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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
the petition and is

to

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[ ] is unpublished.

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

to

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[ ] is unpublished.

[\4 For cases from state courts:

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

[ ] reported at ___:or,

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\lj is unpublished.

The opinion of the Minnessta Unempleyment Laiy Jud 93 court
appears at Appendix __ B to the petition and is

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\A is unpublished.

! 1.



JURISDICTION

[ 1 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

[ 1 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).

[/] For cases from state courts:

The date on which the highest state court decidﬁ\d my case was Mardy 13, 2023
A copy of that decision appears at Appendix . :

(V] A timely petition for rehearing was thereafter denied on the following date:
June 20 2023 , and a copy of the order denying rehearing
appears at Appendix

[ 1 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. § 1257(a).



CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS INVOLVED

Ameni@ns Loith Disabilities Ack of 1990, 42 (.5.c. \
$12101 (b)(3) To enSue Fhat the Fedetl 0 0\ermment- |a .
in enforcing the S~fanolg.ra(; established n? i chapi:ii a@iﬂ'}?’; role
individoals  Coith sta\bilrﬁés; o
S22 («) Neo cowred entity shall discriminade against a gualified indion
on the basis of disability in vegarJ +o Job app lication P(D(?O’SI{S(?S'#.#: i;’j‘i““l
advan@ment, oc disdge o employees, employee CompenSation, job “'f‘ain‘mﬁ am\ﬂ,
O‘H‘\Qr "'CfmSl CO’\A;“L%”S, and .pf‘TVflfj'eS of Cmp/oymen-f—; : ’ )
(b)(2) parYiGpating I a Contrachval or o*ﬁvx arcurgement o "‘Ciﬂ#?nsh;)o
At bhas Fhe effect of subjechng a cCovened entitys gualified agplicunt=
D(&fmplzya with a aisa[')ﬂ)i(-‘—y 'Fbj “H‘-e disceimination FZQ)\,L,{%J L‘/ "H’IFS'
50‘56}1@16( , ‘
(B)(3) vr\izin standadls crtenia, or methods oF admmistratinn —
(A) -‘\:kac\"r\avt 'H\e effect of discrimination on the basis of JiSabi‘/ﬁy
Si2z02 f stale Shill not be lmmune_ Lrdly~ the eleventh Gmendment fo the
COﬂS""(q’u"‘"\’” of Hre United SHates ‘;ﬁvm an actien i Rde(*c\[ o Stade Covni
o{: Cbmpe%-}’JurisJic-'H‘on $or a Vidlatvn of this Svbchapter.
A Shall discommade aﬁams‘f' any i nol:”\/;‘Jomi b‘CCTause svch
ack 6f prachce made unlawful by this Chapler o
Cied, partcipated, o assisted I
heamhﬂ under this chapten

S 12203 GL) i\)o @6’3’0
navidual has opposed cny |
becauﬂ, SUC‘n an‘f\lldual made & Cqurg-g) +¢S'h
any Manne(” N &N mvestigation, @fba’eo\ﬁ"ﬂ, or

(5) Tk shall be wlawfil fo coerre intimidate, a8 threaten o mterfee with

AN\ moli\)iz&uo\\ in ‘H\l exercise of e.njoymen"]” 0{:) of an aACCO\:!\';}' of hIS s
d sc en °’y;zo\ o¢ ony alcount of he or her bawj- alded

(t\(e\r‘ m?::;i%ejxg\jsi-\%@ i\nil\/i‘coflgfi n “he €)(€fC55€ oC enjdyment of any
(ot Grniek arprtecked by Fhis Chepler |
Aokicle Ul of fhe Constiution of Fhe United Stectes (1791)
 This Constitution, and the laws of the Undled States Lohicdn shull be made in
pUrsVance Theyeo§, and all treoties made, or yhidn shall be matﬂe, Underthe.
ot.w%of{“’y' Shall be the Supreme Lav of the Land-

o Hhe Onited Sfntes, , S upre J
and the TJudges i evesy Stxde Shall be bound ‘#uueby

3.



CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS INVOLVED

Amen dwent XV +0 the Constitution of The United Stedes ([ z%g)
Seckion A All pasens bow or naturalized in Hhe United states, aod <ubiect
b 'H"Q:)udséicjribf) thereof are Citizens of Fhe Onfed Stades and of %LJSHﬂ
Wherens ey re's(tdt No Stale shall make or enfore any law whidh Shajl
a\o*‘i\O{K ‘H"Q ()ﬁvelegés or immunitirs of Citizens ofF the Onited S‘fm‘eS) nor Shall

on S{?\‘\'C’ deprive 6"‘\/ @{KS‘M of Upe, “b"e"‘\"l’)ﬁl) or nped-y) w itthoot alu( e
oc_yl GUOI e~ \/ “"O dﬂ\/ P—C(SO!’) wi‘“ﬂl\’\ H’S JU""S |C‘H‘br\ ‘H’ﬂ %{,‘a\' prz,-’-ec.'.!;TC >
of the \aws.
Mion, Stat: § 208.095 Sebd. 6(w) (2021) Any interticral 0egligent: o indifRerent-
Conduck, on Fhe job or ofF the Job that is & serous yiclation oF Hhe S‘ﬁrJarJ
of b&haxlibf‘ the ‘%P,OYQF has '\—LC ﬁﬂm’ +o \"CaSonqb)y expectr ¢f the emP’byee i
subd. E(b)(2) Conduck that was a consecuence of the applican |
\\ne'm'd‘cncy oc Wnadvectance 7 @ applicants
Suobd. A [@(3) gimp)e mS&HS‘FﬂC‘:’”Ory Condvct
cubd. b(b)(H) Conduet g average ye4Sonable ejmp’byee would have engaged i
S\;bAé?(b)(@) SOOA Sath errors mJuclgmmJ’_ lo gag n
Subd. @(b)(lO) Conduct «‘—l«a"\’_ was « Co’hje7ver)ce of 'H\e qpp/lan‘F or rmediale
“:amlly mefhber' DF 'H\& QPP]iCkne\— )pejhj a VTC’HY"\ D'F dDT’DES‘HC dLUSQ
SCX\)Q\ GSSqu“\‘) or hﬁfﬁSSme{ﬁ— o S“"O\”(D\a /
<ohd. (p(d) “5:-? ‘H\( Conduch '?ar which “\"16 apoh cant . L
only a s\\j’)e Meident | PP was allsckq,}ed thvelved
Minn, Stk §268.031  svbd. 1(2021) All issues undec the Minneseta Unemp/oymen s
Tnsvmna Lﬂw ace ol-L"i‘Qif‘m'h{O( by A Prﬁponolei‘amce oF #\E e—\/l\clei’\ce,

Svbd. 2 “fhis Cl,qpkr Is remedial in natvre cad must be apphed in Favor
O’F qwqroh’)\j Ur)emp)OYI‘)er'- be{)e‘?ﬁ'ﬁo Any 'egdl Cor)(/vs)-bn 'H’)‘»"“
resujk i an qgpplicant beng mﬁ)fﬂ;b’f e Unemployment— benedits
\W,S; be Fully supporded by the Facke. Tn delemining eligibility o
neligiblty for benefits bt .

; ) any S Y Provisisr +[,,Q«(~w,,u,d
preclode an 4?637'0\"\4“ fom recejvin bemﬁ% must be
Construed, . 7 o Oqﬂbwly |



ConSTITVUTIoWAL AND STATUTORY PRoVISIONS | NVBLVED

Mwn. Stk $G1IA. 036 (2021)

SU‘DCQ» ! A'\ emP’oyer most d“ow a_ VicH™m o wl}ne:s) whs i
vapoenqc«i oc reques-ko\ by the prosecotor +O_ atend coort
Lo Popose of giuhg festimony, reasmab)e Hme ofF frbm
work v attend Cnrmihal pmceednbgs reluted + Hhe Vichmie Cage.

Subd- 3 An employer Shall ot discharge discipling, o threaden
Oﬁ\ﬂ.\rwifgﬁ ﬂ\.\\'sanD\q'\-e agan«s-i-) or pcnq\fze an €Mp’oyce |
Wﬂ@dl\”j ‘H’\L CMP,B\/{US CDmpenSa'\—f'DVj, +6mqg/ Co‘hJH'-i‘Dns’ 1060\““\\7’)}
o Priveleyes of QMPIO\IM‘}’ betase the employee ook reasonable
;\-\WQ o‘F‘P X:rbﬁ wonk +o Q"H-Qnél a Cy\l\mino\' pm(et&ihj purgUan .‘_
1o +his sechon. |

Minn. Staf. $1%2.653 (202D
Sebd. 2 Bach employershall furnish + each ¢ s emplsyees
Concllf*‘\\ms of employmenﬂl- and 4 p'

et ace of enployment free Ffom
recegnized hazardc that are Cawsing or gee likely Yo caose leat,

O Seroug ihjuy or hamm 4o vty employ-ves .

Minn. Stat. 182,654 (2021)

Subd. 9 Ne emp]cyee S\ao\\l bﬁ JfSc)oarg-eo{ s N an
Aisciminated agamst becavse sy, employee hac -ﬁ»za‘l
Comp’cuh’r’ o Mghvted or Cavsed o be
o inspection Under or elated 4 his Chapter or by Feshfed
of 3 about to kgﬁ'@y in asy sudl, pYD(ccolfr\g of becaye of 4
exerdise by Such empl oyee of othere of any (’0‘3%4- afFecd.ed by ©
This chagter.

vl 1l An employee aejn\n\c) h 8006“ Fath has Hhe Mght fo efige
‘o werk under Qondtong Lshich The -emp/oyec r‘ea;smab)y ]Q{’f\(vef
pveser\"r an ImMminent &zmg}{r ot afeq‘ﬂ» 90C seriovs pl;ygia_/ hacm
Yo dhe empleyee... An €rhpioycr May Nnot- o\iscﬁmfncd-t agamst- an
employee foc a oed Faith rfosal to perform tusks 1P 4o
emplsyee has regvesied that e erployer Correct 4he hézadous

Conditions but the Cenditoo s Tman UnComc}ed,

U\)ay
ed aﬂy
Ny tedd any Pb(cgd? )

5.



CoNSTITOTIONAL  AND STATOTORY PRoviSions |NVOLVED

Adicde T oF the Gonstituton of the Stede of Minnesstn

Sec. 2 Ne member of thix stede shall be disTanchised
or prived of an y of e Mights or Priveleges secored o
a0y Citizen Fhereof) unless by 4he law of Fhe [and or Y,
jualgnm’i‘ of his peers.

SCC- % E\,.eg ‘a{rgoh is entiHed v a Certaain, W‘Mecﬁy n
«H\Q laws 4o all thjumes on Wrongs ushidy he May recejve
) \QIS pefson, p\'vpeﬁ-y/ oC C%arac-'\-ef and
%‘eely’ and Withet purch )
PrompHy and tsithoot- de]

ob¥am juS‘HCe
ase. Complﬁ‘ifiy and withowt daninl
A\/' Cof\ﬁfmab’e +D ‘\'i\e 16{0)5. /



N STATEMENT OF THE CASEV
Tn Ockber 2020 the Oniversity of Minessta Changed the Workihg
Condibiong for Mo Shackeiford . Becavse of the change +» UNsad® Conditins
he suffered physical ham and disability . He was < g

€es l’V oo sCpacate
p\f\\/‘sidclv\s who Mecommended ACcommodatons. *ﬁ,& Universi

+y DfSaUh:}y
(‘C‘FUSC‘D by ‘\'\\e Qfmp'oyer‘ ui}\wov‘\‘ C\‘\‘\Y\ﬁ cmy unJUe harﬂsh?p (,rjusﬁg(,‘_})le
Cavse- g‘\ﬁC'kfl’Fof‘o\‘ c;or\'h\\ued ‘\"D SU'FFef‘ in an bUhSa’Fe u)or“kp'ch Cavsin
\Mm haem. (Lo«tsponaienCe with administretion feso Hed “'LQM decla nz
Wis fealth gad Sa%}y an “intonvenience . I

te Wpcfj\ed this Cmd\uc‘; LnSafk werking C_csndifﬁbnf) and refusal to
Po“om A\S«Ll[r“y lawss +o S“‘q{‘t and ‘\:éa(zm\ agencies , -n:ore_ wag
immediate mM\mw by the employer: Shackelend wag seat home withow3-
.pay -For "S:a\\owh'\a‘\‘\le (\'\S{‘t\)ch‘m.c of an OSHA '-agzn'\-. He Bfﬂan
e \f)ar_assed, Stalked,  and Intimidated by hTs Sopecvisor e g ves jeck
mol«\-q)lg Hhes $eca dnange o Supcr‘\)u‘SOr and hie

N _ e veste were refused.-
The situation becime so doxic and tolergble thak Shackelford

was Forced to fle For a harass ment- fes*m“”’“j OVJQPCH-ED) agathsi~
hiz Soper{/fSor as an exireme last YTSO.’\-\-_'\T Pmﬁc{— hic Sq,/l.‘e.b, and
\“\\&'\\l}\ooo\- A hcaf‘\\f\3 was Scheduled l)y the jnge, 'Il'hn—.ec@rotk(y) the
Supervisor Mncreased her refaliaton aganst hm. She began Fulsifyin
docwments +» Make it appeac thay Shackelford wos off-ask at work
and 1ssued un:)os-lrf@\té Aiscipline M Vielatin of Contract o sed vp
getting & of him. | |
'Due ‘\’b ﬁuz employcrk' rQ‘FvS«\ “\"’ Chanﬂa \MS Supmis,;r; even with
an HRO pendig Shockelford was Forzed o sobrit a ime ofF regues
Yo M respondent of -the HRO. She never signed it Claming illness
Shacke\ford  ationded the courd \\eamhj as r*c7ues~f€a’ by the judge.-
The Superizer whe adiended Yhe \\ea\n\r\j _\WG‘SC\“P e Paid Yiere, kﬁy,.\'wfed(
Shacke\ford {inr his odendance of '\-\n( \\e,«mhg.

7.



STATEMENT OF THE CASE
The Supervisar skipped melfiple disciplinary Steps ovtined in bt
to Carey oot the &emmmﬁoh , as well as Vi‘aloc('?h? l)m\/e_mq.y polity and
\egal staedes guqrm*\-eemj lewve. For Coveb. A \;\U.,m““ Resouvrces Dept.
'\‘QQ(’CSC{\‘*“&\“\'{\IG \OL'\Q‘(" ‘\'QSJH'('\\C()\ ’\"‘a“‘ No O‘\'}\Q(“ Cmp'oyee had ever- hao\ Sﬂg
Slapped like this Case. | |

S)'m,ckdﬁrv( filed .%r Unemp'oym‘erﬁ' benefils qfte dermirnadion
Qif‘v\\r\s U.\‘\‘l&""\tblbuxf' ’ \"dﬂ\i‘ﬁ"b”- —TF\Q Uﬂ\\/ﬁﬂ?jl‘)’ C\“Me.a‘ emp'oym—erﬂ—)
migConduck In on imCom plete and. impropecly Hled Pesponse, yei Y\

Yo Department of Empleyment and EConemic Deveisporent
/\gf\ir:fvz%biie ~€mpl oyRr and ;\yﬂﬁ?ﬁd bene.—i?rk to Shacle (P%m'_ CDEED)
te requesied o hearng befire an unermpleyment Lacs Tdge (U13) ),
decmed that &%J‘M he pr{-l')mmkj Withevt Svperuisor approva |
fover e q})usmg Superviser and respondent; was employmert mi3condoet
-The uLs repeadf&l\/‘ cot S},adq,\{%m\ oF M[J“.Sen-\-ence and Jdid Not
Consider his evidence sobmitred when 15sUng his decismn . A e ves+
f‘;\,\ “eCG{\SiAQm"\"bP\ WA 83\‘\6&) w%i’d\ went T ﬂ\ﬁ Same jua?y‘e and he
P {lime& Wis own decison. |

A CeNoram q(’VCO\\ F‘o“owed "\'b "\"’\z&‘Mt‘t\n‘Cse'\ﬂ Count of A‘?PC&, s
/V\aml of the -Fq(;\-gj Cuse law cCited by Shackeiford y and evidence
pmv&ded tn the addendvm t+ The Ap()é\\an%'s Rried were no¥r mentioned ,
or Considered by the Court of Appeals. ’n\cy affimed the dedsion of
e UL In Contrdickion o Minnesetn Statutes and laws 9@\&(\«1\«9
Cedeliation. Tws of the Judge's biographies Stuke thatthey were alomn:
of the Unlversity of /\Lt"nneso"}'ﬂ) and the third Judge has worked with
The Unversityk Law Schoel. No stetements abovt any conFlict of
interest Lowe madg when vulng on a Case i\‘JV”\VMj an Mstihution that-
—\%Qy wee  offilicted with.



STATEMENT of THE CASE

An appea( o the Mimessta Sopreme Covet Fellowed. Kespondent-

DEEDN Filed a W’.‘p‘y +» the Pe-“"HOH. The (‘G\oly Contaned Numernos
‘F&Cw\m\ eYrors basd on Pec’:lur)/ commt-H-eci by SI'MC/QH;:PJ 's

Superviser 10 eaclier teshimony. the Submied a tespense |effer 1
the courd outlining Yhe Pe‘f)“'y and Fechual excocs, The Sl

j Wiag

pqec'\_ed‘ Shackel fled @ Motion Yo accept the [eHen N arn,

the oot of the ewors. The Supreme Gourt denied Hhe Motion.

VTF"(Y declined + heac the case. Under Minmnesshe (an N6 one
may File S o mheapﬂ’\a o a Couet of Appeals Case. The Nexk
S—\tp is s CerRom appea\ 4o +he SU(N‘CP‘? Govet of ‘Hwe
Uniled Stetes .



REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION

T[nem, are. & muH-PFuJ_e oF Measons ‘?or . mnﬁnﬁ “Hn"\s peﬁﬁon wktd,‘
watll be Co\)eqteA_ N ole;"tt\\ n +his S‘€CH°"\) no?\”ag‘y «Hnw\' Cederal \aw i S
inuelved in the anse, fhe fedeml goverament-has already been 1nvolved 1
+he PeWrioaef*‘S Sttuadion, and that there has been a Cormplede E'ffa/colown
in Jusﬂhce and pkaHhﬁ an dividual’s Conslphstional ﬁj“? atthe shle
| evel. A Svpene Copurt- Jldsibn. Is needed o clear vp Corrhra dich lis
; \ | o .‘ 517 mln\g;
and Provide overSth‘ P“))‘Ue there s Vidation of stuchotes and Aiscrimination
OCcuring by Stute Court and agencies.

T}\‘Q %rg\» oint %d—*\—\w @Q*\“\‘\’\Dﬂﬁr‘ wishes - 1<
volves guestio mP of Sedecal law, Mr skacé\grmie ;Smf:t;“‘j Case
prtected Class as laid owt in dhe Amerians with Disabilies Ay ,
He wis a wickm of a\iSC(‘?minw\-ory acts \oy his SupenJiSor and o
\'\'TS \‘QPOO‘\-TﬂS of "\'\“‘S Co‘nduc}- +° J"}“Z %&ZQU Eiual Employn\e,ﬁ.. o
Commissivn CEEOC) and other A0Verment- dﬁleﬂC\\CS ’a{? +o redaliation 1
eSC“‘ ated o \(\\5 b-eﬁwj detminated Sor Pm-’rec-}-inj his Sa-Fe"y and ‘m‘ frﬂ;y' ‘H—

kmi'nar\-ior\ was a VI b\a\f\'iom of +he Amcﬁcqns wH‘LVDi‘Sqlv ‘//?ﬁg.r Aa"

and the Act tHself states Yhat part of s purpose s ’ %
“To emsue Yhat the Fedeul 3 ovenment- plays a central rple "
enfoting the Standads established in WS chapler o behalf of

individvals with disabilities; > (42 Lsc g 12)6) (b)(3)

; o - e ° eld +he
%e\‘rﬁ lings are Contadictory to it While bath rcgponalen‘rs ;jeDA and
of the state govermment the ADA is Vvery cleac i +hats - Pact
(t [ . , .
A Sﬁf}e $Mu ﬂo’*’ bﬁ iMmmun.e Unhr"‘-)qe “Q)'C—Vﬁ'\'“'\ a‘% nd '
Coretitohnn of 4he Dﬂﬂ'&o\ Stades 'Ffbr’l an ciction e}%;::( ?" +o “H)e
Covet of Competent Jurisdiction e a Vislahon of s sUbo; Sﬂwﬁ:
(HZ Ossic. $512202) Chaplern »

TF a state Court-is allowed Aiscretion Yo contradic or overrvle Ledern
laws Such as the ADA Yhat amovnts do a bread; of the Uis.
ConSﬁ"'\Xﬁth ana\ /V\(“ SLackelf’:oFJ 's Cor\Sfjr‘f‘N‘lrimz\\ f‘l‘gh‘*\'r_

oF o
f (990,
mploy.er:

PPothHy
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REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION

Artide VI of the Constitution of the Oniked Shates Very clear)
owtines Yhat= the Consihution and Federnl 1405 are the sopmemms o
o\no\ 'Ha‘{’dudﬂzg n C,\re,ry Stade are l:)ouncl pr "H'»c\h Wi the S“‘éﬂ'ﬁ
Court duées \\0\\)\\\5 so fac depacted Fam $edean| lét‘w, Fhatis c/ear
9\"09«\415 e the Svpreme Courd + Fuke Vp Tis case gad make it Clear
To Stale :)“AQ'QS C\rcryw)were .

’ﬂxe SU{)G‘COK Gourt of the Onided Siades has \’\Ts%r‘?ca“y +a ken Cases
Sedlac Yo Wi ove. Seyecal of them hane been 4o clari€y £oe good tohat
Conduct @mpleyers cun be held adountuble for gnd howo Hhal qppmg
+o people of & potected class. One such case, Reacris v, Torklitt Syshems

Tac, Slo LS. |7 (1593) dealt with estal ’(SL’“j defmitinns Foc an abusive or /
hOS'h\e Work €nvirenment and Yhe PC'“»"\"‘“SL'P behweens €mP’°y€f‘ Con duet
and. employee injury or psychological wellbeing. This case established
guiddlines that the Shake judges have ot followed . S’m;flar\/y, e Supreme
Covet heard and vled on %mjl\e‘(‘ V. City .f Boca Reor 524 () ‘
which was  ansthe~ labbr* law Case volving an abusi S o S 775(/9983
9 Usive Superyisop
That (ase esYublished whad—an emphyer is liable e when a ¢ .v’
abuses the Powers ano\ he '€Mp'oy&r" '%fls o Yake qomvewhxh\,:p:: =
Corrective qc“‘-""”, ;\“S*" as h M S ka.cke/ ford s Sitvation,
A Yord velevant Case that the Supreme Courd has daken 1
Stwb V. Proder Hospital, 562 Us. 2y (2on) relating Fo yet ansther
abusie SuperviSor; -ﬂﬂis cuse esﬁmbliskeo' ‘Fdr*\-ker empky{p /,“qL/‘/,J/- M
Cases of disCrimination gnd that Svpervisors ace an agent of the imp/,, e
Tj\ a case of an adverce employment acton. “These cases all havea Comr’?o:
theme, Vet represent difReent proteded classes From Title VIl of the
ol Righte Act- Covtng gender discrmination +o military  discriminadmn .
{\,,we,\yer; a Cage )ﬂms not yc4~ been hmr‘d with these Civevmstances o

o dischiminadion and refaliation lodsed termination by an abugive Supervison
-%ymﬁ o pro-}ed* himgelR under the Amercans With

ond. an emp7° €
Di sabilittes Act.
il



REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION
—Wtara%re,‘ a \oop%b\e exicts o i proteded class, Tt s
Necessary e the Supreme Court o rule on Fhis case 4o )thg i+ line
with the Cases mentioned  and the é“\tr prodeced classes Hh,t enjoy
the benefits of those decisions. Otherwise empleyers, State LNamployment-

insurance fRices, and lower Courts may Conthoe o exploit- disabled,

Arericans gnd Sobjed-them Fo discriminatery prachices, This would
affect many Aeericans | as ?Mt‘\‘t a few pesple in Hhis Country have
é\iso\mfﬁfg and. many of those need ‘*)“"EP’“CQ be’red‘l‘bﬂ under the
ADA. Many of these pesple depend on Ahe Sedernl govemment ales dy
4o Supplement Ncome *hrzmgh Social Secunﬁ'ky ; SO a decigin b(/ +Hhe

U.S, Sopreme Court makes Sense and will mpact « large number
of Cifizens. |

Se 'Car the ju\dges n the Stale Courts of Hhis ;
Seom  e<tablished Case |aw, both $edel and state. %?2; toc\q\ll/ee fﬁadﬂ
UPM\A the \"‘”9‘*“5@ of Yhe fedem| cases mentioned, previvusly im what-
on empleyets liable $o1, or he psychological ham facker ofa hoshie
wock envivenment. T addition, the stde Courts have notr Upheld existig
SR Case \aw. Mion. Shat, 26%.031 ey Cleacly Stades Hhat- Yhe Chapler
on \m(mp]oymef\+ benefiYs Is M@lm;\ In novjrw‘e, MUS«* be ULsed in favor of
awading beneSits, and any c\\swd:‘ﬁmﬁbﬂs most-be Namwly Construed .
Many Minnesota Cases uphold this, namely Valenty V. Medical Conceps Dev,
563 Nav. 24 (3)(1993), which i additio W0 affinming dhe sttt hes
imemal Citations +o numerpus other Cuses ""’m‘\"ﬂ the covels and Fhe
Dept of ,C.imphymﬁn‘}; and Economic Development +o Hhat standard .
The stule coorts Chose o ignore this Statute f"“Q Svpporting Cuge. |aw
in He decisions o Jeny Mr. S)MC/Ze/ﬁ”A benefits.



REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION

Sh’“;'a(‘lyl Me 8%&(.’40{7(;‘"‘04 $me;'*a"e‘ia+h°muﬂl’> and wel(-
CensSoned brief 4 the Minnegota CooM’oF/\ppca ls ConJm\bnmf) Many
Citationg ‘\‘b re\eVant™ Cage )uw Sopporhh\'\ﬂ hts Pos oA Srom dhe Coont
of Appm\& and MTW)@SD%\ Svprerme Coorts The J‘ud’ges Chose o Iv_ nore.
.\.\& QWCEAQN}- of close 4o den cuses N order o alzny Me Shacke [ Fod
bene‘.?l)f&. ’Ihﬁ*‘fﬁdl M theiv OPiniDq) ‘Hﬁey Chose +v ‘%@S on a Sh'\g)e
Case pvtserﬂea\ lay Yhe resSpondent— cmcl 'Oaéed\ Yheir deciston on +A¢
exroneovs and mi$9u‘w\e& Aotion that no empfoyer‘ condoct may be
Concideed . This homble cage law O\WHY Conttadichs e LRelorn| Cuses
men*ﬂ‘ona&) nc5a+€s the @mkd{'ms of +he A‘D/ﬁ and opens the doer
Gor unlimited abuse and mistrextment— oF disabled Qmp}oyaq. Under
hs \og)i"cj emp‘lo\}ers. can do amy"er ~+ny want empkyees (fg,w[/ggs
of how illegal gnd I that employee (’TW% o s dischaged trying
+o pYb'\fc?\— Yhemse\ves | ey can be danted benefhs  and the employer
doee ot have o be held accountmble For ther comnbutions 4o +he
abuse o Aiscrmmination, That-1s a very dangerous atfitude an A

precedzn\-} and, wost-be shopped . TThe SUPFG’P"Q Gouet has He Authority
+ makl Surd “Hrﬂs Canns-\'”hur‘*“ Anyonk. else.

‘Ccfv)-i\ﬂbihﬂ on .\.}.z -‘b\ofc of "H‘);Q Covr*\’S’ alepa‘{"*% % 5% b}

\aw) bOHI\ 'H\c O'nem'piby ment— Law &’o{e){ and Cbbp{—»og A'P;)@als ?gljé:({

+ o another sectn of Minn Sﬁ%- 826¢.63) ffﬂqrbe,‘hﬁ Preponderan,
of evidence. Mo Shacke|fard submitted evidence Yt dw&y r’c’}{,‘.@
"Hr\c\"r of- “H\z emp’oyet\ ano\ Caught *\anm W the ach of pﬁrjwy‘ m JV dge,
(ushed Mr. Shackel $ocd theoush ?/)_,‘\5 exhibfs and A& not even mention
"\Aheh iy his opinion, “The Couny of IL\'PPKQIS' did [f/(ad?&&) net CcnSl‘althg
he \Pho%og(up})s and docoments and no"‘r Qyen m,en'-h‘un{vxg +Hhem. |

e ShackelGnd atfempred To Lam the Count of pegury, and he woas
not \istened Yoo TThe Minncser Appellate Coorts even rejected « fling
e sobmitted detaiing nacumes {mc@- peqyury: /Vlmm’gm Courte are
D(Xf\c‘\\"\‘ﬂ ondec Cono\i“’ﬁ"“ where peuty s a.\\owec\ and et d\scoumjea(,
V'3,



REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION

Wh Yhe nomber of nStances where state pets hq“'deP@(‘kﬁd
?Wm established law and Cavsed an njusHee in that-ac m, that Sheuwid
be cuvse e the Supreme Covrt Yo Slep ™ on his case. —ﬁ)ey did not-
hoM ‘H\g emplayﬂ\ 0(((‘00/\%\»5 le ;”‘ the abuse and dFSCﬁMhﬂlH\n) "%\"
tmprper and Oalsifed docoments and pegury, noe opheld Minnessta
Shatudes 208, 031 268.095, Covering Uﬂ‘ﬁ@’%eaﬁ $IA.036 Guamniee
employee |eave o Couct 5 132653 and 182,654 Covering Ldorkplace }“j
gai-‘e%y ond MO Sl‘mdcei@m"oik (\.‘ﬂh‘rs o '\"ak@ acton agmhs% an Upnsﬁpe
and. +oxic werkplace . The Gourte have even Lailed + Ophold +he
Minnesoya Constitution, secttins 2 and & of Aetice = Juamanteen
Mo Shackelford s civil Nahts and cemedres inthe oy An
tnderveniton here s Strongly indicated.

—W\\‘S beg‘s "H\C C{ZS‘hbf\) hau) Can Se Mmany Filuree occur gad
S4m¥5hT§:DMapA law not Dp)w,/oQ [ The answen ay Conme. y
Conflicts of ilerest —T‘kﬁ emplayer 1S a Pact-of the Stade of Minnesota.
The agency Yagked with Lnemployment- Msuvrance and Unemmployment | 4w
< ake a part of the Slade of M'\‘?”@‘D‘?‘a- —ﬁ\@re may be bias net +s
cule against the sthe~ MO Shacgkelford researched the bf‘ojraphz‘cs of
the theee judges Yhat deeided the Case in Fhe Covor of Appeals,
Tios of the three were alomni of the employer/respendent University of
M‘m»ewh"ﬁw third wohk@\ with the University’s L g SCl\oo’) -Jrkouﬂ;\
not cleac if i was a (Jaiz\ posiHoNn o volunteer In any case all Hhree
Judges vee SFliaked with one of W parkes of +he case, the respondent-
This seks up a clear Chance For bias. TThe Onlvesily is a Powerfi]
political entity and dhey may not bave wanted Jo cule aganst i+ oor 4o
ageny Yhat 15 onether pact of he Shefe- The ULS. Supreme Couet Couidd

(emove any opportunity of dovkt of bias 'F&worihﬁ Yhe respondents .

M € Xamynin
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REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION

7 10 Sommary, Yhere ace multiple (2asons given n Rule )O‘
Ahat allow ‘Q\::P the LS. Sopreme Coort o review and decide on
& Case that has Come throosh shade coucts, This cace |
_ ‘ meets
ey of Hhose crrteria. There are Sedenal Gueshions, s Jhe fmeri
Uity Disablies Act s mohved, and oligs o Fad comtmdicy. 44 p
Ak and Federal cuse \aw. The fedenl agency EEOC bhas been
pvalved and Sheir Chages (e enlered a8 evidence b Y Me Shacie (Rl .
The actions of the employes Stete Onemployment- agency, and
She courys have Vivladed Mr SLWC/Q/F_W‘ 's Wyhtr onder HU; O.s
Conddution. His civil Ngm"f as a Ffbkckd class member are Sp;ﬁt;ai
oot M cases Q\mdy Peutewed) \3\/ the L.S. Supreme. CouML) heweye “pnem_
is & lowphele as no Cases speciﬂca((y have addrecsed Ah, ADA and
employer qg\,;,e, IF sthde courts and agencies are allowed do overrule o
CivCumvent the ADA Yhat- opens a pandorals box hat puts other
prokdci classes mjeopqr\a!y Joe ‘YS\\ithar abuse, i\'\dual_ihj O-S. Service
O8N and  Women and | _
m\\\'\ﬂ e orevont G‘!H\ . ‘\1’6‘@\465. \S Case Needs a Supreme Cound
’ﬁ\zjub\geg M Stade covpt have. so fan deo
- Covr e Parted Fum estaljic
\aw. 'T}\Zy \rmv& been Unable —+v "FDHO\D ‘H\e\% owN S+0\de’€s, %Erilﬁkch
lack of o\,ersiﬁl\“\’ or aCeountability $rom the clude level, Pact of ‘H\(g
may be from boias SF&VD(‘ihﬂ fH\Q WSP"“&W}'S) and Jhe JUJng’ did nst eXCuse.
themselves §rom Yhe case despile history and affiliakion with ene of Vhe
pactes. The decisives are Suspeck and need revieo o @ highe
audthorthy that can decide Lairly.

The v.s Suopre '

' =2 Svpreme. Coort-tukeS Cuges Hhad | jde -
Tamifications. This Case goes Sac b"\/‘ 60:{_ Aj\'ta;t)?kvz/gj :nrjafﬁl: J
Uﬂzm‘ph\/f‘merﬁ* benefils. This Case extends Yo all CiYizens natonwide
experiencing abuse and  discriminaton Fom an employers A Jdeci<ion
Neve \gy the Svpreme Court- Could set & Clear Standand Fie all statec.

15.



REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION

A S'\ZAJAP& ‘\‘\'\Ol"' defines €‘rhp/oym»€"ﬂ" - Miscond Ud')' and 1t an emp/cyee
Seelding profechion Fem the Court fom his aboser i mis@m'bc{z A Standerd
ot Clacifies Hhe cights of whisHeblower refuliativ vichms. A standard
Hat holds emp)oy{r; accovurtable G thed ackion s, as the Case. |aw
That Minnecota Conrerty AL Sperate Under Cbmp/é-i—ely Jets
abusive employers ot of any reSponsibility and peralizes vickms
| _%f '-\'\\.cx‘r mp{%s and, Using e ,230\\ Sysiem Yo obtain JUS‘HCE-

“The Onrity o Minnessta Alone \'7‘13 20,000 emplsyee '
has \happf]\ai \'od\/ﬂ’\f : Shadidgro{ Cannct be an ‘lso\’:%-\ifle S.;j,;i\(jfﬂ*
C@nsic\ao,\ng the vomber of ?awsm% filed agamst the Univeaity every yzqn
\gy employrees. “Thatis also Just one em;o/oy&g I‘Cadlhﬁ ‘Hﬂfbvj)\ Preunys
Cose law Shows that abuse and discrimimation is rampant p he Whele
la‘:)o'r \\nAus—\ﬂry. ‘ﬂ»\s afFecks a lvaf‘gz moltode of P":‘)P)"’—, and a d arification
here Wil \%\p \Ore\ren4— acthe Vichims and allows thers the profechvns

of Sederal law Gnd Constrhudtonal Mights .



CONCLUSION

The petition for a writ of certiorari should be granted.

Respectfully submitted,
g,aﬂféz S}SZZ/ﬂUIé____——»

Date:  09/08/2023
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