
25-6992
No. ______________________

IN THE

Supreme Court, U.S.' 
FILED

JAN - 7 2026
OFFICE OF THE CLERK

SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES

ln Re — petitioner
(Your Name)

VS.
^•oSePT HteLEWOOD, FC-1 Berl >’n

ON PETITION FOR A WRIT OF MANDAMUS

H2.0M THS OHiTcD ‘SrAlES CW(2-TOF APPEALS (NeW YogiC IM I t>oc.K-ef- No.

PETITION FOR WRIT OF MANDAMUS

(Your Name)

near
(City, State, Zip Code)

dlBlTollg^ Tfl<E
(Address)

im. twang gi
(Phone Number)



QUESTION(S) PRESENTED

1. Does "fraud" have a "statute of limitations" ?

2. Whether a United States Court of Appeals may decline jurisdiction 
by issuance of a Notice of Non-Jurisdiction after mandate while 
unresolved constitutional claims, unrebutted affidavits, and alleged 
federal employee misconduct remain pending.

3. Whether failure to address uncontested affidavits and defaults 
constitutes reversible constitutional error.

4. Whether federal employees acting under color of office lose 
immunity for mail interference, fraud, and failure to respond, 
implicating First, Fourth, and Fifth Amendment protections.

5. Whether appellate courts have a duty to take a “hard look” 
at constitutional claims prior to disclaiming jurisdiction.
See Motor Vehicle Mfrs. Ass’n v. State Farm, 463 U.S. 29 (1983).

6. *ls Title 31 USC 3101 Repealed? If not, does this insured / assured 
"statutory guarantee" cover the "full faith and credit" in all evident 
statements, that compliments constitutional issues raised?

"SEE ATTACHED PETITION..."
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LIST OF PARTIES

jX] All parties appear in the caption of the case on the cover page.

[ ] All parties do not appear in the caption of the case on the cover page. A list of 
all parties to the proceeding in the court whose judgment is the subject of this 
petition is as follows:
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IN THE

SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES

PETITION FOR WRIT OF MANDAMUS

Petitioner respectfully prays that a writ of mandamusissue

OPINIONS BELOW

X] For cases from federal courts:

The opinion of the United States court of appeals appears at Appendix ------to
the petition
KI reported at Hfr Fble*j Squnte t ; or,
[ ] has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or, 
[ ] is unpublished.

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

Un i fed -Sfefes dPnoecMct
[X] reported atl*hL fchurdi ; or,
[ ] 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
[ ] reported at; or, 
[ ] has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or, 
[ ] is unpublished.

The opinion of the court
appears at Appendix to the petition and is
[ ] reported at; or, 
[ ] has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or, 
[ ] is unpublished.
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JURISDICTION

IX] For cases from federal courts:

The date on which the United States Court of Appeals decided my case 
was nwm__ ;___
[ ] No petition for rehearing was timely filed in my case.

[ ] 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).

[ ] For cases from state courts:

The date on which the highest state court decided my case was------------------
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
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REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION
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CONCLUSION

The petition for a writ of mandamus should be granted.

Respectfully submitted,

Date:


