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QUESTION(S) PRESENTED
1 ST QUESTION
WA

V5]

JUDGE STEVEN BOUGH ALLOW TO RENAME MR.GREGORY'S 28 USCS 144
PETITICN AS A 28 USCS 455 PETITION?

2ND QUESTION
'WAS MR.GREGORY DENIED HIS FU

[

NDIMNETAL DUE PROCESS RIGHT TC A FAIR
TRIAL IN EIS RULE 50-B, PURSUANT TC 28 USC 455 (b) (5) (iii) 2

3RD QUESTION

DID MR.GREGORY SUFFER BIAS IN HIS APPEAL CF HIS RULE 5C-B

—

BY APPEALLANT

J1 BEING ON THE JUDGE PANEL CF MR.GREGORYS APPEAL OF HIS

2GE STRUS

b
i
A

C

RULE 60 (b)}?

4th QUESTION

WAS JUDGE STEVEN BOUGH REQUIRED TO ACCEPTS THE FACTS AS BEING TRUE

IN MR GREGORY's 28 USCS 144 PETITIGN TH

HAT HE FILED IN HIS RULE_60
(b) PETT

3

IO

"2

i ?



LIST OF PARTIES

[ 1 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: Western District-of MisscurliDistrict Judge

"STEVEN BOUGH"
8TH Circuit Apeallant Judge : Stras

RELATED CASES

k)



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

[ For cases from federal courts:

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

k1 reported at _No.. 23-311% ' _; or,

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

[ 1 is unpublished.

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

the petition and is

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[ 1 is unpublished.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

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[ 1 is unpublished.

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

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[ 1 is unpublished.




JURISDICTION

[ 1 For cases from federal courts:

The date on which the United States Court of Appeals decided my case
was Oct 12, 2023

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

[A A timely petition for rehearing was denied by the United States Court of
Appeals on the following date: Dec 8, 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. § 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

[ ] A timely petition for rehearing was thereafter denied 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. § 1257(a).



REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION

Mr.Cregory's case iz a misscarriage and a complete deniel of justice

az he has been denied even ome fair hearing on anything. The Dist
Judge Stevem Beugh aleng wicth the 8Tk Circuits action not only is

't inconsistent with it

1

own prior rulings but inconsistent with the

V7]

“

the holds by this Homorable Court. It's willfully wunlawfull. Thei
actions isnt just a misscarriage of justice it's unlawfull. This Court

held in COPPEDRGE V3 US, 369 US 438

iy

States Supreme Court to assure to the greatest dagree possible within

o
s
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y frame work for appeals created by concress

for every litigant before the Bar. Even handed admistration of criminal

TOWNSENDS VS SAIN , 372 ©S 293 (1963)... A State priscner is entitle

podo
>}

v

to one fairx oppurtunity te seek habeas reljef from his conviction, is

P
/)
“h
0]
(W W
D
=
o)
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not Mr.Gregory entitle to this same fair opportuity in hij
habeas corpus petition under 28 USCS 2255.

Mr.Gregory prays that the United States Supreme Court grants Mr.

Gregory this one fair chance as demanded under his birth born- rights
as Ameican of the United States of America . God Bless you. .

THANK YQU



STATEMENT CF FACTS
Mr.Gregory filed a 28 USCS 2255 in his criminal case , €ase no.
17-030044~-010CR-SSRB, €ase no. 20-cv-3294-CV-SRB-P in the Southern

- F}

Division of Western District of

4

fisscuri. In Mr.Gregorys 2255 he
ised the issue that Judge Steven Bough had exparte commiucaticns
and meeting concerning his case prior to his sentencing hearing, see-
Civ Dec-( 6 ) , Issue - ( 2). Mr.Gregory had alsc filed 2-moticns
c pursuant to 28 USCS 455 requesting that

2dge Stever Beugh recuse

]
himself from the 2255 proceedings , see Civ Doc- ( 14) ( 28 ). At the

L

time Mr.Gregory filed these motions he did not even know what this
statue number was or the law about bias judges as Mr.Gregery had been
inb the Speacil Housing Unit at U.S.P. Maricn and was onlv allow to use
the legal computer every 1 1/2 months cr longer. When Judge Steven
Bough refuse to recuse himself Mr.Gregory filed a writ of Mardamus
purusant to 28 USCS 455 petiticns he had filed that Judge Bcugh denied
under case # 21-1302, Note— that Judge Strds seat on thHis judge parel
judge-panal. While this petition was pending Mr.Gregery discovard
federal law 28 USCS §14 so Mr.Gregery sent the district court a
petition pursuant tc 28 USCS 144 with supporting affiadivit stating

under fzith that Judge Steven Bough had exparte commuticaticns an

meeting with Prosecutor Casey Clark and discussed and decieded the

merits of sentencing hearing befcre the sentencing hearing without
him. The District court acted like the did mnoit get this petition so
S &

Mr.Gregory sent another 144 petition to the *th Circuit Court Clerk
and reguested that they transfere it on May 3, 2021, see Civ Doc-

47, It was labeal as filing of papers recieve from the court of

Apeeals on 4/12/2021.

Judge Bough refuse to rule or addrass this petition so Mr.Gregory



éttempted tc file another writ of mandamus

§144

pursuant to0

2
,. pursuant to BERGER VS.UNITED STATES 255 US 22 (1921). When

Micheal Gans Court clerk gets this new petition for Mandamus he file

under appeallant number 21-1302 on 5/03/2021 as "only a letter", when

the court clerk rafused to fil

1%

> this new writ of mandamus under 144,

Mr.Gregory tried to file a writ of mandamus against court clerk to
have the court to crder him to properly file this rnew petition. Once

again he refuse to properly file this petitice but filed under appeallant

# 21-1302 and label it as a moticn for recensideraticn. When the court

0
-
Q

urlawfully denied Mr.Grgeory acces the courts , the apreallant

court had all ready denied the oruningal petition and the case was

"N
O]

closed to file anymotre petiticns as the time frame tc file a motion

for rehearing cor enbance was over and the the court clerk is very

strict.of this 14-day time frame, see order sf Aprial 6, 2021 when

the petitioner tc to get a continunce- as teh court clerk had sent

the courts ruling of 21-1302 to USP Marion Prison and Mr.Gregory just

had been transfered and USP Marion Prisonm Mail Room enstead of fowarding

hi

11

6]

legal mail to him foward back to the court by the time the cerk

»

mail it to Mr.Gregory his 14=-day time limit was up and even at no

fault of Mr.Gregory once again the court clerk denied him access to

the courts to petiticn for rehearing. The court clerk ruled a motion

for extension of time was denied as moot. [Blut when Mr.Gregery pressed
on the court to require the clerk file this writ of mandamus agaist
sccalled motion for reconsider

Micheal Cans this judge panel heard this

and denied it even thcugh the court
entertain this petiticn. Mr.Gregory
this judge panel was clearly a part

cpnspricy

did not have jurisdiction to
is only pecinting out the fact that

of Judge Bough and Micheal Gans

to prevent Mr.Grgeory from removing him off his 2255



proceedings . Mr.Gregery filed a rule 60-b petition , and once again
Mr.Grgeory filed a moticn pursuant to 144 with suppert affidavit that
Judge Bough had expartes commutications and meetting with: the: prosecuter
and discuss‘rule upen the merits of Mr.Crgeorys senterncing issues prior
his sentencing hearirg., Mr.Gregory also stated that Judge Bcugh
had conspired with Michezl Gams Court Clerk and the Judge Panel of
Appeallant No.21-1302, see civil doc-71, issue -(1). alsc see CivDoc-
€8 and 70.
In the iudges ruling in Civ Doc-71 he rechange hic his petiticn to a
455 from a 144. When Mr.Gregery filed a notice of appeal he was denied
to file a brief of errcr and it was presented to the courts just con
the ccurt record. Nokes+ That Judge Stras seat on this judge panél-

aleng seatin

9

en e panel of #231-1307y the judge panel that Mr.Gregory
Had rasied™im rule &0b igsue 2, that judge Bough conspire with.

Mr.Grgeory also wants this court awear that in thew -oringal petition

for writ of mandamus under 21-1302, Judge Bough never served Mr.Gregory
a copy of his response as court order, and even though that Mr.Gregery
was =2llow to file a reply brief in 7-days , Micheal Gans denied mr.
Gregery this right as , as soon as Judge filed he response brief

he submitted tc the judge panel for ruleing the very next day.
Mr.Gregory alsc suffer bias and prejudge by the Chief Judge in the

8th circuit over this , as Mr.Gregory had filed a judical complaint
against Judge Bough claiming that he had exparte commucations and
meating pricr to his sentencing hearing, under rule-4 and 28 usc 352

2. b states that the chief judge may not undertake findings-of fact

And the bias even gets wcrst as when Mr.Gregory filed a petition for

Py

review by the judical coun¢il of the eight circuit under JPC Nos.



8-23-90024-35, denied it based cn the reasons in Judge Lavenski R

Smith's ruling on 10/12/2023, and Mr.Gregery had 2 complaint file

!-In

A

against the chief District judge of the Western Distrcit of Missouri

(':Q

as she conspired with Judge Steven Bough and turn a blind eve tc
his unethical and unlawfull cenduct.
Judge Beth Phillips was label as cune of these judges on this judcal v

Councel pane but stated that she took no part in the consiudera cr .\,

)

decison ¢f this matter .
Its clear from the record that Mr.qhegnr" Has sufferd a bias beyond
thing this Hénorable Court has ever seen from Judge Bcugh to

the Chief Judge of the 8th circuit of aipeais , to even by the
Judical Council of the 8Th Circuit Court as based cn the US Supreme
Court ruling in WILLIAMS VS PENNSYLVIIA, 597 US 1 (2016) , Mr.Gregory
was denied his right to a fair and unbias review by the Judcial Counce
and its evident based on the face of the record that the Chief Judge
of the 8Th Circuit clearly viclated his dutys tc treat Mr.Gregory

ual under the color of law, and was thus bias against him as this
judge knows his dutys under law , he failed te uphold the law or
protect the Amendments of the US Constuticn by vieclatelating Mr.
Gregory's rights under the 14Th Amendment tc the Equal Pretection
Clause enforced by the Due Process Clause.

Everybody from the state of Missouri lccal and state governments to

the federzl government , to all federal judges who has review up te

this peint, tec all attorneys who represented him cons pired as a well
0il machine tc viclate Mr.Gregerys civil rights to denied him equal
protection under law, Mr.Gregory has conflict cof entersts cn the

with his attorney, no court ever inquired into this conflict even

)]

thouigh the attcrney enform of this conflict om the record twice.

P



Mr.Gregory-also filed twc seperate writ of mandzmuse- seeking Judge

Steven Bough tc recuse himself from the rule 60-b petitica under

oyl

appeallant number 23-2980 & 21-310

t

\, and Appezxllant Judge Grasz alse
seat on these judges panels, 23-3105 was denied on Sep-25, 2023, and:

23-2980 was denied Aug 31,2023, Judge Stras also seat on the judge

“h

h

| ad

panel of the deniel o s 2255 under case No. 19-1582, and the in

rh

the deniel of his petitiom to file a successful 2255. Mr.Gregory rasied

the

Ho

ssue cf judge Steven Bough biasness as he was not allow to file
a writ of error inm the deniel cf his 2255.
ARGUMENT AND SUGGESTION IN SUPPORT
This Honorable Court has held it's the duty of the Supreme Court to
the assure the greatest degree pcssible within the statutory frame
work for appeals created by Congress “equal treatment" for every litigant
before the bar. Even handed adminstration of criminal law demands that

crimineal ap

ft)

als in forma pauperis be given no less consideration than

T3

others on the court- docket....COPPEDGE VS. UNITED STATES 396 US 438,
(1961). State prisoners are intitle to one fair cahnce opportunity te

seek Habeas

s
[0}

lief from his conviction , that mandates the oppertunity

to be heard

T

o argue and present evidence ... TOWNSEND VS. SAIN 372 US

263 (1963)... The equal protection -of laws , is a pleadge of protection
. £ 3} I 4

-

of the laws...MISSOURI'EX REL GAINS VS CANADA 305 us 337 (1939)...
when a federal ccurt of appeals does nct apply the correct standard

of review we well vacate and the case well be remanded for futher

(0]

preceedings . Its axiomatic that a fair trial in a fair triburnal.is

566 US 560 ( ).
Mr.Gregory has cleary been denied this fundamenaltal Tue Process and

Mr.Gregoru envolks thsi Courts compassion and duty as descibed by ,



Id COPPEDEGE to give Mr.Gregory's Due process right to atleast his one
fair opportunity as mandated by this court for in TOWSEND.

1ST QUESTION 'PRESENTED "
WAS JUDGE STEVEN BOUGH ALLCW TO RENMAME MR.GRGEORYS PETITION FOR
RECUSSAL UNDER -RECUSSAL FRCM A 144 TO A 455 PETITIOCN
In Mr.Gregory's Rule-60 b petition he filed a petition pursuant to
28 USC §144 . along with a supporting affidavit'stating two. seperate
sety of facts {1).Judge Qteven Bough had exparte commucation and
meeting with the prosecutor Casey Clark and discuss and deciedad Mr.
Gregory sentencing hearing issues before the sentencing hearing, (2).
Mr.Gregeory stated that Judge Bough conspired with Micheal Gans Court
Clerk and the judge panel of his writ of mandamus to get judge Bough

not recussal himself from his rule €0-b petition , Mr.Grgeeory also

o

filed a 144 petiticn in his 2255 procsedir

&

N
o

£ pr o s 4N . . N P R . P,
factz (1). Judge change the reccharacterz

and under 455 the judge dont have to accept the facts as being true,

etition with supporting affidavit... ses BERGER VS.

UNITED STATES 255 US 22 (1921). which this could held that the jadge
1

eggations in the affajivdvii{ as true and not subject tc

Judge relabel the petiticner's petition in his best enterst not Me.
ragory, Even uander the holding by this Honarahle Covrt in .... CASTRC
7

5 (2€03), this ccurt explain that a federal

ts place it within a different legzl category . But under Castrc the

judge must notify a lititigant of this AND PRCVIDEF THEM A CHANCE TO
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the court with ajudge which as & derect personal su
pecuriavy enterst in vesching a
see~ BRACY VS. SRAMLEY 230 U3 &8
bias judge is a strutrual error , Id TUMEY, {No mat
evidence was against the defendant was he had a right tc a fair

impartial Judge ... WEDER VS. UNITED STAES 527 U5 1.8 (1999}, nue
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regarding scheduling "when circumstances require it. So Judge

Steven Bough clearly had a interst in the out6come cf the rule~60

that the Due proecess clauss may'scmetimes demand rescual even if
the judge has nc sctual bias , ANTINA LIFE INS CO. VE LAVORE , 473

1 iz required when objectley spesaking
the precperbility of zctual bias on part cf the judge or discretion
s to high to be constutiticnal torerable , WITHROW VS LARKIN, 421
US 35 ,47 {(1975) see WILLIAMS VS PENNSYLAVINIA, 379 US 1

The Ceurt ask not wether a judge habors any actual subjective bias
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s of any judge.
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to greive the biasne

Mr.Cregery 's wants tc incoperated all legal argument in guesticn
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(2) intc question (3). and add thzat the Su ipre Court h
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WAS JUDGE STEVEN BOUGH REQUIRED TO ACCEPT . TEE FALTS AS BEING TRUE

APPEALLANT NG.21-1302 .TO:PREVENT MR.GREGO ROM REMOVING JULGE
STEVEN BCUGH OFF HIS QﬁﬁﬁlPROCEEﬁl

This Hounorable Zourt held in BERGER V3. URITES STATES 255 US 22, 41
(1921) That if the affidavit is sufficient that Judge could pass upon

"but could not pass upon the truth or falsity of

the legal suffincey ,
the facts affirm and that he was without lawfull right or authority

to try the defandant, He must accept facis as being true.



of Judge. Smith's ordar deny

He suffe the Counsel

and bias. by the Judgial

17

as he can file 2 affidavit of bias anhd they well a right ic appeal
-ant review if the judge dont grant the motion.

Mr.Crgeory was not even given the right to appeal as he was not allow
by Mic xeal Gans Court Clerkior the Judge Panel to be allow to te
file a brief of error to raise any of judge Bough arwors .

Alse what even makes it en more bias is that Judge Steven Dough
ruled in ¥r.Gregory's 22535 petition is that when He raised this clsim
of bias in his 2255 in issue (9) Judge Stewen Bough wuled that tr.
Gregory waived his right to vazised this issue of bias, But the 8th
Circuit Appeallant Court held inm the mattex of Re Kansas Pub Examles
Petirement Sys , 85 F3d 1333 (1995), held that the interst discribed
in 455 (b) (5) {iii) includes nonecomonic as ecomonic intersts , 28.
Usc {s) providad that a 28 USC §455 conflict can not be waived.

JONCLUSSION

M“-GrL%O“" was clearly denied kis right to a fair trial as gavanteed
by the United States Constutitiom of the 14th endmert. The record
i3 factual evidence of this fact. Mr.Gregory clearly suffer bias on
being provided a fair appeallant review as Judge Stras had a percuary
interst in the cutcome in the appezl and should of wmthd aw, Mr.
Gregory raised this issue of bias irn his motion for rehearimg Lo}

its not like Mr.Gregory did not put the apncallant court on this
structrual arrof. Even when Mr.try to file a complaint to the uhleF
Judge of the 8th Citcuit Appeals , Mr.Gregory suffer bias and pre]ualﬂe
in-his complait of Judge Steven Bough over the same hais, as-Judge
Smith violated his duties under law as the law cleérly states is

can not determin disputed facts. Then When Mr.Grgeory seek review

ing his complaint against Judge Eough,

as they



as

s

unlawfull and unconstitutional findings , but Mr.Gregory suffer b
as District Court Beth L}.lli was part of this judge panel and

ske had a persbhnal’interst in the cutcomz sf thatsproceeding, even

£

if she did not scocalled vote or rule it has a apperzance of bias.

L

justica and he has never

givin hig constituticnal right to a faiv hearing on anything as he

f confliéts~sof eneterst with his aitterney and the dist
court and the appsallant court refuse to inguire int

His attoreny hide Brady ewidenca from him , he hide the gcvernmetfs

arnd his sentencing me andums from Mr.Gregory. Mr.Gregory has a
clesr sentencing ror on the record and when Mir.Cregory raised this

he served time for, that raised his history level from: a levell
4 to 5, and allow the government to argue for a sentence beyond the

plea agreement, and even though Mr.Gregory was allow to challemge ‘lan

sentencing errors cn ineffective assitence claims : Judeg Steven

Bough that Mr.Gregory waived hiz right to challenge this ineffective
aszistence claim, even though it allow the government to violate the
plea writtén:agresment. JudgalStevern Bough's ruling denying Mr.Gregory

(58
[
~h

A5}

evidenary hearing , requiring to defend and litigate 2255 st off
memory alone and would not even allow him toi file a reply even toLgb
28 USCS 225 permitts Mr.gregory to do so. Judge Bough's rulinghalone

and Mr.Gragery has besn denied any

Wherefore reascns stated grant Mr.Gregory a Certiorari and wvacate
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his sentenc with prejudice as

as -hearing or trial

RESPECTIUL

declare under the laws

and correct

in the 8Th Circuit Division

e

dent Mr.Grgeory can nct get
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