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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

[ ] For cases from federal courts:

to

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

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[ ] is unpublished.

to

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

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[ ] is unpublished.

[ ] 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 ; OT,

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

X1 is unpublished. Segjad pY Ok 5vpleme CoOv+

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,
[ 1 is unpublished.



JURISDICTION

[ 1 For cases from federal courts:

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

[ ] 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).

1)6] For cases from state courts:

The date on which the highest state court decided my case was é -5-20 23
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. S. C. § 1257(a).
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STATEMENT OF THE CASE

On February 15, 2023 Tulsa County District Court Judge Doug Drummond found your petitioner violated
a statute that makes it illegal to publish “state employee home addresses, state employee home
telephone numbers and state employee social security numbers shall not be open to public inspection
or disclosure.”

Judge Doug Drummond did not hold any hearing and give your petitioner any due process and instead,
violated the Oklahoma Open Records Act by ordering that a document filed in a Tulsa County Court
Case, be completely sealed.

Judge Doug Drummond went on further to threaten the petitioner that if he puts any further
information in violation of this statute, he will not be allowed to file any further in the courts.

The document in question is a police report of Tulsa County elected District Court Judge Rebecca
Nightingale. It came to the attention of your petitioner, that when he ran for Governor of Oklahoma,
Judge Nightingale filed a police report against him because he was blogging about the Oklahoma
Attorney General and the Judiciary. Judge Nightingale put in her police report that the petitioner called
her young daughter a whore, which your petitioner denies. Judge Nightingale further said that someone
needed to figure out a way to stop Barnett.

Judge Nightingale was presiding over litigation and did not recuse herself, despite her conflict of
interest.

After your petitioner received a copy of the ruling from Judge Drummond, your petitioner filed a WRIT
OF MANDAMUS because your petitioner was denied all due process and not allowed to be heard. The
Mandamus was filed in the Oklahoma Supreme Court. The Oklahoma Supreme Court denied the
mandamus and ordered that EVERYTHING be sealed. Again, your petitioner was not allowed to be
heard. Your petitioner cannot even get a copy of the petition he filed from the Oklahoma Supreme
Court.

The police report is a public record and was readily provided to your petitioner. It should not be sealed
in the court file either. Judge Nightingales home addresses is available from the Tulsa County Tax
Assessors record and is public record. Judge Doug Drummond and The Oklahoma Supreme Court
ordered the record be sealed to protect Judge Nightingale and the fact that she violated the free speech
rights of your petitioner.

Your petitioner seeks review by the US Supreme Court and that the filing in the Oklahoma Supreme

Court be unsealed, as well as the Tulsa County District Court. Your petitioner also seeks that the US

Supreme Court determine if the statute is illegal, sealing the police reports of a elected district court
judge, to shield her from embarrassment.
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CONCLUSION

The petition for a writ of certiorari should be granted.

Respectfully submitted,
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