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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

XFor cases from federal courts:

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

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Nis unpublished.

to

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

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[ ] is unpublished.

[ 1 For cases from state courts:

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

[ ] 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[ ] is unpublished.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

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[ ] is unpublished.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

NFOI‘ cases from federal courts:

The date on which the United States Court of Appeals decided my case
/V\a>/ 2'-1‘ 2023

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

A timely petition for rehearing w \fs denied b the United States Court of
Appeals on the following date: , 2023 , and a copy of the
order denying rehearing appears at Appendlx .

[ ] 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 granted
to and including (date) on (date) in
Application No. A .

The jurisdiction of this Court is invoked under 28 U. 8. C. §1257(a).
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CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS INVOLVED

@2 U.s. C. s HS?D T+ Stotes

a Claim for reliet under 5 1983
G Plaintiff must alleg €y Fiest )3
Violation of o T‘\ h+ .Securec‘l3 b>/
the Cong-h‘)'u“hon or Jaws of +he
unit+ed States cmd\} Se_cor\o\\} +hat

The alleg ed depr\va+|oﬂ WaS
Comm\++eol or Caused by a

Person ac+m3 Under Color or
Staote law. Cse@ west V. A+kms\)
g7 W.5. HZ4 HEy 108 S c+ 2250,
61 L. Ed. 2d “Ho C1988);
Piecknick V. Pennsylvanid 4 36

F. 3d 12504 1255-56 (3d Cin \qq).
2. CAbuse of Discretion), Pursuant

fod. R. Civ. B For the ~Third
;rio\rcj\—l' Common\y reSerred To

os  Poulis  factors. (see) Poulis
V. State Farm Fire and Cas. COQ
747 F. 2d 863:9 C3d Cin )qg@ The

Honorable UnFed Stotes District
Court and The United States




| (Rge B)

Court ot A ls. 1006
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Iwithout g obused
+heir d;scre+ion throughaut

A'H’ws entire Caose. CSee}
Emerson . 296 F 2d at+

jlfﬂo. T
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STATEMENT OF THE CASE

|. The Honorable United Staotes
District Court and Honor‘oble,
United States Court of APPef:

erred “H/w*oug\:\ob!‘f Hhis enti 7
Case by AlsmMis51Ng Am&ﬂO{Ed
Second Amended Comp\aln’l’/Case;)

for fatlure to State d 'Claim for
relief. And by nof refiling this

CO(EE_; o
Fe_olera\ Rules of C:V\\ Procedure

State a document Filed pro Se
115 +o be )ibe‘\"a\\y CoﬂS‘H‘U@Q’_\BOHd
G pro se Com)@lairﬁ; however
inar+fully pleaded, must be held

to |ess 5+r‘fr\9erﬂ§ Standards than
formal pleadings drafted by

lawyers. @ee) Erickson V. Par\dMS_J

551 U. 5. 8?\3 QH\} 127 S. C+, 2)‘77)
167 L. Ed.~2d 1081 (200D.

CSeealS@ Boykih Ve keYCOEB—J 52]

F. 3o 2024 214 (2d Cir 2008).
AlSO ¥ States when

Considermg +o dismiss 4
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Yo Se ggmp]airﬁ’ Such os

-HﬂsJ Courts must Construe
the = Complaint  broadly.
ond Interpret i+ +o rarse
the Strongest arguments
that 1+ Slggests, ,CSee)
Chase M. Chase Cin re
Chase)i 20)8 Bankr. LeXx)s
129) #*10-C Bankr. E. D. M. X
201% ). o

2. The Honoraoble United
S¥ates Dl’sﬁ‘r“fc,‘/’ Court and
Honorable United States
Cour+ of /—\ppeo)s\3 J0O %6
Wf+hou+ ® o’ub‘/' O bused
their discretion throughout
+his entire Case. And

also by not refiling

+his Case., Pursuant o
Fed. R. Civ. F_ +or +he
Third Circuit Commonly
referred +o _os _Poulis
tactors. C5€€> Foulis \.

State Form  Fire and.
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ICas. Co. 747 F. 2d %63,
Zes T3 i [agHqo.
CSee also) _Emerson — 296
F 3d at |90. =
3 The Third Circuit+ has
recognized +hgt +the law
ot +he Case doctrine .
does not preclude
Slreconsidera+tion of |
|previously decided jssues
N ~e_><+r‘aor‘dmary’ o |
Circumstances 'Such os
where : C1D new evidence
is available 1 (2) a =
|Supervening” New law has
been onnol nced 3 or G the
carlier decision™~ was
~ |Clearly erroneous and
Iwould’ Creote manitest
inJustice. Csee)_Public

Interest Researc

|Group of New Jersev.

Thnc. Vi Maonesium =

EleKtron. Ioc. . 123 _
Fo2d N3 116-17C3d Cir 1997
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| Also due to i+ Stotes,
in  Fed. R. Civ. P +hat
Civil damages are |iable
To 'H/\-z‘T’i _’)?laimﬂl:‘i??/_‘—h |
callan whnen N
égx}iermm-e??j' officials /
Police oOfficers [nvolved
Violated o Statutory or
Constitutional Right +hat
wos Clear) established
at +he “+irme of
Chollenged Conduct
(see ) gfoylor V. Bgr‘kes\3 |
1135 &, Cc+’ 2042 ZOHH\} .
192 L. Ed. 2d 78
(2.0/5)),

3 This Cose is a Very
Serious Considerotion %o
|the 1mportfonce +o the
lpublic ‘ot +he issue. I+
s a Very Serjous |ssue
That +he’ Honorable United
States District Court
ond +the Henorable United
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Court of Appeals did not
retile +his Casé due o
+he Serious nNature ot
the Civil Rights Vielations
/' Crimes Committed
ogainst +this Petitioner
by these Res_ondenfs\)
which pursuant -to Fed:
R. Civ. ' P I5Ca)(@), +his
Case [00% without o
doubt Should have been
refiled due +o, Justice
So R-e_q/unres as~a matter
of  law: CSE%E) Zavec . etal.

Ve Collins, Gist, and=City~

ot \/\/”kQSJ— Bgri‘)e,a /Vo.
3116~ CV-003H 7, 7012 U.S.
Dist+. LEXIS 229240 C M. D.
Po.  Feb. 23y 2018).

(See olso) Fed. R. Civ.
P J5(c)7Td.: Bensel V.

Wied Pilots™~ Ass N . 387
F. 3d 298, 309-j0 (3
Cir. 2004), o |

L ets be mindful
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+ha—1- +he Third Circuit
hag remarked +hat |
ualified immuni+y Prov:des
lafple PPO+€C+IOH +o 'all bu+
*H’)e P mly nncompefeﬂ‘)’
lor those "who knhowinaly
\/;o)crh:a +the Jaw. (SeZ
Blackhawk V. Fa. B 2Z]
IF. 3d 202, 2J5 |
CBOI cir, 2300%’
Also due 4o be_:‘Pg” /OO/,_

iNNnocent and wron
ncarseraoted. +or be_lh ye‘lf,
+he \/iC’i’H"q o+ anot =i
Very Serious Crime b>/»
e moﬂqer of my
+hree children M5
K\mberV Ricker+t. Co
) +1§e +mn\é
N a one , a)-F T
+wo our +|me e_mo

|To rey o T waos e)
.\/nc:+\ | 15 Cmme
Benhﬁ ‘H’)e Victim of
ano—fher‘ Crime Committed
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Ogams—r mMme ‘H’ve Pe*HJrJoneP
y Ms. Kimber] Rsc_ker‘)‘
Ut ailso Mmul+iple C)V)
ngh‘té Violatiohs and
Crimes Committed
against me beﬁore\) |
durm B Oho\ O—Pl*er‘
+he Coal Townsh 65
Police Dep of +h
Stote of szmmsy)mma
Csee) Bernie Mulero V.

Officer FPaotrick James

Waolsh and OYF/cer

Ronald Shepos /NO.
3:)5-CV- 508 . 20i82 U. S.
Dis+ LEXTS 22227 C M. D.
e, Feb. ZgJ 2018 ).
T+ s ~O Very Semous
Dangerous 1IssuUe +o |
._have. Fulv blown Criminals
..Jper‘o-ke ond run +he
Nntire Criminal Justice
System in, the State of
.PemmsylVom;qJ Which Shocks

the Conscience ~of mankmd
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) REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION

T Aaron J. Bressi ask +his Honorable

supreme Court of +he L_\l?niJred 5-Ija‘nr+=e§?
4o grant +his Petition for o wWriT O
Cer‘g-\—ior‘ar") pur‘suarﬁ' aKe, @u\e l@ ot

Fhis Honorable CourT. |
This Petition 100% without a doubt

£alls Under the Judicial D?scre—\")o@ of
+his Honorable Court’s Consllderaﬂﬂons
governing review on Certiorari.

CSee Rule ]@J Cgee a){o) Docken“' '
Cheet of the United Stotes District
Court in CAPPendix @

Also 5ee€ @\pper\dfx :D>+hrou3h

CAppendix H).

which now give
Supreme Coury of

Ctrotes 145 right 1o
(+36 Court s superviso
of Fhis Cose-

s this Honorable

the United
exercise

Y powe
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CONCLUSION

The petition for a writ of certiorari should be granted.

Respectfully submitted,
Canor Breasl
Date: B-1- 23
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NOT PRECEDENTIAL

UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE THIRD CIRCUIT

No. 22-2729

AARON J. BRESSI,
Appellant

V.

JEFFERY BRENNEN; EDWARD PURCELL; CHRISTOPHER LAPOTSKIE;
CHAD YODER; CHRISTOPHER WILLIAMS; CHIEF WILLIAM CARPENTER,;
TERRY KECHEM, Coal Township Police Officer; and
PATROLMAN ADAMS, Coal Township Police Officer

On Appeal from the United States District Court
for the Middle District of Pennsylvania
(M.D. Pa. Civ. No. 4:17-cv-01742)
District Judge: Honorable Matthew W. Brann

Submitted Pursuant to Third Circuit LAR 34.1(a)
May 23,2023
Before;: JORDAN, CHUNG, and NYGAARD, Circuit Judges

(Opinion filed: May 24, 2023)

OPINION*®

PER CURIAM

" This disposition is not an opinion of the full Court and pursuant to L.O.P. 5.7 does not
constitute binding precedent. -
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Proceeding pro se, Aaron Bressi filed a federal civil rights action against several
law enforcement officers. He raised claims of unlawful arrest and malicious prosecution.
Concluding that Bressi’s claims were time- or Heck!-barred, the District Court granted
the defendants’ Rule 12(b)(6) motion and dismissed the action with prejudice. We
affirmed, but modified the District Court’s order to reflect that dismissal of the Heck-

barred claims was without prejudice. See Bressi v. Brennen, 823 F. App’x 116, 120 (3d

. C1r 2020) (per curiam). Bressi then filed motions in the District Court asking to “refile”
his case. After the District Court denied the latest of the mdtions, Bressi filed this
appeal.?

Bressi’s attempt to “refile” his civil rights action lacked any legitimate basis for
such relief, Thus, insofar as his latest motion could be construed as seeking vacatur under
Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 60(b), the District Court did not abuse its discretion
when it denied the motion. To the extent Bressi mistook our modification of the District
Court’s earlier order of dismissal as authorization to “refile,” we remind Bressi that his

wrongful-conviction and malicious-prosecution claims do not accrue unless and until the

subject criminal case terminates in his favor. See Coello v. DiLeo, 43 F.4th 346, 354 (3d

Cir. 2022).

1 Heck v. Humphrey, 512 U.S. 477 (1994).

2 We have appellate jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. § 1291.
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For those reasons, we will affirm the judgment of the District Court. Bressi’s

motion seeking a court-ordered mental health evaluation is denied.



