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QUESTIONS(S) PRESENTED

1. Did the Ninth Circuit and the District Court violate my civil and
constitutional rights to ignore Federal precedence and refusal to hear and or
address or rule on my requests for an appeal, as the Ninth Circuit Mandate
filed April 14, 2022 and in their Memorandum of March 23, 2022, both
attached, which Memorandum states “We do not consider Horn’s
contentions regarding her prior appeal, No. 19-17396. AFFRIMED.”
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' LIST OF PARTIES
{X] All parties appear in the caption of the case on the cover page.

"

[ ] All parties do not appear in the caption of the case on the cover page. A list of
all parties to the proceeding in the court whose judgment is the subject of this
petition is as follows:
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U.S. District Court for Eastern Catifornia, Sacramento: 2:20-¢cv-00212-JAM-CKD
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IN THE

SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES

PETITION FOR WRIT OF CERTIORARI

Petitioner respectfully prays that a writ of certiorari issue to review the judgment below.

OPINIONS BELOW

[ X For cases from federal courts:

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

[ ] reported at ; Or,

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

[X] is unpublished.

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

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[ 1 is unpublished.

[X] reported at Don't know it case opinion is published or to be published

[ ] "For cases from state courts:

The opinion of the highest state court to review the merits appears at
Appendix to the petition and is

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[ ] is unpublished.

The opinion of the court
appears at Appendix to the petition and is

[ 1 reported at

r 'l l.,(.,-. Tapmnen Aantmen b Lane cneadall mnddaen acad 2o 4
i iaS KECIL UCDLIE LIALTU LUl PUldLALiUil VUL 1D oL ]

| | 1s unpublished.

g

A

!
|
i
to




JURISDICTION

[X] For cases from federal courts:

The date on which the United States Court of Appeals decided my case
was _April 14, 2022

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

] [ ] A timely petition for rehearing was denied by the United States Court of
. Appeals on the following date: , and a copy of the
! order denying rehearing appears at Appendix .

[ ] An extension of time to file the petition for a writ of certiorari was granted'
to and including (date) on (date)
| in Application No. A

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

[ 1 For cases from state courts:

The date on which the highest state court decided my case was
A copy of that decision appears at Appendix

[ ] A timely petition for rehearing was thereafter denied on the following date:
{ , and a copy of the order denying rehearing

appears at Appendix

[ ] An extension of time to file the petition for a writ of certiorari was granéed’
to and ineluding ... . (date) on . .. —.. (date) in
Application No. A

‘ The jurisdiction of this Court is invoked under 28 U. S. C. § 1257(a).
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Civil and Consitutional Rights violations that protect the right to due proce
under faw. | was denied this right to have my case heard and ruled on forj
my right to an appeal. Both the District Court and the 9th Circuit denined

this right pursuart to Rule 4. £
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STATEMENT OF THE CASE ' '

E S Tt

This case involves violations of my legal, civil and constitutional rights by both the District Court
and the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals.

Both courts have denied me the right to hear and rule on my motion for an extension of time
to file my appeal submitted in Dkt. Entry 53 for case: 2:17-cv-0084, -JAM-DB, Doc. 53, filed
1/30/2020, page 1-38.

After numerous attempts of my efforts through both courts, it appears my motion has beeﬁ
ignored -
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REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION

The reason for the U.S. Supreme Court to grant my petition is to grant me due process
under the law. To prevent my civil and constitutional rights from being denied by not
having the right as any other citizen to file an appeal pursuant to Rule 4.
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CONCLUSION

The petition for a writ of certiorari should be granted.

Respectfully submitted,

T

Date: Qﬂ/&/ 20, 7222 _
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