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TN THE
CUPREME COURT OF THE UNTITED STATES

T Pe Dexter Leemon Johnion

MOTIoN FoR RECONSIDERATLON OF
ORDER DENYINg LEAVE T0 PROCEED
LN FoRMA PAUPERTS

PROCEDURAL HISTORY
c;\\nq 34 202K

== —— = T ——— ——
W\ e i

] Zyam 3 @‘("l[‘(“lUV\er‘ 'VV)GUIQC’/
to +MS Court o w4 of Habea’ Corpus
pursuant +o & ¢f, Rule 20 T+ was
‘F‘Lll“@ﬁ{ on Movelh ?})ZLO,Q,S Q\V\D{ Pfq(‘;?,@/ oh
the docket on Apri| [0, 0025 See |
By o+ A Sa‘to(l Rule 2.0 Hgheal Wi
wWa S ngpV\f\Pameﬁ} by o wmpl@%eo/
IFP mothoh amd +hus wgs £iled

|



and  docketed “w'l-H/\ou“lL quW\eM‘f‘ D*F
docKet o any other fee 9’

Accowoﬁng to a letter dated May 3,
L0 &5, +he Courd entered an sroer on
that same date denying TEP mytion
and o{lSM\SSw\g, Win o+ L\q[oeag Corpul
pursuant do S, 0 Rule 31.8, See |
Exmbt B, The order oo mot specity

w\’\}‘ P@J“H—]W\EMS RM@_’ A0 haheas w4
W o & -F\mvo[oMS AN W\ql\UOMS hotv ca/lD(

it charge Potitioner with lying gbout
heany  pogy

In response +o +he Coyrt’s /ovio{er
A‘&V\Y\V\g TFER wigtion apo O(JSVVHS%tVlﬂ
hakeas wirid, Peditionen olaced 1n +he
prison legal mal %ys~l—em)om May 30,
003y petition for rehear v .
pmrgv\a‘/\wb %(? S,C:F, Rule il On June
‘g);LoéLS Kotie Heldrick from +he
dourt clerkle office vedurned ogigf

oL



Ple\\--'(:\OV\ Loy \r-a\/\-eqF\V\g “+o ﬁq@:-!-:l‘HD")@V\
(e was wnanswered sun=filed , qndl
un-olocKeted ). Qpp Exhibid ¢ 1 dhe
letter +hat accompanied ooid ‘V‘@PM\M%{
pedition for vehearing ; Katie He:loj\f‘*@k
“nformed Petitioner Lhat hisg Pe4‘14‘iﬂh
for weheaving could nod he £led because
Wig habkea’ wiid wal diSmigged but
NOT DENIED, See Exhibit C. She further
'_W\“FOV*W\@D‘ P@HJ;\OMQY‘ fhat he aouio(
file"a motion Lor recdonsideration of
ovder denying TEP g e pecitied +hat
said Modion for veconsideration mustd he
cleavly Litled qnd Corvretted 4o reflec+
the go‘me%ee Ex b+ C.Bud Katie
HQ.(OlV\\QkUS J\Q-{'“l“ﬁ\r‘ dl@{ ot gr)@c,rpy
o time {imet or what rules must
\ne WCol)oWeol.NO‘v Wal o page limi Stated.
Forr 4he WCOMBW'Mg reasons fetitioner
1974 ~H/\g Csuml ~1~@ ‘(‘QCoV\S'[o{'eh f+S

3.



Ovder (;-{Q,v\yimg leave 4o pv*oceeal TFP:

CROUND ONE, Courd Commuitted
Preyudicial Leqal Evror By Apfx{y\hﬂ
PLRAYS Thiree Sheikes Provision To A
HO\\/J@QQ \QeJr‘\%.\oV\ i A C*rle\.W\ql AC‘HDH

Fetitioner?s .0, Rule L0 haheas w4
was filed on March 32015 gnd placed on
+he docket on April 10,2025 a4 No. 2 -
6455, Gee E)(,MBH" A, 1T+ waqq ‘H(eo! and
docketed uw‘chl'\ou,“!' oayment of docleet ch€'30

ONLY \y\‘Jrf\qu"S w ho hﬂ\/e beel/\ g\”%V\‘Peo[

Pauperis ctatug ave allowed +o be p[ateal
and proceed on +he docked withoudt
PaYMeNt of Lo0(s) preseribed by 6.0k
Rule 38, 5ee 5 ¢ pule 3. Y (When +he
olocuments reguired by pavagdvapha 1 quny
L ot Lhis Rule qre presentesd 4o +he
Clevl, acCompanied by proof pf SehV|ce
as reguived by Ruyle LT, +hey will be

T,




placed on +he docket without +he
payment of aq docket fee or any o4her

tee),

'DeSpVH-e, :“.\4——\(:‘119/ quwJ\V\j Pe%}ﬁoﬂe\r "‘]LO
proceed as an ‘\ndiment piiconen pureuant
Yo 6. Ct, Rule 39, 4-%(+he vecord
cOV\clusx\ve(y shewg +hat Peti+ionenls Rule
L0 holbeas wiit wag Fr AND DOCKETED

Cour™t ultimately Tecyed .4, ordler’

simultaneousy ALNYING TEP pyodion omnd

Ag o r\@\m{»‘\vv\'/w\qu matter, +he ¢tatuq
o+ \DQ;]-\JHOV\@NS %IFP‘ Mo’(‘t@n WG\’% Moot
P\QJEOR T0 the Courdls yldra Virel
denial o+ :r,!FP)Le,j—FM CVAQS“H@J/\ had
heen \(:Q,S(ﬂ\/eal anol had +heretore 9@15384
‘H\ﬁ \D®\V‘+ o b@."\hg A l'\\/g c@if\«.\-ro\/d‘gy.
Because dhe Coundt had alread ¥

5,



gramted Petitioner TFP sdatus by filing
andl olocketing Wwie Rule 20 hakeas
Wit WITHOUT PAYMENT of dlocked fee
see Exibit A & 6.ct Rule 39.1-4
Moce pectinently The Frivoloug or
Mal\tious elondangle ae elements o
PLRA’S 4hiree odwiWex provision. But
Peti-hioner filed o hobeas peti+ion
attacking on challenging Wie crimingl
ohvietion. PLRAY S Liicoc L e g
PrOVISIon 1S tnapplieable 4o halbeas
proceedings ., cewninal octiong See,e .4,
MC’\‘U\VQ V. HP‘CM(‘I\C.K) 271 F\%ol chl {140
(3th G 20013(4PLRAS iling - £op
proviSiohl gye mqpp(\(‘lq%le 4o haheas

corpus o\cﬁow%”);%hes v. Smith.T720
Fad 44, (g i, : "

P VT (L e 2013) (g ho beas
Petition g | .o a Cewi{?? g etion
under +hree gtvike prroviSioh and,
A% auch, g Court cannet bar a

G.



pPriISoner Liyorm +1ling o habeas petition
AN TOvMa pauperis eveh £ +he prizoher
has +heee sFrikes) s Smidh v, Bennett,
265 U.S. 108 709 g[ 5.CF 895 (196()
(ability 4o pay £iling feee could hot
prevent Rv\ol'\gem') conVieted prigoner Liyom
+\ey Wabeqe petition ) Applying +he
+hvee olpikes ploV (4 1en o hahens petitions
“would be contrary 4o o long +radiFion
ot Yeady accegg OF prisehens 4o fedeirg]
habeas corpug 19 0gpe o v, Tohnson_ 113,

R34 418,820 (5+h ¢4y [97). And would

be conteary 4, th, Constitutione
oyohibition aqainst ‘h+f O

_ SUSpensioh of
wiit of habeag Corpus, See 4 ¢ CONSTT.,
Aw{i)%"{’)cl,ﬁ,,

rucdhermore , 4he (Y4l Amendment-
fequires +the waiver o £l

el gen prisoners i Cehmingl haheas
AC+iong ., See C’»C’WVSOV\)SMF)Y‘C(D WL F3d ot

1.



the United States have +he DUTY 4,
eXamine ¢ q Justicighle 138Ue. o
\OQ}PSOWS contention AS o +he ]Hequ
tXistence of o State, w herever o yak q
¢lgym 18 VY)QOIQ)jO{ISO See U, § C@/\/ST
At 111,884 2 Ard, Vijel.3528 U8, (.
58,
(%LF\OV\MMWF +o \ts Ard_ 11| DUTY —+5
A\V\"[-QY‘\Q“’Q“F anol o\p\oly ~H\e [qwj "{'1’\8
Pacific States ¢oupt imposed on ALL
courts pf Lhe United S+ates +he DYTY
+o \r\ule on (melﬂ'i-%s a pergonlg C&\q”@“ﬂe
to +he leqal existence ot a sfaTe See
Pac 1 States,supra, 223 U,S, gf (42
\’H/\\% Coundt e obligated 4o obide by
H8 own precedent yunless +hia Cound

expressly suerpyleg precedent; See
Novrt+h Flovida Wo

|,



hao been o wcumdﬂm‘evﬁql tened of
Anglo—Americqn JUPISPrgofence Lo
CeNTULILS ) ) Hevtnglop 1) City of
er“rclf\f-iL%SOO .34 H@KJIIWWCKDW\,}@Q@
(T\/\o{{ﬁ;q{ c\,o“/\QV‘Ql/\Cuz 1{-0 (LDJV)SWLHth“{'W")Q/
Precedent enguiee +hot g1l branches of
%OVWWM@M“HW\CWM(HQ the judie g/
branch, ARE oy v BY LAW): gamblo 1
1.5, 387 u.c, CT8,691 129 5, ¢+ g4 (2019)
(o olgvaowwh\t/\e +rem precedend req Uires

Speciql justificadion). AwoMl’hﬁlYp”\Ts

Cou s Lotlupe 1O od judiegte meri+g o
Petitionepig nonL

) T ivoloug (’L&’\QHQV\BO_ +o
Olklahowma)s {e%q( '?:X154€,-hcg Conssdudes
OW\AQK,CESSMO*F.JuV\\Sdfvf—foh,.lB)’ defau
P‘(\QAMO‘{’)CE 1§ }OY‘QSHVY)'ﬁD[ th’,h o Coypt
AR exeess o jurisdiction. Avd
i Fhis Lase, Lhe ¢p

L TOUrtls gy fieqtion
ot Mmoot TEP Mo+ 1on duaica

_q wag an ac+ ¢,
tar outeide o+t Constitutiong) botanolg

AU



entered an svder op May 35,2015 denying
leave o proceed TFP and dismissed ag

Lrwolous op malicioye Ihig wr it of hgbegg
Corpus, See Exhibit g

Ln s order o!ehyihg IFP fhe Court
DID NOT determing  hyt Petitioner {iey
about belm Poor, did not explain WL\)’
P@«H-H?hews habeas wpid ic LFevwolous or
VY\O\“C'WS,QM didd not .aive him notice
ahd ap OPPOrtunity by i, heard priop
+o o{fsmiss;ng\ SUA sponte his hgbeqa
writ on g clearly eproneoys procedural
Oé‘rotmal“ AH o w\/\iclq proveg -1-'4&4‘ 7”’!6
Court’s denigl o+ TFP and a(n's;mish%a/ ot
habeas wiid were arbitraky qctg

The |44k Aw\amo{mg,h—{- mz,ﬁ/uﬂﬂeg +he
WQ\RV@‘“ o-F ‘F\v\\ﬂ% ‘Fﬁ(’,% Lor ‘\V\O‘“%Bh‘l"
Prisoners |y, LNy v

, Mal haheag gotiong
5ee Lewis v. Cogce

Y 518 4.5, 343, 350
6 G, ¢+, AT (1hth Amendment-

6,



Hhat hie hobeas weid wag dismisged
\QQSQGI =37 'l’\‘h’\ {GQIVlﬂ 4o Pc;gl’\ +0 f)ol?(
docketd tee, Whieh constituted denial
ot equql protectioh of {gm in
Vielation of (4 4+h Awmendmendt DMD’
conshituted o ge Facto suspension
oqc w1 of L\QL)@QS Corpul Ih Vlof‘?‘hoh
of .5, CONST. A*ML,.‘L,Q_\?DQL )

Sinte +he Courd’s denin|(of Moot
TFP Modion) and oismissal (of hobeas |
wert) under S, ¢+ Rule 39,9 had +he
effect of denying wolidionen odug precess
AND egual protection of 4ho |qw and
hod +he effect of SMS\Aehoﬁhg Wit of
habeqs CorPUS (ahsen gl}__o_v_v_'mg ot
HUSE 5 £Ivolidy  or malicious heSS))

S9 1 d Ru‘\e 39.€ ¢ MV\Q(DWS*{*H*M“}'EOMQ/
as applied 4o facts of his casge.

And sWee o congditytiong/
provigion 14 %MP&MW +o oho

cUPeLrgedeq any cont+rary wuyleg ch

|8.



statutes, S. 04, Rule 39.9 must
Y(efd +o +he {d+h Amend v entig
deq+e ot dye procegs and ﬁ(j/tmf
p\m«#ec%ioh o =H\e lqwsq-i/\&[ VVH/(VS‘I.L p
yreld 4o pAnt. iq%%d/, 17g prohibition

aga\ g Cuspeneippy of wik of
habeas corpyg See e, g

35

e AM.TUR, 94 CONSTLAW § 2 (Fhe
peopleds constidtutiong| standatds
Must always prevgi over +he
\ear&latupede Standards, And where
A statute or odher rule o
QOV\S‘“%’(/{“W@V\DI{ provﬁsfom qalre m

cond it the constitu+iong] provision
mus-+ pY‘QVa”)SMQM@M%V v, qu{ég“p

BU.S, 137, T8 (1803 ( T£ then Lhe
COUN+S ayve,

to veqard Lhe constifution;
avd the copadtidution 1S Superior o _
an Yy ow\‘w\wy act of +he, legtslature )

9.




dhe C,OV\S"H‘{'M’F}OV\?OW\D{ NoT cueh

ovdinary ACt, Must oovern +he cage o
which dhey ho Lh <‘4P’F’m5

6 AM. TUR. L ColNsTL Ay § 1 (Whatevep
+he conshitution Pv‘escr\lhesﬁhe geherql

assemblyyand every of Ficer or o 14 zen fo

Due Lo ]oe{h_cj A Vifo/qn";m/\ of +he
[H+h Amendments due procect and
ﬁcj,MDJ protection ot lqw chugggf)%gl
of WS CONST. At £, 89 ¢/, 2, the
Conrtle denial of oo ]
and dismissal of habey
ultva vires getq gpnd are hende
vold . See L0 AMJ’HRJLD{ Courdg g |
(any action +he courd tokes +hat 13
suteide the consdidution e Gobryed ting

1S void ).

4 W'V‘fvj* Wwere,

L0,



CROUND THREE . Courd’s Denig| of
Petitionerde Kight To Be Heatrd
Com%iﬂeol With Failure To FPerforim
Avd 1 DUTY Constiduted An Abuse
0f Tudictal Power

Tudieig action WLquQ” WV!M"P‘/’VL
WY argquahle legal badis — qnd without
Wiy notice and an opportunily 4o
be heonrd +o +he pe h+y aol ver el y
affected — ig far worke +hon gimple
errovr ok ghuse of discretion ) i+7g
awn q\(J\ASQ. o-F JMD{IQIO\I POV\/EV’ \U’\Q“l' fS
cpreyudicial +o +he effective and
\';K\Pgia“vf—ﬂoug ad M inistration of Lhe
bUSINESS o o courte 2 T o
Com Lot of uolicial Micconducd
05 F3d 1179, 1185 (94h cip. 10089 7
According 4o the judogmend yoll

L1,



for No. 24-06955 (Ty vo Dexder
Leemon Johnson), Potitionerds Rule
10 HABEAS wiritt “wprg Filed 1n 4hig
Court on March 3, 20105 anel ofocketed
on A\eril 10,2005 —%without pay ment
ot docket ov oy othebr wceeg')? See
Exhilvt A

The fact that Qedidionepc HABEAS
wiert was £iled 4ind do ¢ Keted
“wikhout paymend o8 Joglod Fop 7’
C,OV\ClMC.alV&(Y plroves +he Coihr
Q‘\V\(;\V\“i'ﬁﬁl him leave to pyoceed T.FPF
Becaule ov\l)/ fH‘\gqurg \A/’L\o (Aeelf)
avanted TEP gtatucg ave allowed 4o
he placed on +the opeleo withoy4-

Payment of doclked tee . SEEHS. 1,
Rule 39 4 -4

Since Lhe Courd

‘ aranted Peddione
Pauperts sfatuys — |y

+iling and oloclée+JM3
L.



. BEA%)MNﬁ+ Wﬁ+%%€#pqywmﬁ%
k;égo{iﬁd' Lop — PRIOR TO (+3 ovole

denying TEP VV\O\HOM)+%£'\55M@ of TEP
wag W\@Oﬁ”\ueq,%e guestion hod heen
resolved o4 had +herefore passed he
Pt of helng o iy controveray,
hee CW"ILM\“@- V, AV\SHMDWLO F Supp. 34
3,129 (A case ig oot whes +the
ssUe presented Y5 no fonaen lve ),
Youneg v, Dis+m et of Columbig Howsmﬂ
Authorrty s 31 ESupp.3d 90 95 (p.c. o7y

L0 (A coase becones p o, W
ssUe S presente
p ')9)‘

when +he
are ho longep
¢ live

S8 e ‘Sea)
) 120 FSupp, 3 of
Moot 14 connet

=y @0(,{%(4%@)5(4}”@
LT (“f o syt g

3.



precent an Ard {1 cagse op Controve gy
and the Ledengl courde lack Cubye et
W\orl--ﬁ.l’* va{go{id_{w +o €M+€b'4-q]h H”);
New Z)_@,V‘Se,y Tuvhpike AM‘H/\OV‘H‘Y V.
JevseY Copt. Power and L?gh‘h) 772

o Ad 15,30 (34d Cir, 19g5) (10 ohe o
More of the 1SSUeS nyolyed Ty ah

O\/C*P;QV) beCowme w‘mv@0+ pp/mp”m% qppeqi or
pend\ng the decisio, of

oF oh llate
w(/w%.)ﬂ\ﬁ qo((jl/to“cq"h@i/\ j_ifey/ﬁ(1+
155Ue o 196eg shoylo he
Chureh of SC(EV)"I?oiO%V
V. Mu’é_j 506 U.S,
(1192) (T+ hog 19!/191 been Settled +hot
4 tederal Court | o |
6 do %ng opthtons
questiong 97 ),
' 8 C;@(,w\—]— thyse e)Cceeo{e,O/ hLS

SV\V?nSol%c:Lfom oY ol jud ica+ipg Moo+ Trp
MoTIoN, f e, d already

5 he Count ho |
resolved TEPp \S3ue hy Fi”hq ahof

LH-



dockef{%r\'m hig HABEAS winit- WNLMW;L
Payment of doclet fep (o Pordy caqn ¢
Proceed only £ granted TEP stertus,
see 5, Gt Rule 39 4-4)

bue to the tact Lhe Coypd lackes
Avt A1 yuricdiedi, . e

| N +O qo{
M oo+ \SSUe pf TEP W\@H@V\DHS

o juol 1eqtion anel olep |y of Moot

TEP WIO’(‘IV@I/) COV\S+E+M+ (C . .

ho
,(ﬁsqﬁl jbqs)sgwhic% urany Anauable

wrthout any

, S 18 far worge

than simple epppp ) abuse of

discredion ) i4a an ghule of

J\Ao{f\rgiq, Power 4hat ¢ Mpf‘eju\dzcie\/l

+o +he effect+ive and X Peol (+iouS
5.

bo &



adminisHration of +he busihess o+
the courts M) alsp see S%qmqm)
Lubet & Alvtmi Tudicial Condyed qny
Ethies,8 0,07, g4 503y ed. 2.000)
(“Tudaes abuse the power of +he
yuelitial office when +hey obhreriate

o chanoe it oq aspects of Lhe
adversary process i, Worys  dygo-

CuUn wuh+€¥“ +o the scf/\@,mg

eetoblished by '(“e’e\/qu{-

con sty ngl ond S+q4u4ol’”>"

law (At (11 prohihidg federq]

CoUrte L ngmoﬁco\ﬁmg meot
| +he Courdig

otoli)wdv«CO\’HOV‘ ot oo IFP wmpdtion
rah counter L, relelaon

constitutional law [ And, (1, 1, thereby
J%VV’DH%”FV‘M—&@{ ot huge ot jue“clqi pa\A/QY‘,)
.TL’\Q CC)UV‘“%',)S M[—‘{—\(\o\ Vl\(\eg

L.



ad guslvcation of pmopde IFp mo{{o@ weg
leqal erpor Lhat resulted \p Fet1Lione
being denied Lhe

\Cumdqm\emt@ﬂ ‘
be h@q"(\o{ Oh \Hf\ﬁ Meri4g

V\B}/\-Fv\]\/oiaug cﬂ)qH%ge 4o 7%{ /egq{

eXlbtence o ok/q%omo:(mw o be
heayd wag Woeffocd d v

e Fo him hejng
Yoo poolr o Roy o{ock@L Pe,a)
+o +his Coyrtig PVe

-hi c‘,eofeif)%
Fetitioner |hgg Al

) .
11 of 1 1
Ql’\a\l[el/lf}jﬁ Ok’fqhomoﬂg ]e;{_/qh l : +@
Anol o |4 4 AW\eho{meh\{ ‘
%{; L\aaro/ ON  Sg iy c%o(”ehge;quf
conseguendly, 1hie Court hag +he
"—Uhde | Ard

U € A Viiel
> of US, CoNaT~— 1, exaf}n#w <!
yusticiable

Xistence o
, o e S‘/’ONLQS)
CDVL\Q\(‘O(.) Q»ng U. g” 0[~{- 11‘{\1“ lLf‘QA Bu\(.



\/\/{4—"\0‘44' ex plO\"\V\-\"\g \/\ft\y P€+1+10M€|’\I);‘3. "
HABEAS writ ig £rivplous ov mallelo
and without examining as o jushiciable
1s8ue hig contention gq to +e tlleqal
Q;(H\S‘(-}%M(‘le ot OK’Q”\OV”)Q)+L\Q COMV\‘/—
AisMissed ge wa*ﬂ'\‘fofous oV tholicious
his habeag Wit which wasg legal
ghiror, SQ\?, WQQ[’\(V\E‘#OA v LA C’(‘)M”HL}/
Sherif$ g Dep+, g3 ' ‘

‘ ! 3 E 3y 048 105 5
(94h Cin, 016 (A uit Cahhod be
chavacterized ag Leivoloye o
VY\O\HCLJ\OMS '_(/ihieSS -H\e cabw“/- MQ[(EB%
o +he e Co g determingdisy, Lhgt
curt has o basSig ZV) /C{Vv ok 7th1L,)
of Fhot 1 wag £l with Tndent 4y
hotrvm QMO«M\QP\)BWQHS V. Brown .5 g

FAh 1347 1358 (114h ¢ D(OI\EWSS"@

th, L023)

Ve Some ajangl 1y i4e

action or o PPes| waa

be cause 4 wag trivolous,

mq\”\cj\oug7 o failed fo sfate q claiw)g
28.



on v, D.E.A 499 F.3 ] 428 43¢
—E\%ﬁvg\fg’c(ﬁ, 1,007)(&35%?55’0:} does ot count
45 a gtrike unless +he Court expess|y
states +hat appeal ifeelf wag friveloyg
o malieiouad o foiled to tate o claim)
The Coutts onder denytrp gy
dlSVmgsmg habeqgq Wit di oY
expressly ctote fhot hoheas w g

WA & WD(HCV(@HS ot ‘FI"IVDLWS.)MO% 0{10’{

i+ aive o glolement- oF 1ea’ohs L,

e olecfsioh or DJEV"\OV\S%@%Q, V‘Q,quce

o W‘:QH'Q'OW\J (eqal authorities . 41 of
6ot OVHISQ{‘DMSr QMGum+eo/ +o oN
oabuse of juolie ol Power. See Tuelie ig/
Misconoued supra, 425 £y ad(lgr
(T+ 1¢ Wirohe ond highly sbusive for
A judge 4o exprcise ha power without
Hhe nevrmal procedutes and +Hrappingd of
+he advebtsary system-— g motioh, on
omﬂov‘"!—uml‘f')/ for +he 04—1’\67‘ g{O{e 10
resfond o ofotement pf reqsohq

19,



wcov\ +he o{{am%!\oh)”\relmmce 0 799’3,
authoridy, Thece Jnieediea of orden]y
procedure fend feqitimacy 4o the judicial
process by ensuring that juslieinl
action i%-—mho{ 16 2eeh Yo be—hased oh
law 5 hot +Hhe ydaes coaprice).

The Coynt also comm ittey leayal

gryopr Q\O')C S U gwom+e, o{fsm]gg;’nﬂ /f/\Qb@DlS
Petition on procedy ral 9rounold |
WH-\/\cM“f' 3‘\/”@ P@+;‘4“]OV)QT‘ ‘FCﬂP MO%)CE
and an o pPortunity Lo respohd, Sep

E+hvioae v, Bell ,49 E g4y, 6T, 68
(Lnd Cip LAY (eoyprd

# qeneral|y
Must providle tederal ha'oea& Petitionep
ne+ice. and an ohpor\-kumnt)/ +o he heaw/

BEFORE olfgwﬁssm% SUa sponte o hakheas
PEHIHON 0o procedy o 4o Unelg )3 Day

Wiy /V\choV\OUfSl/\DSLW U.S. 1983 10 (2006)
(0f couvse, before Acting’ o 14¢

30,



OW I “\V\J\—HQ‘HVBJ)D‘\ couvt MUST
accord +he partiee falr notice ahd
an oppertunity 4o present +heir
Posidions ).

A of +he aforementioned ledal
errors resulted (n Pedidioher leihg
dented s [44h Amendmend nighL
o bhe %eqm{(we +o fo&?Vl{‘j +oo Pool 4o
poy olocKet teg)

A tourt obuses 45 Judicial power
when I+ Q?M’)W}?{S [egq{ error —(—L\Q‘*‘
cesult in wndividyg(s being denied
thetr hagic or funoeamendq prroceduta]
cights See,)e,.%.,)ghqvnqmjj_ube.,t £
ALty supra s Fudicial Conduct ond
Ethes;,8 1.01 0t 37 (34 o, 2.000)
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