervailing
state interest of overriding significance [a person
forced to litigate] be given a meaningful opportunity to
be heard, then that opportunity arguably requires the
aid of counsel, appointed if necessary.'?

7 https/fwww.archives.gov/founding-docs/bill-of-rights-transcript,
Amendment 9, Bill of Rights, accessed March 12, 2022.

8 Ibid.

® https:/Avww.uscourts.gov/educational-resources/educational- -

activities/facts-and-case-summary-gideon-v-wainwright, accessed .
March 10, 2022.

10 Palko v. Connecticut 302 US 319 1937 US Supreme Court,
Court held that fair procedures were a fundamental right that
supported ordered liberty. https:/ballotpedia.org/List_of_court_
cases_relevant,_to_procedural_rights, accessed March 12, 2022.

11 Tbid.

12 https://ir.lawnet.fordham.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=
2172&context=flr, first accessed March 8, 2022.



https://www.uscourts.gov/educational-resources/educational-activities/facts-and-case-summary-gideon-v-wainwright
https://www.uscourts.gov/educational-resources/educational-activities/facts-and-case-summary-gideon-v-wainwright
https://ballotpedia.org/List_of_court_
https://ir.lawnet.fordham.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=
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Classified Information Procedures Act — civil cases
involving the USG do not comply with this act.

The Foreign Intelligence Surveillance Act.'®
The USA Patriot Act.™*

Kwock Jan Fat v. White, 253 U.S. 454 (1920), the
US Supreme Court held that decisions made based on
a record that omitted relevant evidence was not a fair
hearing.'®

Brady v. Maryland, 373 U.S. 83 (1963) — The USG
withholding of evidence that is material to the deter-
mination of either gilt or punishment of a criminal de-
fendant violates the defendant’s constitutional right to
due process.1®

Giglio v. United States, 405 U.S. 150, 92 S. Ct. 763
(1972) — Suppression of material evidence justifies a
new trial irrespective of the good or bad faith of. . . .**

13 https/www flete.gov/sites/default/files/imported_files/training/
programs/legal-division/downloads-articles-and-fags/research-by-
subject/miscellaneous/ForeignIntelligenceSurveillanceAct.pdf,
accessed July 24, 2022.

14 https/fwww.aclu.org/other/surveillance-under-usapatriot-act,
accessed July 24, 2022.

15 https://ballotpedia.org/List_of_court_cases_relevant_to_
procedural_rights, accessed March 12, 2022.

16 https:/supreme.justia.com/cases/federal/us/373/83/, accessed
March 10, 2022

¥ https://www.lexisnexis.com/community/casebrief/p/case-
brief-giglio-v-united-states, accessed March 13, 2022.


https://www.aclu.org/other/surveillance-under-usapatriot-act
https://ballotpedia.org/List_of_court_cases_relevant_to_
https://supreme.justia.com/cases/federal/us/373/83/
https://www.lexisnexis.com/community/casebriefyp/case-brief-giglio-v-united-states
https://www.lexisnexis.com/community/casebriefyp/case-brief-giglio-v-united-states
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Minneapolis & St. Louis Railroad Co. v. Bombolis
(1916).8

U.S. v. Reliance Med. Sys., LL.C, CD Cal. No. 14-
06979 — Lawyer fights for Brady Evidence Rule in Civil
False Claims Case.®

Greene v. McElroy, 360 U.S. 474 (1959) — The USG
withholding of evidence that is material to the deter-
mination of either guilt or punishment of a criminal
defendant violates the defendant’s constitutional right
to due process.?

Equal Access to Justice Act. 28 U.S.C. § 2412; 5
U.S.C. § 504.21. 22

L 4

18 The Seventh Amendment requires civil jury trials only in
federal courts. This Amendment is unusual. The US Supreme
Court has required states to protect almost every other right in
the Bill of Rights, such as the right to criminal jury trial, but
the Court has not required states to hold civil jury trials. Minne-
apolis & St. Louis Railroad Co. v. Bombolis (1916). Nearly all of
the states, however, have rights to civil jury trial in certain
cases in their state constitutions, https:/constitutioncenter.org/
interactive-constitution/interpretation/amendment-vii/interps/125,
accessed March 12, 2022.

¥ Lawyer Fights for Brady Evidence Rule in Civil False Claims
Case, September 14, 2020, https:/news.bloomberglaw.com/daily-
labor-report/lawyer-fights-for-brady-evidence-rule-in-civil-false-
claims-case, accessed March 10, 2022,

20 https://supreme.justia.com/cases/federal/us/360/474/, ac-
cessed March 10, 2022.

21 https//www.concordlawschool.eduwblog/news/right-to-attorney-
civil-cases/, accessed March 11, 2022.

2 Tbid.



https://constitutioncenter.org/
https://news.bloomberglaw.com/daily-labor-report/lawyer-fights-for-brady-evidence-rule-in-civil-false-claims-case
https://news.bloomberglaw.com/daily-labor-report/lawyer-fights-for-brady-evidence-rule-in-civil-false-claims-case
https://news.bloomberglaw.com/daily-labor-report/lawyer-fights-for-brady-evidence-rule-in-civil-false-claims-case
https://supreme.justia.com/cases/federal/us/360/474/
https://www.concordlawschool.edu/blog/news/right-to-attomey-civil-cases/
https://www.concordlawschool.edu/blog/news/right-to-attomey-civil-cases/
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STATEMENT OF THE CASE

Pro Se Yvette B. Beaulieu petitioned the US Court
of Appeals and the US District Court for the District of
Columbia for the assignment of legal counsel to assist
with her case versus the US Government at the outset,
especially since her discovery materials contained
classified USG information.

This case in my assessment has precedential im-
plications for cogitation.

Just because the term civil is not enumerated
throughout in the US Constitution’s Bill of Rights, the
Ninth Amendment states that it shall not be construed
to deny or disparage other rights retained by the peo-
ple.2 Therefore, it is reasonable to infer that the rights
afforded alleged criminals as noted in the Bill of Rights
are applicable to other rights retained by the people in
civil matters.

As such, an alleged criminal, should not have more
rights, privileges, or advantages over any other United
States citizen in a civil matter especially so when seek-
ing redress from the USG?* or from a private entity.

The administration of all rights should occur
equally in both civil and criminal matters as if they
were enumerated as such in the Bill of Rights.

2 https/Awww.archives.gov/founding-docs/bill-of-rights-transcript,
Amendment 9, Bill of Rights, accessed March 12, 2022.

4 https/Avww.archives.gov/founding-docs/bill-of-rights-transcript,
Amendment 1 Bill of Rights, accessed March 12, 2022.

N\
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Therefore, with the said, the lower courts’ deci-
sions conflict with procedural due process based on
the principles of fundamental fairness as noted in the
Fifth Amendment to the US Constitution,?® to in-
clude notice, opportunity for hearing, confrontation
and cross-examination, discovery, basis of decision, and
availability of counsel.?®

Furthermore, fundamental to this case is an inher-
ent concept of fairness that counsel affords a civil liti-
gant.?” See Palko v. Connecticut, 302 U.S. 319 (1937) —
US Supreme Court.?® How can I demonstrate sufficient
likelihood of success on the merits if I have not had as-
sistance of counsel prior to, to help me craft specific as-
pects of my argument, strategize on legal tactics both
in the court room and outside, help me with classified
discovery, witnesses, and overall general legal assis-
tance from the outset?

Appointed counsel is especially important if my
opponent is a member of the USG with unlimited gov-
ernment and covert resources at their disposal. Ap-
pointment of counsel will help tip the scales of justice

% https://constitution.congress.gov/constitution/amendment-
5/, accessed March 10, 2022.

% https:/constitution.congress.gov/browse/essay/amdt5-4-1/
ALDE_00000874/, accessed March 10, 2022.

27 https:/ir.lawnet.fordham.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=
2172&context=flr, accessed March 7, 2022.

28 Palko v. Connecticut 302 U.S. 319 (1937 US Supreme Court,
Court) held that fair procedures were a fundamental right that

supported ordered liberty. https:/ballotpedia.org/List_of_court_
cases_relevant_to_procedural_rights, accessed March 12, 2022,



https://constitution.congress.gov/constitution/amendment-5/
https://constitution.congress.gov/constitution/amendment-5/
https://constitution.congress.gov/browse/essay/amdt5-4-l/
https://ir.lawnet.fordham.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=
https://ballotpedia.org/List_of_court_
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in equilibrium, and create the perception that the bal-
ance of power is on a more even playing field.

Additionally, the lower courts’ decisions fail to con-
sider how the appointment of counsel beforehand could
enable an unemployed Federal employee now earning
half of their previous wages to use the Equal Access to
Justice Act.?® Because I lack appointed counsel, I do not
have the opportunity to pursue the following options:
Under 28 U.S.C. § 2412, a court may award attorneys’
fees to a plaintiff prevailing against the United States,
a federal official, or a federal agency in a civil action.
Similarly, 5 U.S.C. § 504 provides for an award of attor-
neys’ fees to a defendant who prevails in an adminis-
trative action by a federal agency.®°

Moreover, the lower courts’ decision conflicts with
Bartlett v. Kitchen, “due process requires, at a mini-
mum, that absent a countervailing state interest of
overriding significance, [a person forced to litigate] be
given a meaningful opportunity to be heard,’! then
that opportunity arguably requires the aid of counsel,
appointed if necessary.

2 https://www.concordlawschool.edu/blog/news/right-to-
attorney-civil-cases/, accessed March 11, 2022.

30 https://www.concordlawschool.edu/blog/mews/right-to-
attorney-civil-cases/, accessed March 11, 2022.

31 1d. at 377; see Bartlett v. Kitchin, 76 Misc. 2d 1087, 1090,
352 N.Y.S.2d 110, 114 (Sup. Ct. 1973).

32 https://ir.lawnet.fordham.edw/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=
2172&context=fir, accessed March 8, 2022.


https://www.concordlawschool.edu/blog/news/right-to-attorney-civil-cases/
https://www.concordlawschool.edu/blog/news/right-to-attorney-civil-cases/
https://www.concordlawschool.edu/blog/news/right-to-attomey-civil-cases/
https://www.concordlawschool.edu/blog/news/right-to-attomey-civil-cases/
https://ir.lawnet.fordham.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=
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Continuing, the lower courts’ decisions conflict
with Supreme Court precedent, Gideon v. Wainright,
372 U.S. 335 (1963),* and the right to have the ap-
pointment of counsel. The Court held that the Sixth
Amendment’s guarantee of counsel is a fundamental
right essential to a fair trial and, as such, applies the
states through the Due Process Clause of the Four-
teenth Amendment.

In overturning Betts, Justice Black stated
that “reason and reflection require us to rec-
ognize that in our adversary system of crimi-
nal justice, any person hauled into court, who
is too poor to hire a lawyer, cannot be assured
a fair trial unless counsel is provided for him.”
He further wrote that the “noble ideal” of “fair
trials before impartial tribunals in which ever
defendant stands equal before the law . . . can-
not be realized if the poor man charged with
crime has to face his accusers without a law-
yer to assist him.”3

Furthermore, what makes this case unique, what
the lower courts fail to consider, and which raises more
important questions re the fairness doctrine under due
process, is why the USG does not have to disclose
whether an individual was under a criminal investiga-
tion at the outset using FISA or any other surveillance

3 https://www.uscourts.gov/educational-resources/educational-
activities/facts-and-case-summary-gideon-v-wainwright, accessed
March 10, 2022.

3 https://www.uscourts.gov/educational-resources/educational-
activities/facts-and-case-summary-gideon-v-wainwright, accessed
March 10, 2022.



https://www.uscourts.gov/educational-resources/educational-activities/facts-and-case-summary-gideon-v-wainwright
https://www.uscourts.gov/educational-resources/educational-activities/facts-and-case-summary-gideon-v-wainwright
https://www.uscourts.gov/educational-resources/educational-activities/facts-and-case-summary-gideon-v-wainwright
https://www.uscourts.gov/educational-resources/educational-activities/facts-and-case-summary-gideon-v-wainwright
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warrant. They hold all the secrets. How is that fair?
And, FOIA responses are not timely, or the information
requested returns redacted.

And, just because I, the Pro Se Appellant was not
“convicted” per se, as a criminal, adverse actions taken
against me impacted my livelihood, and a cloud of sus-
picion follows me where ever I seek employment. The
appointment of counsel would assist in reinstatement
to Federal employment and thus re-secure my liveli-
hood as before.

Another issue re fundamental fairness doctrine
related to the appointment of counsel is that the USG
imposes limits or strict guidelines on who is allowed to
represent current and/or former USG employees, and
once the USG is informed that an employee is seeking
counsel, this starts the retaliation process under the
guise of poor performance as occurred in my case prior
to termination. .

And, the term indigent or poor is relative. Trying
to obtain paid preapproved counsel against an oppo-
nent with unlimited financial and other classified re-
sources as previously noted, would cause me to become
impoverished, indigent and poor before the fact. (A for-
mer AUSA in private practice provided a $250,000
USD estimate in Clearwater, Florida to help with this
case). That is why appointment of counsel by the courts
beforehand is critical to the concept of fairness under
the Sixth Amendment.

Separately, the lower courts’ decision fails to
consider that I am not able to practice my chosen
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profession because, among other things not specified, I
do not know the status of my security clearance. See
Greene v. McElroy, 360 U.S. 474 (1959).3

The government’s withholding of evidence that
is material to the determination of either guilt or pun-
ishment of a criminal defendant violates the defend-
ant’s constitutional right to due process.?®* But, why
does this only apply to suspected “criminals”? The USG
could have claimed that I was an alleged “criminal” un-
der investigation beforehand but did not have to dis-
close this to the court. If they realized they were wrong,
or just want to eliminate an individual from Federal
employment, they can use the civil court system to cir-
cumvent having to provide classified discovery and/or
to provide and find out the “truth, the whole truth, and
nothing but the truth.”

Furthermore, the lower courts fail to consider why
it is fundamentally important to understand and ques-
tion why the USG has leeway, and options to scheme
and move between criminal and civil directions in in-
stances as these, without disclosing this to the courts
or to either party. Do the courts recognize how these
one-sided legal tactics can subvert the concepts of fair-
ness, pursuit of the truth, and equal justice under the
law?

3 https:/supreme.justia.com/cases/federal/us/360/474/, ac-
cessed March 10, 2022.

3 https://supreme.justia.com/cases/federal/us/360/474/, ac-
cessed March 10, 2022.



https://supreme.justia.com/cases/federal/us/360/474/
https://supreme.justia.com/cases/federal/us/360/474/
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Pertinent to this point, the panel decision fails to
consider Brady v. Maryland, 373 U.S. 83 (1963).3” The
Brady Rule conflicts with the civil fairness issue in
that the government’s withholding of evidence that is
material to the determination of either guilt or punish-
ment of a criminal defendant violates the defendant’s
constitutional right to due process.® See Lawyer
Fights for Brady Evidence Rule in Civil False Claims
Case, U.S. v. Reliance Med. Sys., LLC, CD Cal. No. 14-
06979.%

Again, why are entities of the USG allowed to use
legal tactics that shift to civil matters, especially in
cases involving current and former USG employee? Is
it so the courts or a jury can never know if there was
exculpatory evidence that would have an impact on
this case, whether it be criminal or civil?

Furthermore, the lower courts fail to consider why
civil cases involving the USG do not have to comply
with the Classified Information Procedures Act regard-
less if the issues are related to criminal or civil mat-
ters?

Again, why is the USG allowed to change legal tac-
tics and convert potential criminal investigations into

37 https:/supreme.justia.com/cases/federal/us/373/83/, ac-
cessed March 10, 2022,

3 https://supreme.justia.com/cases/federal/us/373/83/, ac-
cessed March 10, 2022. :

% Lawyer Fights for Brady Evidence Rule in Civil False Claims
Case, September 14, 2020, https:/news.bloomberglaw.com/daily-
labor-report/lawyer-fights-for-brady-evidence-rule-in-civil-false-
claims-case, accessed March 10, 2022.


https://supreme.justia.com/cases/federal/us/373/83/
https://supreme.justia.com/cases/federal/us/373/83/
https://news.bloomberglaw.com/daily-labor-report/lawyer-fights-for-brady-evidence-rule-in-civil-false-claims-case
https://news.bloomberglaw.com/daily-labor-report/lawyer-fights-for-brady-evidence-rule-in-civil-false-claims-case
https://news.bloomberglaw.com/daily-labor-report/lawyer-fights-for-brady-evidence-rule-in-civil-false-claims-case
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a civil complaint to avoid complying with discovery
matters involving classified material? Is it because
they know that current or former US government em-
ployees will not be able to afford counsel and get a fair
hearing or trial? Why are USG entities allowed to use
legal tactics to suppress the evidence using the civil
courts?

Furthermore, because there is a lack of transpar-
ency, why can the USG avoid a speedy trial? And be-
cause they know that there is no automatic established
precedent for the appointment of counsel why is there
an allowance for the USG’s authority to go unchal-
lenged in a court of law?

Additionally, the lower courts’ decision conflicts
with Kwock Jan Fat v. White, 253 U.S. 454 (1920) in
which the US Supreme Court held that decisions made
based on a record that omitted relevant evidence was
not a fair hearing.®

Again, the lower courts’ decision conflicts with pro-
cedural due process under the Fifth Amendment. 1
have noted in my court room appearance in September
2019, and throughout in documents filed with the court
on the need to obtain unredacted classified evidence
from the Federal government to demonstrate dispar-
ate treatment, retaliation, and retribution.

In the Order from the United States Court of
Appeals filed on February 15, 2022, contrary to their

4 https://ballotpedia.org/List_of_court_cases_relevant_to_
procedural_rights, accessed March 12, 2022.
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statements, the documents I seek are not part of the
record on appeal because they do not have the unre-
dacted documents 1 seek from the USG. The unre-
dacted copies of the classified documents that I
prepared are relevant. They provide atmospherics and
contexts and can dispute the performance argument
claims by the Appellees.

Furthermore, on January 11, 2022, Appellant filed
a request for denial of summary motion for summary
affirmance because I, the Pro Se Appellant disputes
the performance argument in Appellees’ motion be-
cause the facts as listed and their argument of the
facts, again fails to provide the truth, the whole truth,
and nothing but the truth.

Again, they (USG) are not providing relevant evi-
dence for a fair hearing. Also see Giglio v. United
States, 405 U.S. 150, 92 S. Ct. 763 (1972) in which sup-
pression of material evidence justifies a new trial irre-
spective of the good or bad faith of. . . .4

I asked the lower courts for classified material to
be part of the discovery process. Will the USG allow
this evidence in court for a jury to review to help prove
my case and in the interest of due process allow for a
fair hearing?

Additionally, in Lawyer Fights for Brady Evidence
Rule in Civil False Claims Case, U.S. v. Reliance Med.
Sys., LLC, CD Cal. No. 14-06979, the Department of

1 https://www .lexisnexis.com/community/casebrief/p/case-
brief-giglio-v-united-states, accessed March 13, 2022.
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Justice (DOJ) claims, unlike in criminal prosecutions,
the defendants’ liberty is not at stake . . . and civil liti-
gants, as compared with criminal defendants, have
broad discovery rights.*?

However, this is not true. The term liberty is rela-
tive. I have lost the liberty to pursue my livelihood and
chosen profession.

Secondly, I do not have broad discovery rights. The
DOJ comments in U.S. v. Reliance Med. Sys., LLC, are
misleading. I can ask for classified information during
discovery but that does not mean the USG will produce
it.

Relatedly, when I did ask for an extension for dis-
covery because I missed a procedural deadline due to a
lack of legal counsel and guidance, Judge Kelly denied
my request.

So, if I had broad discovery rights as the DOJ
claims, why did the Assistant US Attorney remain si-
lent and not intervene and allow a discovery exten-
sion?

Instead, why was the accusation made that I, the
Appellant, was slow rolling the process? Or asked to go
away or give up, or something to that effect?

42 Lawyer Fights for Brady Evidence Rule in Civil False Claims
Case, September 14, 2020, https:/news.bloomberglaw.com/daily-
labor-report/lawyer-fights-for-brady-evidence-rule-in-civil-false-
claims-case, accessed March 10, 2022,
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https://news.bloomberglaw.com/daily-Iabor-report/lawyer-fights-for-brady-evidence-rule-in-civil-false-claims-case
https://news.bloomberglaw.com/daily-Iabor-report/lawyer-fights-for-brady-evidence-rule-in-civil-false-claims-case

16

Yet, in the interest of fairness, nobody questions
why it took entities of the USG close to 10 years to
bring this matter to this point? Just because this is a
civil matter involving the USG, why can I not enjoy the
right to a speedy and public trial, by an impartial
jury. . .. To be informed of the nature and cause of the
accusation; to be confronted with the witnesses against
me, to have a compulsory process for obtaining wit-
nesses in my favor, and to the have the assistance of
counsel for my defense against the USG as noted in the
Sixth Amendment?

And, the panel decision conflicts with the Seventh
Amendment. Without the assistance of counsel, how
can I ensure that I do not forfeit my Seventh Amend-
ment right and preserve my ability to the right of trial
by jury, and that no fact tried by jury shall be otherwise
re-examined in any Court of the United States, than
according to the rules of the common law?4 %

4 https://www.archives.gov/founding-docs/bill-of-rights-
transcript, Seventh Amendment, US Constitution, accessed
March 12, 2022.

4 The Seventh Amendment requires civil jury trials only in
federal courts. This Amendment is unusual. The US Supreme
Court has required states to protect almost every other right in
the Bill of Rights, such as the right to criminal jury trial, but the
Court has not required states to hold civil jury trials. Minneapolis
& St. Louis Railroad Co. v. Bombolis (1916). Nearly all of the
states, however, have rights to civil jury trial in certain cases in
their state constitutions. https:/constitutioncenter.org/interactive-
constitution/interpretation/amendment-vii/interps/125, accessed
March 12, 2022.
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All these are especially important questions the
lower courts fail to consider re the appointment of
counsel especially when the opponent involves any en-
tity of the US Federal government, in the interest of due
process and fairness, regardless if it is before a crimi-
nal or civil court.

&
v

REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION

To settle these three important questions of Fed-
eral law pertinent to the equal application of relevant
fairness principles in both criminal and civil matters,
and their violation on an individuals’ rights found un-
der the First, Fourth, Fifth, Sixth, Seventh, Ninth, and
Fourteenth Amendments to the US Constitution.

&
v

CONCLUSION

Pro Se Appellant respectfully requests this Court’s
intervention to settle these three important questions
of Federal law and their conflict with the Bill of Rights
and previous cases presented before the US Supreme
Court.

Respectfully submitted,

YVETTE B. BEAULIEU

Pro Se

1967 Sky Dr.

Clearwater, Florida 33755
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