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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

{/f For cases from federal courts:

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

the petition and is

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A is unpublished.

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

the petition and is

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i is unpublished.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[ 1 is unpublished.

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

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[ 1 is unpublished.




JURISDICTION

[\/fFor cases from federal courts:

The date on which the United States Court of Appeals decided my case
was _ 1124 (20223

E\/j 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 grahted
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 decided my case was
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 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).

2.



CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS INVOLVED

> Title VIl of the Civil Rights Act of (964

- Fourteenth Amendment to the USA Con§tifuﬁ€’oh
> First Amendment to the USA Con stitution
—>Section 1983, 42 USC §1983

> ARS §22-126|
‘—> ARS § Q,o._.[_“_(_ 5
>ARS § 23-1 501 ((Q), (LN, (L)
+>ARS §22-i362



STATEMENT OF THE CASE

" 1) 1n their reply t0 my dpening appellate bre erdant Cit
% ‘:‘%Sfaa‘fpco nceeded to having Cocrced wfé’o(&.ffﬁ(cns 0ur 92502
seAtlement discussions,

2) Desendant City of Flagstags 150 boasted how presiding Magistrate
Judge of the Arizona district court had retaliated agalnst™me
mmlg puntshed meffor exercistng My first amendment rig hts) by
denyingy my) motion to mo?-en,simpl(;[/) cause 1 had wondered
wth She(] uz{)\g@ had not arbitrated or overSeen the
Settl t discussions, ‘

2) F@\\eimmen cas‘e, Aosure with prejudice on g [29/2021, defendant
C,Dit 04 F% stafy continued regc(l fath oy Oxgat:r\St e b\\é -,
QnS:?xrtn ?voas den red benq(ts and o(eqfamong me €to hu‘:

Par‘EiQS%hdwan Arizona Department o econ(omt cmsecvm ty)
/UnemF‘\,ogment nSurance Program (hereafter 'DES ).

LF) Tn {um) PES TQ\QH'E‘\@SS\\;/S hound&d) harassed me and threatened

- to foraufully intercept my College tuition (federal grants),
1 £t ver persecuted

) Effectively deferdant City of Flagstast had v ?/Pudfate,&
) the SQtﬂeméné{ agreemert ?s{?;c?ula i0 3:?0’1 filkkd a motion

to reopen the case 6n 6f21/2032;0nwhich the Arizona distrct
court Stamped Sulgject to rejection by the Court)’ indicative
of prejudgment, |

) District Gourt of Arczona mag tstrate ju clge denied my metion

+0 yreopen, ar u{ng that coercion Cinclw iﬂsthr—gacts cmc(
tntimidati ona) cee(fznc(an‘t City of Flagstapfsubjected me
to during settlement discusSions,i S perfectly normal
and not gmunots for rueop-ehf.nc\?) my casSe ,

7) Prior,the District Court of Arizona had 3rcmte,oq Motion to
Reopen to U Gants with caucoLSt‘am—SouncﬂCng name s (nthe
case’ Shawn Jensen et al. s, Richard Pratt,et al, Cv-(2—
0060 1 —PHRA-ROS by acknowledging vepudiation iS an
extraordinary circumstance ,

$) In Contrast,District urt of Artzona and Ninth Grcuit
appeals court denied my motion to reopen,by assertin
tinat repudiation is not an extraordinary droumstance
that ent;f\d me to rQOPanCEQ)O(mg case .

9) Yet the Ninth cirarit court had earlier .
) Lt gants had white Sounding m’{,‘;}f;‘ thal e

« v t’lem o "
e ud (‘.(_t\Oﬂ a S@t eﬂt aqreemen -tha \ .
'1[;:2?526'\0}1 Perwolﬁ?\% before &Court?a)ns-t-{tu 2S &tr{:e mirated.



STATEMENT OF THE CASE
exfraOrcﬁi'nar3 ayeumstance,and it ]uS't\'fl‘ec( vacatina
the courts prior dismissal order,™ Keeling v. Sheet Metal
Workers International ASSOc{atiDﬂ, 937 F.2d 408— Court of
Appeals,qth Circuit 1991,

19) District Gourt of Arizona Magi s-tra‘tqudje, cted Ryle 60CcN
Feo R, Civ.P; ”[qj motion uncler Rule 60(b) must be made
wWithin & yeasonable ti me — and ,\for reaSonsS (1), (D) and ()

no more than a year agter the en‘trﬂﬂocg the judgment or
Order or the date ofthe Pro Ceedtng‘

1) This evidences the judge was fully aware my motion to
Ropen was timely ,when She wrote: (Enjearl Nine
months later, on June 21,2022, Plaintift £leda doument
entitled ‘motion to reopen Gurt case’ (Doc. 42y

12) AbSurdly and Shocki naly>magistrate judge of Arczong
district ourt wu'l-\fuug {gnored C'laarlg established
sederal) law and Jabricated a non-existent time
Fequirement to deny my motion to reopen {“rriather
the vecrd veflects that Stnce the filing of her Ort‘gimd
complaint inState court on December i, 2020, Ptq*“f'ffg

has had Qmp\@ oPpo rtu’ht‘tﬂ ‘o OonSfOQQr' and YQ{[QCE on
the merits Of her wase.’ -

13) District Court o Arizona NEVER diSmissSivel. told Gaucasian
plaintif4s (Shawn JenSen,et al. Vs, Richard Pratt, et q),
CV-12-00601~FPHX-ROS, whose motion to reopen was gmn’cecQ
that they had Plehtﬁ of time o think about theircase

(/gmm moment they (niti ated their civil action) as a
ayacdstick,”
War it as . tand |
IH (St ck uct used it as an (MPropLr Sta ard for me
) ?2’iﬁ‘£§£&0m an f African ethnicty and uo\?ancfan "Vf)oaﬂonql
origind, while not applytng the Same Standard to
Catcasian plaintiffs with Same motion to reopen,

'5) Similac1y, on August 2nd 2021 1 filed @ “Motion gor IsSuance
05 S‘*"POQH OC"FQoLueSHrwg permiSSion to 1SSue subpoena s
PurSuant to Federal Rul€ of Civil Procedure U5,

16) The district Court of Arizona diSariminated against me
by Seamlessly Sranc‘éiﬂ the motion ({ov iSSuance of
Subpoena) of CaucaSian %lax’ ntiff (inthe aSe william
Richard Patton vs, Ann Ash,et al.,No, CV-19- 00209 -Tuc~

and Conlocting extra requirements for me (lolack wo QM))
Agn @an ethnicity,Ugand an national onginYet,l had sggfhéd
14:\:\0((. djsjtn‘ctrwu‘u:l: of Arizond’s General Order | g | %thc'\r'\\l -

did not requice having IEP (informa paupers) Status Hhe ease
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REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION /
1o By agfirming the District Gurt of Arizona’s p«erplex(ns
and Shameless assertions that Lhere’s nothin (A)"Una
with Coercion Cindud‘mﬁthr‘ea‘bs and intimidaticn)durina
Settlement O{fscus_i[l;(hs)‘ttl"\/? Ninth circuit court’ wlinoy
in myase tonflicted with 7 . |
a)iaac,;spons 0f ﬂé;_ihrs-t circuit Co urt,that vzkemenﬂ\\j Opposes
Coercion to Settl uSLr\s an fg peof threat.
=0 we view with disfavor a(lpressure tactics whether
directly or obliquely ,to coerce Settlement by litigants
and their counsel.” Kothe V. Smith, 771 F.2d 667~ Court of APPQCL(S)
ég{gscy‘\;&(t‘;t 'jei-ss\lre,‘(,’acﬂcs to coerce Settlement Sirﬂpl& are
not Permi SSible 7 Kothe Vs Smith,77F. ad 669— Gurtog APPealS)
and Grauwit 1985(quotin Schunk Vv, Schunk, 34 AD ad FoU—Ny ¢
Appell ate Div. yHth Dept, 181D,
) Rehevant decision of this court that asserted that @
Settlement agreement is a tontrack that is invalid or
wNenfo r cegbte when there has been toercion,
SUTATN arbitration or forum-selection clauSe s not
enforceable if the inclusion of that clausk in the Contract

wasthe prodict 0of fraud or @ercion.”

a"B aLg cmen tL\QDElS‘triLt COlLFtO.S AY‘CZ_O"\QF)S Orde,f" C{—/“u‘\e Nin
c‘:?cj"g Oouré was :ful\g aware that the district C%\éf‘t' %[ /‘\\*ing\ggg
engagement in prejudgment ; and the presiding magistrate
\)u'd‘se' had departeo\ rvm accepted and wSual ourSe o
Juditial proceecing s (eSpecially when judge retaliated

) 05&&3% e with P\&nishmenf of denyiny my metion to reo ,

V) the Ninth dircuit aurt effect ively SanctTondd Such a dp pen):
astocall ffc)f'cuq exXerCiSe of the” US Supreme CourtX qufure,)
S_\L,PerVi Sor PO wer,

the N““H’\ Gireuit!ls deciSion GOn,qu’c'teo( with relevant decisions

this wurt, tncluding o
Q)4 The vital point is that inSitting njudg merit. . . thejudge
Should not himsels give vent to Personal Spleen or res ponol
PRrSonal grievan o . TheSe are Subtle matters, cor H,g%
concern the’thgredients §f what C’C’ns“tftutasg;’u tice .’ Dffutt Ve
United States;2Hg US Il —"Supreme Court 195¢,

bYYTA] vivlation of §uss5@) ise ablished when a reasonable Person
Knowina the relevant facts, would expect that a justice,ju
or mq%i Strate Knew g,c mofyrns-ta‘ncihs Greoting an appearance.
Of par Q ity notwith standing afinding that the judge was net
actually conscious ef those draimstances??| (1jeberg v. Healty
Services Acquisition Gorporation 486 US 843 —Sdpreme Coat 1988,
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A REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION
n) q[“lj he First Amendment barS retaliation {for Prb't‘ecf:e,dl
5?Qech.7) &-aw&orct - 8‘\ Vo Briﬂ:on, 52?) us S?L() SQZ([QQS’)

WMYAS a gener‘a\ rratter the First Amendmen# P(O%\Cbﬂcs
government o ,S‘—,'o{cﬂ s from Subjecting an tncli vidua {Q‘N”
Tetaliatory écﬁons or kNG aging in protected speech.”” Nieves

V. Bartletts1249 5. ¢, 1315,1F2(2019),

\/)“D&{q G a) r‘QPr\‘Scﬂ/fOf" m-tec(:g;l SPQ‘QCI’) O&{Eﬂds the Gonstitutior
bocause [t threatens toinhibit exercise of the protected
171Gt and the 1aw i5 setgl%ol that as a eh@r(c/t{"laansq}tm:n the

irst amerdment prohibits govkernment Offi vo
%;;LBJ Qcc('ﬁ Y C}tf\,)%s\ft vi dual ’tOSFQ‘t‘d ' q{o"g /S;LC"?"OY’S; oo FOT
eaking eut. _
2. P - rrming the Distnct court @ ANZOVZ\Q‘S orde~ where
m:?x Qiéi{‘rcc’te ud fe,iyalSe C(CCuSec(%laJ"\:f‘.’SFf Sarah 04 “Uailin

4o Oomf\ﬁ \/\)‘%\/‘\ statute © 'Lt‘mifc('ﬁD\nS req ardi Qg aralh’s

defamation Glaim,the Ninth Circuit's deciSion Conih‘d:eo(

withthat of Arizona States Gourtof last resort that held
that | ve publisShing de,yama{o ru statement in moc&{veoﬂ

orm to third parties,resets statute of imitations,Larue

Ve Brown, 223 P, 3d 767 ~Ariz. Gourt of A ppeal S, 15t Diy, 2014

T rening the District of Artzona’s order that r ‘acti
{5300 gc‘an extraordinary O rc?(u mstance that qual rjc.rf&fff ter
reopentngy, the Ninth civauitls decision s |

OWas in conglict with Fourth dvcuit that held that | “upen
mwdm{(on aSettlement agreement which lhad teym;nated
authoritwy wnder RuLe 60(k) (6D to Vacate (ts. prior dismissal
order and restore the case fo (ts docket,» *fa'iﬂfax

Count ywide Citizens Ve Fairfax lountys 571 F, ad 1299 —
Court e /\Ppeods, Lth Grauit 197 %, .
b) WaS Un Gonflict wi th Sixth Crouit that held that . Court had
:i«u\\ power Y vacate (ts order of dismissal When one party
attempted repudiation of the agreement On which the
dismissalvested . AroCorp. V. Al jed Witan Cor 531 Fi2d 1365
ot of Appeat S, bth Gredtiaze.

O)Was 1n Gonflict wjth this court’s degsion in i “the judge Saying
we s o o vfinart £its %\,\Q 6o () (6) catchall 1t Justifies Pe"h'e-g to
tell me one thing and then .« » §o do ancther thing: ) Ko lkonen V,
Guardian Lk zc;lg\i\gztv'lc'fo%énpﬁg gf g\éfge?m , 5L US 235~

‘ e Court | 3 ren NovY 5= ranscipt (USSep

%ﬁk%{gment NﬁOdJ‘f\'CﬂﬂOV\‘). PL &K oli Scu Y



REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION .
S5@BRy applying 0ne law for htigants with w‘Ht‘fi(CaMCaSaam'
Sounding naime ) and anotherlawfoc a mlnorc{3 liKe
ml?,(lo'la.c<mc€., L(g ardar nationa) or( LN, A{ﬁ can

ethnicityy, the Distrct urt of Arizona and the Ninth
Circuit court of a

eals eng asged in Seqrepationist,Tim
Crow-likKe Conog ctfgnol effec .'v%l 0(15o,§,r;¢5natec(q u)mst
me and deprived me of equal protiection of the lawfper the
Fourteenth Amendment o the US donStitution)

b)% S TriNnG the di strict ourt of Anzonals order the
N{r\ﬁ:g(vcu;tﬁw wrt’s decSion c@r@f. cted wWith the H:.'M
cirenit’s ¢

= €A district court abuses its discretion when it basesits
f@QS( oNUPON @& C(’leq/f'tg erronNeou s (fﬁ’ldl’ V\S Q‘FrfOLC'(?) an
eTroneow S concluSion of law, o animpropec application of
Cirewdt ol ,

C) On top of itse departing from accepted andus :
of Wc\zco?;'\ pm)gceecﬂ( NAQS, 'thj; Ninth Ch[icm'b&mcﬁ oungofciq&eise
Distr/ ct court of Arizona's departure frm accepted and
wSual ourSe of Mmdidal Proceeding S,

: 9 qsfoca((for an
€xecctiSe of this cowmrt)s SupervisSory Pourr, |

) By apei rmaing the distrct cowrt of Arizona, the Ninth 2
{ Lo C i
deci s{on conflicted with relevan oleu’st'ons? of this mfr?;'f >
Proposed lov) Congress and ratifred by the States ih the
quKQ, ef the Civil War, the Foué:te-en{'h Amendment Provides
that no State shall “deny to any PerSone » - the equa
Protection of the 10w S.” Proponints Of the £qual Rutection

Clause described {ts L(/foun cctiontal

, : Principle” as “no+
2 mitLing] any distinctionsS of law éQS@OK \
Q(D‘Jt)"lo‘f'.‘ﬂ ‘?\3 “QLaww ohich OPeraj'cl:eS u S man 5o

: o one man, ¢
Mauntaineg ,Shou’lof c"opemte equa (gu[wh aw)-) he\d

A
Accordinglu, asthi s aurt's early dedys i
Moy r;g{ \%-, €U Sions interprety

W

rotectton Qlause -exPPauheA the fourt m‘:lr:»6
Armendment g uaranteed “that the la e 1n thwataefes
Shall e the Same forthe blacks as

~ the white “tHhat
| equal foe(fo?relche'laws of ﬂ«es‘g@@;) 5 Shall stand
Students Fair Adm. v, D

41 —5Syupreme Cowrt ;zos‘, F?S{ Aent Fellows Parvards 4z s, L.
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REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITICC)()N
B v racng the Distnct wurt's orde~ where the
6ma§5a%}r/g‘te Ju ge{oﬂ Seﬁb claimed that le”ﬂ;ﬁ Sora h
does not have gn ev{olenc€7t‘he Ninth e t’s deciSion
Was tn Omfgmt W ith Second circui t that | overturned
the distritt courtX denia @ appellant’s motion under
Rule 6o (b) (6, because the “claims oere virtuall
Certain JCD Succeed ™ i the ngf( ment was reoperigd .
Marrero P;Char'd V. AS Cr-o:‘: ) DFU T, 3 U 6—Court o
Appeals znd Givcurt 2064, o

F CQ The S me Court Should Qrvmt Cev-tiorari So there is
tmproved and wniform application @ establiShed awo
vea ardless 0’5: one S race, SKin Oolo-r) e t'hm'('/v'{'\:p ‘genccev*or‘
n%ﬁ ona l oﬁgc N5 n the J’-uvot(aoﬂ SyStem herce (fo"‘tl" “
L)1t 1S My SinGere hope that by grant certiorari. tin
: 9 9 ) the
Su@reme Cowrt will Look into my Jrevances, cemplaint or
vaised concerns and do equr% thing in it power to
enSure egual access to Ourts without ‘gfoeour endutering
particiity oy judges whe are supposeolto be the face of
justice . _
C) ‘e Supreme Court has not Pafﬁ'(ulw’fléof the factors that
é;sﬁﬁ) relief under Rule 60(b)(6)) Lilgeberg vi Health
Tvice$ Acclu‘i,.S‘\’%’\"on Corper U8 6 US BUYF — Supreme Court 1988
TAIS TS an important question Of federal law that has net
beens but Shoud dk be settled by this Guet A lack of this
Cowt's 3wdance or C'lcm“gcf cation 0N this ma{“‘cef- has caused
uncertaintu cnd congliicting oecisions by LoUrt S, resSyHina
‘Lft denédg} ox gushﬁ ce Jor othevwise deservi ng l-i‘cig antsS liKe. 9
‘P ain ' aran,

d) A-s mghlighted from my case; defendant City of Flagstay
the District Gurt Q{\AﬁZon & and the Ninth Chrauit oy 2>
a\l throw around the “oxtraprdinaru orcumstan ces”
citations, byt all Seem Clueless as t& what exactly it
QOﬂS"‘h’hA‘f:eS—;OU\O( have <f<>u‘ led to r*eoos:)nfz@/ thect V—@Pud/aﬂo")

)TR;,S one example of extraordinary civeims tance |
C)The Supreme court needs to clarify < 3 PR
disSorimihation cases iiKe Plca;qr\-(l;}ff\?fps\" MBS?JCT,L&)D‘ N employment
frrfzjqncg”cu\d Ninth ¢ir it turned a lolind € e{_gt(h-ct Court of
Justice? and 'btﬂ affivming the district oot e *vq.ctomplfsh;rg
Ninth ciraut’s tleciSion conflicted with reley orcder the
Of thiS cowrt, includ; ng: ant de cisy oNS



| REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION

1) That clause gives the district aurt power to va cate
judgments « whethee such action is appropr ate to
accormplish justice > Klapprott v, United Stateg 335

~US 60— Supreme Cowrt 19LLT A that “to perg

) “we must CO‘V\'tinuou(S]S loe o {n min | a Per{orm
5 highest function 1A the best Wags justice must
Sahi S U\Q%PWWQNCQ/ @{y juSﬁ ce . In re MurchiSon,
ZUqUS 13D~ upremeéowrf 955,

i ) “ s not particularize the factors that
ok f&?{}a \iég(e%)%fﬁﬁifnjjg Pharvfe, previo usly notedthat
%1: provi de s courts with aunthorit a.o(eq'wa;te,ba enable
Hrem to vacCote jwdﬁeemeh ts whenever SVLCL\ actron
(S appropriate 4o accompli Sh justice
d) Granting of certiorari i S important tv me because L
) Whope {hagt '0% Spea King up this lomzvelﬂ > My €XPerience.

w il be an opportuni ty Ao mentiored tjustice s to be
Corvrected nfgvi N /fo.gvocwoﬂaib Thect tlfm\JSQ Similarly-

Situated will have a better experience and et the
jUSt ce they deserve .



CONCLUSION

The petition for a writ of certiorari should be granted.

Respectfully submitted,
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