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PETITION FOR REHEARING

Pursuant to Supreme Court Rule 44, Petitioner
respectfully petitions this Court for rehearing of its
October 1, 2018 order denymg the writ of certiorari
in this case.

Petitioner’s writ of certiorari was originally
assigned to Justice A. Kennedy. This honorable seat
has been vacant for quite some time and was vacant
as of October 1, 2018 when Petitioner’s writ of certiorari
i1s denied. Petitioner is not privy to the true nature of
the votes leading to the denial of the writ of certiorari
in this case but Petitioner asserts that his constitutional
rights are ignored when the designated honorable
justice has been absent for a long period leading to
the date of the denial of the writ of certiorari.

Petitioner further asserts that constitutional rights
of petitioners are ignored when the US Supreme Court
only selects a “limited” number of writs of certiorari
based on “national issues” or this honorable Court’s
schedule, calendar, and resources as stated on this
Court’s website. The US Supreme Court is the ultimate
authority to uphold the constitution and the laws of
the United States of America and as such, this Court
should have the necessary resources to hear all cases
with merits where manifest error and therefore injustice
has occurred and all lower states and federal courts
have failed to uphold the principals of justice without
exceptions. Such cases can get queued up irrespective
of this Court’s annual calendar limitations. Awaiting
justice is substantially better than ignoring injustice.



This honorable Court and the US Court of Appeals
of the Federal Circuit have proven over and over again
that the ultimate goal is to uphold justice where the
lower legal system has failed the Petitioner. In
Petitioner’s case before the US Court of Appeals of
the Federal Circuit, one of the honorable justices
demonstrated his awe by stating:

“. ... Was this case litigated under US laws
in US Courts?! From fundamental stand
points, it’s incomprehensible.”

Petitioner begs the leniency typically afforded
pro se litigants, that unfortunate lack of affordability
of experienced Supreme Court counsel should not
deprive Petitioner of his day in this Court. As the
Court has recognized on several occasions, “[nlavigating
the appellate process without a lawyer’s assistance is a
perilous endeavor for a layperson.” Halbert v. Michigan,
545 U.S. 605, 621 (2005); see also, 7 e.g., Erickson v.
Pardus, 551 U.S. 89, 94 (2007) (emphasizing that “[a]
document filed pro se is ‘to be liberally construed™);
Estelle v. Gamble, 429 U.S. 97, 106 (1976) (same);
Haines v. Kerner, 404 U.S. 519, 520-21 (1972) (same).
That 1s no less true of the process before this Court.
Accordingly, this Court can and should excuse uninten-
tional failures of the Petitioner to properly set the
case for a writ of certiorari before the Supreme Court
when they result from the difficulties inherent in
proceeding pro se. Schacht v. United States, 398 U.S.
58, 64 (1970) (“The procedural rules adopted by the
Court for the orderly transaction of its business . ..
can be relaxed by the Court in the exercise of its dis-
cretion when the ends of justice so require.”).
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REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION

The 1ssues presented here are of profound nation-
wide importance and it will address a key 1ssue for all
state and federal courts whether one superior [or
federal] court judge can completely ignore or overrule
the stated decision and ruling of another superior [or
federall court judge in the same court at the same
level. To leave the questions presented unresolved
would needlessly prolong the prevailing uncertainty
on issues that recur constantly and that affect millions
of people in all fifty states. The full nine-member U.S.
Supreme Court can settle this issue permanently
saving substantial judicial resources in the already
backlogged state and federal courts.
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CONCLUSION

For the foregoing reasons, this Court should grant
the petition for rehearing, vacate the order denying
the writ of certiorari, and allow this case to proceed
before this Honorable Court accordingly.

Respectfully submitted,

HAMID R. ASSADIAN
PETITIONER PRO SE
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RULE 44 CERTIFICATE

I, Hamid R. Assadian, Petitioner Pro Se, pursuant
to 28 U.S.C. § 1746, declare under penalty of perjury
that the following is true and correct:

1. This petition for rehearing is presented in good
faith and not for delay.

2. The grounds of this petition are limited to
intervening circumstances of a substantial or controlling
effect or to other substantial grounds not previously

presented.

Signature

Executed on QOctober 6, 2018
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