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i
. QUESTIONS PRESENTED 'FOR REVIEW'
1. D1d the Mlssoun Court of Appeals Eastern Dlstrlct acqulre R

'sub]ect matter ]urlsdlctmn to adJudlcate petltloner s 1nterest in hlS
state laW torts clalms in favor of a dead person‘?

2 Is a State s Local Court Rule that allows What the Fourteenth | :

- Amendment to ‘the Un1ted States Const1tut10n proh.1b1ts,
' Const1tut10na1‘? : )



1
LIST OF PARTIES :

_ A11 part1es to the proceedmg in the c1rcu1t court Whose Judgment is the
subJect of th1s pet1t10n is as follows

Pet1t1oner' o Attornex :
'Lonme Snelhng ~ Pro se'
1518-79th Street
St Louls Mo. 63130
Respondent
Jesse Woodﬁn Remodehng .
(Defunct) Unserved
Jesse Wo_odﬁn-As Owner : o
and Individually (Deceased) -~ Unserved
8257 Morganford . ‘ : ‘
St. Louis, Mo 63123
11111444
John Doe -Unservvedr,
Jane Doe Unserved_ 7
_ Kashflo, Inc.-Owner : " Robert C. Withington
1141 Hodiamont Ave. Attorney for Respondent
St. Louis, Mo. 53112 P.O. Box 50351

St. Louis, Mo. 63105



CORPORATE DISCLOSURE STATEMENT
Petltloner 1s a pr1vate 1nd.1v1dual thus no corporate statement 1s__. ”

: b,.requn'ed B ’
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v

1. Reviewis Warranted to determine whether the Order of the
Missouri Court of Appeals, Eastern District entered on March
28 2017 is Vo1d asd matter of law"

(a) State appellate court ‘was W1thout Jurlsd1ct1on to afﬁrm ,
d1sm1ssal m favor of dead person' '

2 Rev1ew 1s warranted to. determme whether the language :
} W1th1n M1ssour1 s Local Court Rule 37.1.1 conﬂ1cts W1th decisions of

.th1s Court and other MlSSOlll‘l Court of Appeals on the issue of notice
by pubhcat10n‘7 : :

(a) The State S Local Court Rule 37 1.1. on Its face is contrary to
the issue of pubhcatlon of notice and rights to be heard as held in.
Mullane v. Central Hanover Bank & Trust Co., 339 U.S. 306 (1950),

Eastin v. Franklin, 806 S.W. 2d 57, 60 (Mo. App S. D 1991); and
| the Due Process Clause'

(c) State appellate court afﬁrmlng the dismissal of cause of actlon
depr1ved petltloner of Const1tut1onal Protected Property nghts
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ORDERS JUDGMENT AND DECISION BELOW

. The order of the M1ssour1 Supreme Court denymg
- iApphcatmn for transfer dated August 22 201

Tis

‘Thf Order’of the M1ssour1 Court:of Appeals,w ;
Eastern ‘District i in: Snellmg v. Jegse Woodfin Remodehng,

Loet al ED104699 dated March 28;.2017 is reported at
. 4524 S W 3d 90 and appears as Appendlx B

The Memorandum Supplementmg Order m ED 104699
-dated March 28 2017 1s unreported but appears as :
Append1xC S A .

The Order of the MlSSOlll‘l Court of Appeals Eastern
District denymg Motion for rehearmg is reported at 524
S W 3d 90 and appears as Append.lx E o

_ The unpubhshed hand ertten ORDER/JUDGMENT/
MEMORANDUM of the Clrcult Court Judge for Mlssoun

Circuit Court Twenty Second Jud.1c1a1 Circuit (City of St. Lou1s)
dated 6 24-2016 1s unreported but appears as Appendlx F |




2
JU RISDICTIONAL STATEMENT
The Order of the M1ssour1 Court of Appeals Eastern D1strlct
. entered March 28, 2017, is réported at 524 S.W. 3d 90, anda

" copy appears at Append1x B. A timely motion. for rehearing, or in
the Alternatlve for transfer to the 1\/hssour1 Supreme Court was

ﬁled on Apr11 10, 2017 and den1ed on May 16 2017 a copy appears

'at Appendlx D/E

The date on wh1ch the M1ssour1 Supreme Court demed
pet1t1oner s apphcatlon for transfer was the 22nd day of August
2017 a copy appears at Appendlx A A

The ]unsdlctlon of thls Court is mvoked under T1t1e 28 U. S C
§1257(a) a copy appears at Appendlx G

On November 30 2017 on Pet1t1oner S corrected mot1on for
extensmn ‘of t1me to ﬁle Pet1t1on for a Writ of Cert1orar1,
extensron was granted extendmg t1me to January 19 2018
a copy appears at Appendlx H 3

e



- CONSTITUTIONAL STATUTORY PROVISIONS
" AND RULES INVOLVED -

| : Pursuant to Supreme Court Rule 14(f) the followmg
: .Un1ted States Constltutlonal Amendment M1ssour1
' ':,.Constltutlon, Statutory‘Prowsmns, MlSSOlu‘l Rules of

© MISSOURI CONSTITUTIONALARTICLE, . . .

e "_MISSOURI RULES OF CIVIL PROCEDURE

g TWENTY-SECOND JUDICIAL CIRCUIT COURTL';_, DU
INTHE CITY OF ST. LOUIS, MISSOURI T

T COURT RULE



37.1.1 Civil Jury Docket | Tla

STATUTORY PROVISIONS
28US. c §12 57(a) 66a
STATEMENT OF CASE

L STATUTORY BACKGROUND ,

To understand how Counts L1I, III IV and \Y of Cause
#1522- 0009885 came about a short procedural h1story of
‘the prlor case #1322 AC03483 is a must since the Mlssourl
Court of Appeals based a port1on of its ‘Order thereon' 3

Petitioner. W111 not restate the entire procedural mstory

of Cause #1322-AC03483 only the essentlal undlsputed facts
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| Pet1t1oner ﬁrst ﬁled h13 c1a1ms in the Twenty Second
."Jud1c1a1 C1rcu1t Court’s Assoc1ate D1v131on #27 1n the C1ty g

' vof St LOU.lS, State of M1ssour1 1n a pet1t10n on March 13 2008

- ;;nammgi'as party defendants Jesse Woodﬁn Remodehng and
_ ..Jesse Woodﬁn -as Owner and Ind1v1dually, _John and Jane Does
J ohn and J ane Doe-Mmors o
Dnrrng the hearmg ‘on netltloner s Mot1on to certrfy cause
'to the Clrcult Court the assoc1ate 01rcu.1t Judge on J an 21 2014
_ demed pet1t1oner s motlon to certlfy Cause of Actlon 1322-AC03483'3'
v to the cn'cmt court On the assoc1ate c1rcu1t ]udge s own motlon -

dismissed served named dofondants August



Reed Cemha L1tt1e and Betty Warren 1 On June 13 2014 the

o ,.]udge dlsm1ssed Cause of Act1on 1322-ACO3483 W1thout

pre]udlce for fa11ure to prosecute (LF p #9) |
PROCEEDINGS IN THE CIRCUIT COURT
Petltloner reﬁled h1s Actlon on June 12 2015 pursuant to: ;
‘RSMo §516 230 nammg as defendants, Jesse Woodﬁn
Remodehng, Jesse Woodﬁn-as Owner and Ind1v1dua11y, John -

and J ane Does, John and J ane Does-Owner The Actlon was

o ass1gned Cause RITE AN

t ThlS dlsxmssal of Betty Warren Ceclha L1tt1e and August Reed by the

'assomate cn'cmt Judge on J an 21, 20 14 does not appear on the face of the

court’s mmutes of Cause #1322-ACO3483‘ (LF-p #5 8)



: #1522 CCO9885 (LF-p #10 11). On Sept 12 2015 petltloner _

ﬁled hlS motlon for leave to subst1tute Kashﬂo Inc and Mohsm
Barwa for One of the John Does and grant of th1rty (30) days to

ﬁle F1rst Amended Pet1t10n matter Was taken under submlssmn
A(LF -p. #15) On Sept 10 2015 the Honorable Joan L Monarty
C1rcu1t Court J udge granted petltloner s mot1on to subst1tute
Kashﬂo, Inc. and Mashsm Bajwa for one of the J ohn Doe R
defendants named in h1$ petltlon and leave to ﬁle Amended Pet1t10n
(LF -p. #16) |

STATEMENT OF FACTS

On Oct. 13 2015, pet1t10ner ﬁled hls Fn'st Amended Pet1t1on (
- LF-p. #17- 30), and |
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attachmg Exhlblt #3 to the Pet1t1on (LF-p #31). named as
party defendants Jesse Woodﬁn Remodehng, Jesse Woodﬁn asl
vaner and Ind1v1dua]ly, & Kashﬂo Inc and John and J ane Does
The Pet1t10n contamed Slx (6 1ndependent clalms‘

Counts I Through VII Was d1rected toward named defendants J esse
,Woodﬁn Remodelmg, and the John Does (LF-p #19 25) Counts IV
| and V was d1rected toward named defendants Kashﬂo, Inc -as Owner
‘and 1nd1v1dua11y also, (LF p #25 29) On Oct 13 2015 pet1t10ner
requested 1ssue of Summons for “Kashﬂo Inc to be served upon Mohsm .

Bajwa-agent (LF p #32) by Spec1a1 Process Server W1]11am L.



9
Stage dJr. (LF -p. #33) Ahas Summons was issued for serv1ce by
Spec1al Process Server W1]11amL Stage Jr (LF-p #34) and

Summons returned Non Est (LF p #35) On Apr11 14 2016

" "petltloner request to clerk to 1ssue Summons to be served by the

. Sherlff of St Louls, _C1ty (LF p #38), plalntlff’s payment to Sherlff
of St Lou1s Clty to serve Summons and Pet1t1on (LF-p #39) St
Louls C1ty deputy’ s returned Summons as personally serv1ced on

Kashﬂo Inc through 1ts reglstered agent Mohsm Ba]wa (LF-p #40)

Defendant Kashﬂo Inc S through counsel E Flled 1ts mot1on to

_ d.1sm1ss on or about June 13 2016 (LF “p. #41 48) and set 1ts mot1on to
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d1sm1ss for hearmg on June 24, 2016 (LF-p #49) After
commumcatlon w1th pet1t1oner defendant Kashﬂo Inc o
. ‘through its attorney, ﬁled a w1thdrawa1 of 1ts mot1on to
| ‘dlsmlss (LF-p #50) Oh June 24 2016 on h15 own motlon'
the Honorable Bryan L. Hettenbach-pres1dmg C1rcu1t Court

J udge and asmgnment Judge over D1v #1 had entered an

“Order” upon the court S Mmutes dlsmlssal of petltloner 8 Cause o

‘ of Actlon Wlthout Pre]udlce for fallure to prosecute (LF-p #11) 2

2. Petltloner trmely ralsed hxs Constltutxonal Clalms at the ﬁrst

. opportumty m hlS Notlce of Appeal because the assxgnment Judge

d1d not rule on the dead man issue (LF-p #60)



‘ .'..:28 2017 is Vo1d as’ a-‘matter of law"

11
REASONS FOR GRANTING THE WRIT
1 Rev1ew 1s warranted to determme whether the Order of

'- the M1ssour1 Court of Appeals :Eastern DlStI‘lCt entered on March

(a) State app. llate'court was W1thout ]ur1sd1ct10n to afﬁrm'

'_ d18m1ssal m favor of dead person‘

'1ts attorney of record challenged the appellate court s Junsdlctmn
over appeal ED104699 because the dlsmlssal was Wlthout preJudlce o

- =Pet1t10ner ﬁled h1s response on Dec 05 2016 On th1s 1ssue of

!..

the appellate court’s Jur1sd1ct1on over the d13m1ssa1 w1thout preJu(hce. _

- "Pet1tloner remamed the court and respondent o
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Kashﬂo, Inc.’s attorney that the exception to the rule applied in
th1s case and the appellate court agreed W1th pet1t1oner
Nevertheless, although the appellate court panel agreed that it
_had appellate Jurlsdlctlon over the d1smssal W1thout pre]udme
‘ _the appellate court panel d1d not address the dlsmlssal w1th
| pre]udlce of pet1t10ner cla1ms agamst defendants J esse Woodﬁn- |

- as Owner and Ind1v1dually-Deceased Under M1ssour1 Law, Maurer V..

Clark 727 S W 2d 210 (Mo App 1987) defendants Jesse Woodﬁn -

Remodelmg and Jesse Woodﬁn Ind1v1dually, was named as

defendants on the headmg, w1thm the body and in Counts
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L IL IIL, IV, V and VI of petitioner’s First Amended Petition. In

- Maurer, at 211, the C§urt held “pérty to an 'acf',ion is a person
Whose.is deé_ignaﬁéd on record asplalntlff or défér;déﬁt.” Petitiéner |
B v.fur.th'er co.nfer-xds-:tlﬂiat;_c:va u_né 24,‘ 2016, the ébi_‘réuitvcoﬁi;t' ‘héx.d ‘notice
_that;_ J eésg Woo;iﬁn-;n;ii\}idﬁaﬁy Was déceéée__d, Whé_ther theré.w.erve
.an exécuf,of .to his estate reﬁléiﬁs uflansweréd:
" The rule of law in the Eastern Dis&ict is sfatéd b‘y._theiz M‘is's‘()uri‘

Court of Appeals, Eastern District in Garner v. Mercantile Bank

of Mempbhis, 764 S.W. 2d 166 (Mo. App. 1989), Quoting therefrom,

“Atrial couﬁ: is without jurisdictidh to enter‘judgmient for or against
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a deceased party. Howard V. Holhns 462 S.W. 2d 765, 766 (Mo
1971) The Eastern DlStI‘lCt Court of Appeals further held that
-support pet1t1oner S pos1t10n in R1ch1e By and Through R1ch1s V.

: Laususe 892 S W 2d 746 748 (Mo App 1994) “If the trlal court

'lack ]m'lsdlc_tron, we hke_wls_e lack _Jur1sdlct1on and must dismiss

the appeal The .Mls'SOuri Supremel cou‘rt states “The decieion of |

an appellate court 1ssued after the death of a party to the appeal is
of no legal eﬂ'ect Metropohtan St LOlllS Sewer D1st v. Holloran 751
S. W 2d 749 (Mo banc 1988) Therefore any purported adJud1cat1on :

1nclud1ng d1sm1ssal of an act1on after the '
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death of a party where no substitution has been effectedis a
| nulhty Schlelfer by and through Wehrs V. Shuler 699 S. W 2d

| 794, 795 (Mo App 1985) On the face of the hand wrltten dec1s1on
of the ass1gnment judge, the ]udge does not address the issue of
’ the dead party Jesse Woodﬁn, Nor does the M1ssour1 Court of
Appeals Eastern District panel in it’s order of March 28, 2017.
Nevertheless, the hlghest M1ssour1 Court ruling that the “Order ‘
of Dlsmissa » entered on June 24 2016 whether denommated an |
“Order” or “Judgment” is V01d as a matter of Law and the “Order
of the Missouri Court of Appeals, Eastern D1str1ct relylng thereon

is Void also.
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Therefore, the'.‘Order of Dismissal” and or judgm.e‘nt concerning
dJ esse Woodﬁn-Individually (deceased) and any defense relying on
his test1mony as to Counts 1 through VI of petltloner s Flrst Amended

Pet1t10n must be reversed and declared V01d as a matter of law‘ o

2 Rev1ew is Warranted to determme Whether the 1anguage w1th1n .
Missouri’s Local Court Rule 37.1.1 conflicts with decisions of this Court

and other Missouri. Court of Appeals on the i issue of not1ce by pubhcatlon
and r1ghts to be heard" '

'(a) The State s Local Court Rule 37.1.1. on Its face is contrary to
the issue of publication of notice and rights to be heard as held in
Mullane v. Central Hanover Bank & Trust Co., 339 U.S. 306 (1950) ,

Eastin v: Franklin, 806 S.W. 2d 57 60 (Mo App S.D. 1991) and
the Due Process Clause' o
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The Missouri Court of Appeals, Eastern District in its
Memorandum Suppleulenting Ox'.der, cites some Surumons |
' returned non-est i sorae 'entries upon the circuit court’s Iuinutes
as actual.notlce of a pendmg dlsmlssal The appellate court panel for |
t}re ﬁrst tlme c1tes Local Court Rule 37. 1 1 and the c1rcu1t court E
dlscretlon authorlzed therem 3 (Memo p #3)

Local Court Rule 37.1.1 stvates:

37.1.1. Civil Jury Docket. The presiding Judge shall whenever the
Judge deems it advisable, upon not less than ten days not1ce pubhshed
in the St Lou1s Da11y Record, ca]l

-8  The appellate Court panel did not rule on the dead man 1ssuel Therefore,
petltloner tlmely ralsed the Constltutlonahty of Local Rule 37 1 1

in his motlon for rehearmg
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such of the causes then pendmg in the judge’s division as the _

judge : shall select. Upon such call, any cause shall, in the discretion
of the judge, be cont1nued or dismissed, and the fallure of the plaintiff
to respond in person, or by attorney, at the call docket, as herein
prov1ded shall be deemed and taken as grounds for dlsmlssal of the

' cause or appeal for fallure to prosecute

The appellate panel held that When the ass1gnment Judge followed

3 his authorlty granted by Local Rule 37.1.1. to pubhsh notlce in the St

' Lou1s Da11y paper pet1t1oner recelved all the process due In the above
rule, and the appellate panel’s holdmgs there are two 1mportant Words _
not1ce publ1shed in the St Lou1s Da1ly Record” and the “dlscretlon

of the ]udge” both turn on the Due Process Clause of the Fourteenth

Amendment to the



: VUmted States Const1tut1on Flrst “notlce pubhshed 1n the St Lou1s
' -Da11y Record » ThlS Court’s dec1s1on 1n Mu]lane V. Central Hanover
’ | Bank & Trust Co 339 U S 306 (1950) settled the pubhcatlon 1ssue |
. wherem 1t 1s held that “not1ce by pubhcat1on is not sufflclent under
- :the Fourteenth Amendment as a bas1s for adjud.lcatlon depnvmg of |
| substant1a1 nroi)erty rlghts of known nersons whose whereabouts are‘
| also known smce 1t 1s not 1mpract1cable to make senous ei:forts to

: notlfy them at least by ordmary ma11 to the1r addresses on record w1th

the trust company ” Id at 318 320 In Eastm V. Frankhn 806 S W

T 2d 57 60 (Mo App S D 1991) relymg of the



2.0

dicta of this court in Greene v. Lindsey, 456 U.S. 444 (1982), in
Which thls Court reitera’éed the 16tig stan‘ding.principle that the
“fnndamental'Ivreq'nisite of due pr-ocess of lavsf 1s 'the bpﬁoftunity to be
: heard ” Id at 449 If the rlght to be heard is to be more than 111usory,
a partsr must be 1nformed of any proceedmg Wh1ch is to be accorded
ﬁnahty’ e1ther by actual not1ce or by eonle notlce reasonablvy. '
calculated under all cucumstances, to apnrlse 1nterested nartles of the
pendency of the actlon and aﬁ'ord them an opportunlty to nresent the1r

) obJectlons 7 Id at 449 50

It is not in dlspute that ne1ther Mullane Eastln, or Greene

concerned Local Rule o
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37.1.1. but, each afﬂrrned the fundannental requirement of due
process of laW notlce and r1ghts to be heard”! The language in
v Local Rule 37 1 1 that “perm1ts the pres1d1ng Judge and the appellate
court to d1sm1ss a cause or appeal after notlce pubhshed 1n the St
Lou1s Da11y Record” W1thout more, is contrary to the Const1tut1onal
Guarantee'of Due Procesis of Law guarantee that “no State shall make
or enforce any law which shall abrldge the pr1v11eges or-1mmun1t1es N
of citizens of the Un1ted States' Because pet1t1oner isa Negro the.

appellate panel seem to be have accessed petitioner rights to seek
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.redress in the court to that in the Dred Scott dec131on of 1857

The appellate court panel in 1ts Memorandum Supplementmg
‘Order at p. 3 create 1llus1on in trro accounts by assertmg (2). “On |
. :vMarch 28 2016 a d1sm1ssal hearmg was scheduled for May 24
2016 and Snelllng rece1ved not1ce and (2) “On May 24 2016 the
court rescheduled the dlsmlssal hearmg for June 24 2016 and B
Snelhng rece1ved not1ce The appellate court panel does not d1rect
pet1t10ner or th1s court to any ertmg on the face of the cn'curt
court S record that states, “pla1nt1ff not1ﬁed of scheduled hearmg by"” |

The appellate court panel c1ted 1n the1r Memorandum e '



o F;fappeal #ED104699

'Rehearmg, they would havev covered that onp #10 f_' that Mot1on R :

':"petltloner 1dent1ﬁed March 08 2016 When he ﬁled an ofﬁc1a1 change - Lo

| e
e of address in c11'cu1t court d1v1s1ons 1 4 17 and 31' In most of the

5 courts m M1s‘sour1 the Word 1s “fact pleadmg State” not the type of S

. \

| dlStht1ng of the 1ssue and facts employed by the appellate panel in . X
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The appellate panel in its Standard of Review cites the dlscret1on
_of the cucmt court and case law to the effect (Memo at p. #4) In
pet1t10ner S op1n1on the appellate is holdmg that the d1scret1on of
he c1rcu1t court ]udge overnde pet1t1oner S r1ghts as prov1ded under '
- "the Fourteenth Amendment | | |
| In th1s case, there is other 1ssues the appellate panel 1gnored about '
the r1ghts to be mformed Rule 74 03 Whlch states .

N Immed1ately upon the entry of an order or Judgment the clerk shall -

- serve a notice of the entry by mail in the manner provided for in Rule

43.01 upon. each party who is not in default for failure to appear and

who was not present in court in person or by attorney at the time of
B the entry of the order or Judgment If such not1ce 1s not glven the -
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order or judgment shall be set aside for good cause shown upon

written motion filed within six months from the entry of the order

or judgment. Th1s Rule 74.03 shall not preclude rehef under Rule
7 4 06. o

There is nothmg n the above language of Rule 74. 03 mandate that‘
author1ze cu'cmt court ]udge 8 d1$cret10n to comply W1th for not1ce of an |
order or ]udgment by pubhcatmn ‘

Also the appellate panel falled to look at the legal ﬁle in an ob]ect1ve
pomt of view, its would have d1scovered that Respondent Kashﬂo Inc..
through its attorney Robert C. Wlthmgton, filed a w1thdrawal of the

mot1on to d.lsm1ss ﬁle stamped June 24 2016 and aware the court that

defendant Jesse Woodﬁn
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was beheved to be deceased (LF-p #50).4 -
There were no loglcal or legal reason for the cause to be placed
upon a dlsm1ssal docket Where the cause vlras act1ve
M1ssour1 s Local Rule 37 1. 1 must be ruled.Unconst1tut1onal and
the Order entered by the M1ssour1 Court of Appeals, Eastern relylngv
thereon March 28 2017 should be reversed and Cause remanded

(c). State appellate court afﬁrmmg the d1sm1ssal of cause of act1on,
deprlved pet1t1oner of Const1tut1onal Protected Property nghts

The Due Process Clause of the

The hand- wntten memorandum of the c1rcu1t court

]udge that “no partles appeared” questlonable -



27

Y
|

Fourteenth Amendment guarantees that no state will “deprlve any
person of hfe hherty, or property without due process of law.” Slmﬂar |
commands are set forth 1n Art1cle 1, §10 of the M1ssour1 Constltutlon
;Whlch prov1des “That no person sha]l be depr1ved of 11fe hberty; or

' property w1thout due process of law When engaged in addressmg a.
'due prﬂocess argument the ﬁrst questlon to be answered is “whether

the pla1nt1ff have a protected 1nterest at stake and 1f 80, what process is

due Schnelderv Umted States 27 F. 3d 1327, 1333 (8th Cn‘ 1994) In
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Chesterﬁeld Village,. Inc. v. Cii_:y of Chesterﬁeld 64 S.W. 3d 315, 318

' __(Mo banc 2002) The court held that A cause of actlon is a group of
'joperatlve facts g1v1ng r1se to one or more bases to suing.” In the |
1nstant case the operatlve facts that glve ralse to plalntlff’ S protected |
property mterest is the State Torts Actlons 1s found at paragraphs
number 8 through 50 in Counts I through VI. Whether such is’ i |
property and constltutlonally protected were dec1ded in Mullane v.
Central Hanover Bank & Trust Co., 339 U.S. 306 (1950), that “a cause

of action 1s a _spec_les of property protect_e_d by the 14"*.‘ '



: 'had a const1tut10na1 protected_property 1nterest at stake the next
: "t’questlon to be answered 1s, what process was Pet1t10ner due" rlghts

L .of not1ce and to be 1

:29

Amendment Due Process Clause ” Id at 313 F1nd1ng that pla1nt1ff

ar See Armstrongv Manzo 95"-

v ."51187 (1965) t-1s ‘not m dlspute that the M1ssour1 Court of Appeals, . »
B Eastern D1str1ct appellate panel: dlstorted and mlsrepresented the
: ‘cou-rt s records before the panel and the M1ssour1 Suprenle Court adopted. -
| ":those dlstortlons’ and M1srepresented rssued on appeal by summanly |

'denymg pet1t10ner a fa1r hearmg on the mer1ts on the correct 1ssues
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Therefore, the “Order” of the Misseuri Couxt of Appeals,
Eastet'n District' should be reversed, ‘remande.d Wi.th' direction to
conduct dlscovery to uncover Whether nemed defendant Jesse
| Woodﬁn 1nd1v1dua11y is (deceesed) end. whethef an executor was
appomted ‘so a subst1tute can be made. -
CONCLUSION |
| The -net1t1on for a Wr1t of Cert10rar1 should be grented
Respectfully Subm1 ted By, _ o

Wu-c)
hnie Snelling

'1518-79th Street - _
St. Louis, Mo. 63107 N
. (319) 341 -4609 - _
* Petitioner - Prose .~




