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CORPORATE DISCLOSURE

The Petitioner, Renee A. Chrustowski, BS, Pro Se is an employee of “Free Will;”
Pursuant to Rule 29.6 of The Supreme Court rules, the petitioner is not a publicly
held corporation; therefore, there are no parent, sister, brother, or cousin corporations

and no publicly held company owns 10% or more of petitioner’s stock.
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PETITION FOR A REHEARING
INTRODUCTION

Renee A. Chrustowski respectfully petitions under Rule 44.2 for a rehearing
of The U.S. Supreme Court’s October 7, 2024 order denying her petition for a writ of
certiorari. Substantial grounds not previously presented and postdating her
petition’s first distribution merit reconsideration of her case. The courts rule 44.2
authorizes Renee A. Chrustowski a rehearing based on intervening circumstances of
substantial effect. This is an appropriate case for a rehearing, because Renee A.
Chrustowski has been in litigation for over 18 years battling employment
discrimination, harassment, and retaliation against her by the National Association
for the Advancement of Colored People, et al, the United States Postal Service, et al,
and other undesirable employment agencies without reasonable compensation from
the court. With the court’s denials of her petition, it will make it difficult for her to
obtain the benefits, monetary compensation, and rewards that she is entitled to for
her cases. There have been extraordinary circumstances wholly beyond the control
of the petitioner, which has caused her to be without counsel. However, Renee A.
Chrustowski was issued grounds for a writ to sue the United States Postal Service
on April 24, 2023 and the National Association for Advancement of Colored People
on February 14, 2024 by the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission.

BACEGROUND

The petitioner provides substantial evidence within her cases that presents
discriminatory actions taken against her, because she filed a complaint against a
federal agency and she was a victim of employment discrimination based on her
protected race, age, color, religion, sex, marital status, national origin, alleged
disability, genetic information, and reprisal. The agency’s actions affected her
because of the discrimination, which she was retaliated against by the United
States Postal Service, when supervision terminated her employment because she

filed protected Equal Employment Opportunity claims, Equal Employment



Opportunity Commission charges, Federal Labor Relations Authority, National
Labor Relations Board, and Merit Systems Protection Board appeals. Furthermore,
the agencies engaged in adverse actions against the petitioner in order to achieve
diversity and to exclude the petitioner from employment, employment
opportunities, proper training, pay, and benefits. The evidence that she provides
within her cases suggests that there were inconsistencies, flaws, errors in law, and

material factual or legal matter that was over looked in the court’s decisions.
REASONS FOR GRANTING THE REHEARING

There was material facts and legal matter that was overlooked in the court’s
decisions. The courts failed to disclose a conflict of interest between the parties of
interest and they abused their authority by accepting bribes, delaying the
petitioner’s cases for an extended period, and improperly communicating about the
petitioner’s cases publicly. First, the petitioner was incorrectly accused of
committing improper conduct while working at the United States Postal Service.
Second, the petitioner did not agree to the “bad faith bargaining,” settlement
agreement with the United States Postal Service and their union, the National
Rural Letter Carriers Association, but she was excluded from the settlement by the
black employees (NAACP), who used her grievances as retaliation against her.
Third, the petitioners record suggests that she was unjustly removed from the Rural
Carrier Associate position when she was given a 30-day removal letter in the mail
on September 20, 2023 and on September 23, 2023, the petitioner was threatened
by supervision to leave the United States Postal Service, Middletown Delaware.
Fourth, on January 11, 2024, the petitioner was influenced to involuntarily resign
from the Rural Carrier Associate position by a union representative. Fifth, the
petitioner did not agree to rescind and expunge her record in exchange for voluntary
resignation without reasonable compensation. Sixth, the respondents breached the
petitioner’s contracts and violated Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, Laws of
Discrimination and violated the petitioner’s 8th Amendment Rights, “Cruel and

Unusual Punishment.” For example, the petitioner was given rights under PEARA,
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but the respondents denied that she met the burden of proof after she met 1
continuous year as a Rural Carrier Associate at the United States Postal Service.
Furthermore, the respondents inflicted excessive and unnecessary fines on the
petitioner by issuing her a “Letter of Demand,” requesting that she pay the
respondents money back that she had earned for her training at the United States
Postal Service. Seventh, the respondents accused the petitioner of “involuntary
retirement” as a personnel action with the Merit System Protections Board, which

was not correct.

The respondents engaged in misconduct and acted unethically towards the
petitioner, which caused an error of law. For example, favoritism was shown
towards people of color, National Association for the Advancement of Colored People
members, younger individuals, men, individuals with families, family members, or
single parents. First, the petitioner’s information and property were unlawfully
seized and used against her, which caused her financial and physical damages.
Secondly, the respondents unlawfully denied the petitioner pro bono counseling or
legal assistance for her cases, which made it difficult to work on the case without
legal training, education, or professional advice, and guidance. Third, the
respondents denied that the petitioner had substantial evidence, when the
petitioner presented her evidence. Fourth, the respondents created an abusive and
hostile work environment. For example, they hindered the petitioner’s abilities,
while harassing, insulting, defaming, slandering, and humiliating the petitioner’s
work. Fifth, the respondents misused the petitioners’ money, information, and
property while misrepresenting themselves and withholding money from the
petitioner in a cruel way. Sixth, the respondents refused to provide proper training,
information, or guidance, to the petitioner by giving incorrect information or
misinformation, while the respondents manipulated evidence, tools, rules,
regulations, or information, and they used coercive actions to intimidate, humiliate,
or threaten the petitioner. Seventh, the respondents made false accusations

regarding the petitioner’s paperwork, by incorrectly accusing the petitioner of not



sending her court documents to the court on time, filling the forms out incorrectly,
or not paying the court fees. The petitioner has receipts, copies, and proof that her
court documents, appeals, and petitions were sent to the court on time and were on
point without deficiencies or flaws. Fufthermore, the respondents played games
with the phones, recordings, pricing, internet, wi-fi, laws, and rules, or regulations
to exclude the petitioner from any type of advancement. Eighth, the respondents
did not allow key witnesses to testify to the petitioner’s knowledge or for her behalf.
Ninth, the respondents compromised the petitioner’s identity and did not use her
information or property for the intended purpose. However, funds were
fraudulently embezzled to extort the petitioner so the respondents could achieve
diversity, exclude the petitioner from better employment opportunities, exclude her

from any advancement, or proper job training and benefits.

The respondents made inappropriate changes in the law which occurred after
the petitioner’s cases were submitted, which was overlooked by the panel. First, the
respondents allowed 2 or more representatives for the defending parting at the
United States Postal Service to testify or write oppositional briefs against the
petitioner, which is not consistent with court rules or rule of law. The respondents
neglected to eliminate one or more of the defending respondents when the petitioner
requested to only have one respondent. Second, the respondents violated the
petitioner’s privacy rights by posting her civil action law suits on-line at a Villanova
Law School without her consent, which violates The Office of Privacy and Civil
Liberties of the Privacy Act of 1974. Third, the respondents made up a rule that 4
civil action complaints form the basis of “judicial misconduct,” which was not found.
Fourth, new laws have been passed since the petitioner’s cases have been filed in
2006 and have been in litigation. For example, tax laws, gas laws, immigration laws,
voting laws, and traffic stop laws have been passed or amended. Fifth, the police
used the new laws against the petitioner as retaliation to discriminate against her
when she cooperated with them. The respondents used unnecessary and excessive

force to brutally harm her. Furthermore, the respondents discriminated against the



petitioner during court procedures by calling her claims “allegations,” implying that

she was lying and by treating her as if she did not exist or was not in existence.

The opinion is in conflict with a decision of the U.S. Court of Appeals for the
Third Circuit of Pennsylvania and The U.S. Federal Court of Appeals.

* w ]

CONCLUSION

For the foregoing reasons, and those stated in the petition for a writ of
certiorari, the Court should grant a rehearing, grant the petition for a writ of
certiorari, and review the judgement of the court. Alternatively, The Supreme
Court has jurisdiction over the case and the petition for a rehearing should be

granted.

Respectfully submitted,

Fonc (0 Chuotnoly

Renee A. Chrustowski, BS, Pro Se

Counsel of Record

November 15, 2024
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