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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6.*ls Title 31 USC 3101 Repealed?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..."



LIST OF PARTIES

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

[ 1 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 Bt
the petition and | b st oot Aol e Commlcimit
] reported at HO ; or,
[ ] has been de51gnated for pubhca,tlon but 18 not yet reported or,
[ ] is unpublished.

The opinion of the United States district court appears at Appendix A to

the petition and is
Unite ,Js'*e%esb'k“l‘ﬂd\"wb{}r&?nn%

[X] reported a ; 2 M-ty
[ ] has been de31gnated for pubhcatlon but is not yet reported, or,
[ ] is unpublished.

[ 1 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,
[ 1 has been designated for pubhcatlon 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[ ] is unpublished.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[ ] is unpublished.

1y



JURISDICTION

] For cases from federal courts:

The date on which the United States Court of Appeals decided my case
was NoY/ 1025

[ 1 No petition for rehearing was timely filed in my case.

[ 1 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

[ 1 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. 8. C. §1254(1).

[ 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

[ 1 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).

15



CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS INVOLVED
A\ - "
*Uniked Stextes Constitution-Irticle3 0aths and duty to protect non-negotiable .
KUnited States Constrivtion- Acticte IV, Seehon | “Foll Faith fnd Credit Glause”

¥ Uhiked Stetes Canstitution - Article VRotection of all Treaties, Contracts ,and al dutifil obliqations .,
k United States Constitution -Amend. | “Right o redress”

X1 nido ; . 3 ’
United Stotes ConghHution - Act. IV, Sec.aV “Guarg n‘l-y clavse...

qn;‘:i efrl;“&e U?fq%z{!i states the Fenahﬁl*' - wﬁoeueq having devised or inferdi M o devise
i ifice to defrauvd, or for obtaining money or proferty by means of £4lss o

reterses, representations, -.. S¥eh person shqll y
\mprigoned not more than 30years ,0r botn all be Fined not mare than 44,00,000 of

tvg:ﬁt\af;? Iiﬁﬂ 0-13@) states- "4+ 8 540,18 Special mail. (A) The Warden shall

qual ,‘.ﬂfgqﬁ on :\c i" only inthe presence ofthe inmate for inspection for physical tortralaand gyl the
i Hre sonden e qQ yenclosf)res as special mail. The torrespordence onay not- be cead or copiedk

\ e qdeqotﬂely idenhfie onthe envelope , and e front of the eriveloge | Ked
Special Mail~Open only inthe prasence of e ot ﬁ7 , ope. \s mar
*LOPER BRIGHT EntermRIsES v. RAIMON DO, evidenci

meer 4'\(} '\'-)eCU\i(Xl‘ Provinge O‘p”ﬂ . [/ n FP‘B‘I’Q“TO(\ OP‘H\& 14\0153
¥Jumpdo eSS@L\(alEx racte Jackson 9 0.5, 737 _]3{0(\);; .,QT;\e Federalist No.T8, o, 525 (A, Hami lton).
*United Stotes Pogty ’ - o8

: . | of Grenbycgh ;) ,
in which 42 Couct sustnined e comerrs pe - L1 Assns 453 U.8. 1 UTD)

without payment g-F a é: ge?iﬂ. ?’:‘:‘ hh Oth"tLy ofdaw m&kf:\_c] it unlawful for pers:ns fouse
. y 1 . f )
Y +he Pﬁf q)l S::v'e‘{ceb&" X Which 10s been desiqrabed an autherized

"l?)%%f Uﬁi; "'1505.,quoh,§g Ju%cf‘”""ms ' United Stes, v, M¢
us},‘j{lie Qﬁdifswh’g opinen) s The Unibed Gheke z Rib. Co, v, &Jrkw\, 25508,
R 15 S almost a5 but while i carties §

v. Rizzi Hoo y.s. 421 0, qzzgs_?ga pqr:&o@ﬂee speech asthe right 4o use Our‘, 6, carcies it on the

tonques... See also Blount
: . pRrspechie on dhe oy
althoh here. 1o e Lot chsene ot g S v s, 5305, 4438 Ao,
?'FﬁPea;lq or Rress. d ot W.I\bﬁce,,-l—oo,.}hq{_.k Y c'?-’ usedinqmqmer M%dﬂ@ﬁgﬁh':
Inspechon rencept 'S Protected against o

United States v, v

‘ tna and
neat: Ex parde Jackson, , o U5, T Tn‘fgj
an Lecumen 3 S ol
W31 LS. Loy | wen 397 US . ! s

197 (vorder search)), Bl see United Stortes v Ramsay

[ Secv. v Coupej



STATEMENT OF THE CASE
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REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION

1. \oid Orders Are Reviewable ot Aﬂ\{ Time
Ex parte Siebold , 100 U5, 314 131D

A Failue to Addresg Defau|tx Violateg Due Ffocess
Peralta v. Hﬁa’ﬂl’d—s Medizal Cen%ér, He5 U.S. B0 (‘Mg@)

3. Mail Intecterences 15 o Lonstitutiona) Vislation
EX parte Jackeon, 40 U.S. T4 (18718)

Y. Federa| Employees Lege

- \mmon; : ' N A
2otz V. Econom ou, 3% Y mumkj When Ack ™ Outside Lawhi) Mm&"

S M8 L1T18)

5. Chey ron Deferen A A\Oro_ﬂaﬁ‘— — Couvrts Must App'Y Lo as Writen
LoperPorignt Entensrises v. Raimovdo, 103 0.5, (2084
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CONCLUSION

The petition for a writ of mandamus should be granted.

Respectfully submitted,
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