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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

[ 1 For cases from federal courts:

The opinion of the United States court of appeals appears at Appendix to

the petition and is

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[ | is unpublished.

The opinion of the United States district court appears at Appendix to

the petition and is

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[ ] is unpublished.

[ ] For cases from state courts:

The opiniongf the highest state court tg review the merits appears at
Appendix to the petition and is COLL(tOQ Pm) 3
[ ] reported at ; or,
[ ] has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,

}Qs unpublished.

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

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[ 1 is unpublished.




JURISDICTION

[ ] For cases from federal courts;

The date on which the United States Court of Appeals decided my case
was

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

[ 1 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).

j’)(For cases from state courts:

The date on which the highest state court decid;d my case was _)_unf_D/_Q.OaQ

A copy of that decision appears at Appendix

[ 1 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 g?anted
to and including (date) on (date) in
Application No. __A

The jurisdiction of this Court is invoked under 28 U. S. C. § 1257(a).




CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS INVOLVED
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STATEMENT OF THE CASE -

Upon bringing a complaint to the attention of the court, one trusts fairness, as
well as impartiality will be at the forefront of all that entails the proceedings of the
action. When decisions are made opposite of the written laws, our Maryland
Rules of Civil Procedure, the questions floating can be, under whose authority
are the decisions governed and executed.? 1

in the Petitioners' complaint, in the trial court, in the Circuit Court, clear, and
convincing evidence was presented of falsehoods that resulted in rendering an
unjust judgment. Petitioner presented Motions accompanied with actual proof of
the falsehood for reconsideration to the presiding Judge, Judge Snoddy. The
evidence, and motion concerning the vacating of the Petitioner's Order of Default
was not considered, not discussed and the case continued as if such evidence,
and fraud of court, was non-existent. Md. R. Civ. P. Cir. Ct. 2-535(a) states, On
motion of any party filed within 30 days after entry of judgment, the court may
exercise revisory power and control over the judgment. Rule 2-535(b) states, On
motion of any party filed, at any time, the court may exercise revisory power and
control over the judgment in the case of fraud, mistake, or irregularity.

Just, fair, right decisions, in accordance to the law , by
legal definition, needs no revision.

MEMORANDUM OF LAW IN SUPPORT OF WRIT OF
CERTIORARI

1. On September 23, 2020 the Circuit Court conducted a ZOOM hearing with
the Petitioner Ronald J. Brooking, and Respondent, Prince George’s
County Maryland.

2. The Honorable William Snoddy was the presiding Judge in this case.

3. Motion To Dismiss was granted on behaif of the Respondent.



4. On November 2, 2020 Petitioner filed a Request to Appeal.with the Circuit
Court.

5. On November 2, 2020 Petitioner filed a Civil Appeal Information Report
with the Court of Special Appeals.

6. On November 6, 2020 The Clerk of the Circuit Court of Prince George’s
County sent a letter stating Documents are being returned for the following
reasons with a (X) affixed at title, Other Reason, signature needed for
Request for Waiver of Appeliate Court Cost form.

7. On December 3, 2020 the Court of Special Appeals sent Petitioner a letter
noting the above captioned case has been appealed to the Court of
Special Appeals and has been assigned case number CSA-1102-2020.

8. On December 8, 2020, the Circuit Court for Prince George’s County,
ORDERED that Plaintiff's Motion for Reconsideration, filed on October 7,
2020 is DENIED.

9. On December 29, 2020 the Court of Special Appeals Order stated
pursuant to Maryland Rule 8-206(c) the above captioned appeal will
proceed without a Prehearing Conference or Alternative Dispute
Resolution.

10. On January 7, 2021 Petitioner submitted to the Circuit Court for Prince
George’s County Maryland Office of The Court Reporters Petitioner’s
Transcript Order for Appeal.

11.0n January 22, 2021 the Court of Special Appeals ORDERED, that

’ pursuant to Maryland Rule 1-323, the Petitioner’s Motion for Informal

| Briefing, and the Petitioner informal Brief, submitted to the Court on
January 8, 2021, are stricken because they were not filed with a certificate
showing the date and manner of service. All filings with the Court must be
accompanied by such a certificate, or they will be struck, and it is further,
ORDERED that, pursuant to this Court December 28, 2020 Order, the
parties to this appeal may file informal briefs that comply substantially with




the Court’s guidelines on Informal Briefs (including service and certificate
of service requirements).Upon receipt of the record from the Circuit Court
for Prince George's County, the Court will issue a Scheduling Order
establishing the deadlines for the parties brief’s to be filed.

12.  On January 29, 2021 the Circuit Court for Prince George’s County
Maryland sent Petitioner a Notice stating Petitioner has failed to comply
with the Maryland Rules of Procedure as indicated below: An (X) was
affixed by #3 , The Petitioner has failed to deposit with the clerk of the
lower court the filing fee of $121.00, or request of Waiver of Prepaid
Appellate Cost required by MD Rule 8-201. It is HEREBY ORDERED, this
15 day of January, 2021 that the Petitioner show cause in writing within 15
days after service of this Notice, why the Notice of Appeal filed on
November 2, 2021 should not be stricken.

13. On February 1, 2021 Petitioner filed in the Court of Special Appeals,
Petitioner’s Certificate of Service.

14. On February 3, 2020 the Court Vacated the Order of Default granted
on January 7, 2020.

15. On March 15, 2021 Petitioner received a Briefing Notice stating the
record on appeal has been received.

16. On April 30, 2021, Petitioner filed his Brief.
17.  On May 5, 2021, Respondent filed a Motion for en Extension of Time

18. On May 10, 2021 the Court of Special Appeals ORDERED that the
Respondent’s motion for brief extension be granted;and it is further

ORDERED, the Respondent’s brief shall be filed on or before August 2,
2021.

19. On July 23, 2021 the Clerk of The Circuit Court sent the Record and
Transcripts, and included the docket entries.

20. On July 30, 2021 Respondent filed a Motion for an Extension of Time.



21. On August 2, 2021 Respondent Motion for an Extension of Time was
granted.

22.  On August 20, 2021 Petitioner filed a Motion to Supplement the Record.

23.  August 31, 2021 Order on Petitioner’s Motion to Supplement was
granted.

24. On September 13, 2021, the Court of Special Appeals received the
record.

25. On October 4, 2021, the Respondent filed her Brief.

26. On October 28, 2021, Petitioner filed a Motion to Strike Respondent'’s
Brief.

27. On November 1, 2021 Petitioner filed a Reply Brief to Respondent’s
Brief.

28. On November 16, 2021 the Court of Special Appeals ORDERED that
the Petitioner's Motion to Strike Respondent’s Brief was DENIED.

29. On April 5, 2022,the Court of Special Appeals presented its Opinion -
Unreported.

30. June 17, 2022, the Court of Appeals presented its decision.
1. Did the Court of Special Appeals err in its decision, not rendering an
Opinion on Petitioner’s Issues No. 1- §7

2. Did the Circuit Court err in dismissing Petitioner’s complaint on three
grounds, one of which was the Statute of Limitations which the
Respondent relied on in the Motion to Dismiss which was in err?



Facts in the Case

On September 21, 2016, the Petitioner’s only biological daughter, Jadene B.
Brooking was fatally killed while crossing in the crosswalk, on highway 214,
Central Avenue in Capitol Heights, Md, at the Addison Road Metro Station by
Mr. Barry Baccus-Wills.

After investigations by an attorney friend, and email evidence from Delegate,
Erek L. Barron was provided to the Petitioner of years of tragic deaths and
injuries at the exact location of Petitioner’s daughter Jadene Brooking's final
resting place, the Petitioner moved forward with a complaint in the Circuit Court
against Prince George’s County Maryland.

The complaint was filed on September 12, 2019. In accordance with Md. Rule
2-321, a party to a complaint, shall file an answer to an original complaint in 30
days after being served. The Respondent did not respond to the Writ of
Summons as written in the Maryland Rules, but requested an extension. This
began a series of extension requests, resulting in no answer to the original
complaint. An ORDER OF COURT granted the extension, ORDERED the
Respondent to respond by February 15, 2020, and no later. With the Order in
place, still no response to the original complaint by the Respondent. The
Respondent was served by Certified Mail on 11/18/2019. The Response date for
the Respondent was 12/18/2019. On 12/19/2019, Petitioner filed a Request for
Order of Default. In accordance with Md. Rule 2-613(b). An ORDER, signed by
Judge William Snoddy granted Petitioner’s request for Order of Defauit for failure
by the Respondent to file a responsive pleading. Subject to the right for the
Respondent to move to vacate the Order. On January 9, 2020 a Motion for
Extension of Time was filed by the Respondent, and the Respondent filed a
Motion to Vacate on January 15, 2020 in the Motion to Vacate, the Respondent
stated prior to the granting of Petitioner’s Request for Order of Default, the
Respondent filed a motion for extension of time to respond. This statement in
writing, in the Respondent’s Motion to Vacate is false. The certificate of service
date of the Respondent’s Motion to Vacate is January 9, 2020. Why is this
significant, you ask, 1, the Petitioner, will tell you. Judge Snoddy relied on this
statement in writing by the Respondent to vacate the Order granted to the
Petitioner on January 7, 2020.




Md Rule 2-613(b) Notice, upon entry of an Order of Default, the clerk shall issue
a notice informing the Respondent that the Order of Default has been entered,
and the Respondent may move to vacate the Order within 30 days.

Notice of Default Order states, You may move to vacate the Order of Defauit
w1thm (30) days of the date of entry The moggon shgll state the reasons for ;hg

if the court finds that there is a substantial and sufficient basis for an actual
controversy as to the merits of the action, and that it is equitable to excuse the
failure to plead, the court shall vacate the Order. At the time of the granted Order
of Default on behalf of the Petitioner, there had not been any responsive pleading
of the original complaint, so there could definitely not be any arguments of the
merits of the case if the Respondent had not provided a responsive pleading.

Now, let's first start with the legal basis. A legal basis is needed to guarantee
decisions made are in total compliance with the laws. In the Respondents Motion
to Vacate, a legal basis was not provided. Consequently, the Motion to Vacate
was granted.

The Petitioner will now address the factual basis for failure to respond.

Factual

Factual Basis- of, or relating, to facts: restricted to, or based
on facts. Factual Basis is a true, real, and actual account, or

statement given, leaving zero argument for personal
interpretation.

In the Respondent’s Motion to Vacate, second page, number 8, the Respondent
states, “ The Defendant, County prior to receiving the Order granting Plaintiff's
Motion for Default, filed a motion for extension of Time to File an Answer and an
a Motion to Dismiss, or in the Alternative, 2 Motion for Summary Judgment.”
This statement by the Respondent was totally faise. It, by no means, or stretch
of the legal, logicat definition is Factual. The Petitioner has provided by way of



Appendix, the certificate of service from the Respondent with the date opposite of
the written statement in Respondent’s motion.

Petitioner filed with the court, as well as sent to the Respondent, the original
complaint and 14 Motions. To date of the ZOOM hearing on September 23,
2020, the Respondent had not provided a responsive pleading to complaint, nor
had the Respondent file an response, or Opposition to any of the Motions filed by
the Petitioner.

The equivalency of time totals, 281days, that's, 9months, 6 days to date of the
hearing, without responses from the Respondent. The egregious stance taken by
the Respondent was not addressed, or sanctioned, by the presiding Judge.

With all stated above by the Petitioner, the case still continued.

it Was Clear Errors for the Circuit Court to Disregard Evidence
Presented, Allow Violations of the Rules, Disregarding the

Maryland Rules Force of Law, and Mandatory Authority’s
Applicability in This Matter. In Addition, the Court of Appeals
Must, | Pray, Intervene to Vacate the Order on Motion, Because

the Presiding Judge Committed Clear Errors In Rendering A Fair,
Just, Balanced Credible Finding.

United States 14th. Amendment to the Constitution

Boyd v. United, 116 U.S. 616 at 635 (1885}

Justice Bradley, "It may be that it is the obnoxious thing in its mildest
form; but illegitimate and unconstitutional practices get their first
footing in that way; namely, by silent approaches and slight deviations
from legal modes of procedure. This can only be obviated by adhering
to the rule that constitutional provisions for the security of persons and
property should be liberally construed. A close and literal construction
deprives them of half



their efficacy, and leads to gradual depreciation of the right, as if it
consisted more in sound than in substance. It is the duty of the Courts
to be watchful for the Constitutional Rights of the Citizens, and against
any stealthy encroachments thereon. Their motto should be Obsta
Principiis.”

Downs v. Bidwell, 182 U.S. 244 (1901)

"It will be an evil day for American Liberty if the theory of a
government outside supreme law finds lodgement in our constitutional
jurisprudence. No higher duty rests upon this Court than to exert its
full authority to prevent all violations of the principles of the
Constitution.”

Gomillion v. Lightfoot, 364 U.S. 155 (1966), cited also in Smith v.
Allwright, 321 U.S. 649.644

"Constitutional 'rights’ would be of little value if they could be indirectly
denied." |



REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION
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CONCLUSION

The Pedibioner's 4™ Awendment Constitutionad iekts have

been violoted and the Marylopcl Pules of Gt B3 e Rol
+had cuppl H;Deh’ﬂbner‘s C?ls‘e vere ot OLﬂDl‘:féd ll\nr (())r %oflgv%t{z)ofj

The petition for a writ of certiorari should be granted.

Respectfully submitted,

%@L{é/ @/J/BK/

V4 —~
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