
EMERGENCY LETTER TO CLERK OF THE U.S. SUPREME
COURT

RE; REQUEST FOR ESCALATION OF ISSUE TO
SUPERVISOR OF DEPUTY CLERK CLAYTON R. HIGGINS;

EMERGENCY LETTER, PLEASE ESCALATE ISSUE TO
THE SUPERVISOR AT ONCE, I BEG OF YOU

MONDAY, NOVEMBER 14, 2022

ATTN: SUPERVISOR of Deputy 
Clerk, Clayton R. Higgins
Supreme Court of the United States
1 First Street, NE
Washington, DC 20543

Telephone: 202-479-3000
FAX: 202-479-3026

RE: Hill v. United States; USAP4 Nos. 22-6325 and 22-6501

To SUPERVISOR of Deputy Clerk, Clayton R. Higgins,

This is an EMERGENCY LETTER to demand that the issue I am 
having with Deputy Clerk Clayton R. Higgins be escalated to his supervisor.

The issue I am having with Clayton R. Higgins is in regards to: 
Suspicion of illegal/unlawful blocking of filing PETITION FOR WRIT OF 
CERTIORARI and EMERGENCY APPLICATION.

I have been illegally blocked from filing my lawful petition with 
jurisdiction and was blocked by Clayton R. Higgins in violation of 18 U.S. 
Code § 2071 - Concealment, removal, or mutilation generally.

I had received his letter dated November 10, 2022 along with 
everything I had mailed the Court at wasted $20 postage through UPS. I 
have reviewed over Rule 14.1 of the Supreme Court of the United States. I 
have re-reviewed over my APPENDIXES, and I have come to a factual 
conclusion that Clayton R. Higgins has lied or made a false allegation in his 
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letter dated November 10, 2022, and this was used as an excuse to justify 
wrongfully, erroneously, and illegally blocking my PETITION FOR WRIT 
OF CERTIORARI and EMERGENCY APPLICATION from being filed.

I have been forced by circumstances to have my mother 
Roberta Hill email the Public Information Officers because I do not 
trust mailing anything at this time until a SUPERVISOR gets 
involved NOW in this situation. A SUPERVISOR over Clayton R. Higgins 
needs to review over this letter, and attachments to this letter, and it will be 
faxed to you. I do ask that the faxed letter to given to the SUPERVISOR. I 
am afraid he will further illegally block mailings if I even attempt to mail 
any letters to the U.S. Supreme Court. Mailing may be impossible.

Here is what he had claimed as to why he rejected filing of my 
PETITION FOR WRIT OF CERTIORARI and EMERGENCY 
APPLICATION.

QUOTE:

The appendix to the petition does not contain the following 
documents required by Rule 14.l(i):
The opinion of the United States district court must be appended 
(final order).

This U.S. Supreme Court has never rejected an interlocutory appeal 
from even being filed, and if the Justices believe the interlocutory appeal has
no legal weight, then it is usually up to the Justices to decide, not up to a 
deputy Clerk to make his own personal interpretation of the rules to justify 
mailing back my PETITION FOR WRIT OF CERTIORARI and 
EMERGENCY APPLICATION, as well as required copies, and all other 
relevant and required pleadings.

See Cohen v. Beneficial Industrial Loan Corp., 337 U.S. 541 (1949).

This Court accepts any and all orders from the U.S. Court of Appeals 
pursuant to 28 U.S. Code § 2101 - Supreme Court; time for appeal or 
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certiorari; docketing; stay; 28 U.S. Code § 1254 - Courts of appeals; 
certiorari; certified questions.

The Deputy Clerk has no right to declare that a Certiorari petition 
cannot be filed on the basis of it being interlocutory in the U.S. Court of 
Appeals. Then citing a rule which does not limit orders to only a “final order”
as was said in the letter by Clayton R. Higgins. This concerns me.

Let me copy and paste from the Rules of the Supreme Court. My 
mother gave me the pdf file containing the entire copy of the RULES OF 
THE COURT. A Clerk has no right to make his/her own interpretation to 
make new rules and apply them to only one litigant where there is no rule 
documentation or anything, just a single letter mentioning a citation of a 
rule that does not limit itself to the interpretation in the Deputy Clerk's 
letter. Essentially Clayton Higgins has made his own interpretation of the 
rules to justify blocking filing my petition and demanding a order which does
not exist and a citation of the rule which does not limit itself to the 
interpretation of the single Deputy Clerk. The “(final order)” he said.

Here is the rule:

14.1. A petition for a writ of certiorari shall contain, in the order 
indicated:
(i) An appendix containing, in the order indicated: 
(i) the opinions, orders, findings of fact, and conclusions of law, 
whether written or orally given and transcribed, entered in conjunction
with the judgment sought to be reviewed; 

It does not mention only FINAL ORDERS because of interlocutory appeals. 
The law authorizing the Supreme Court to review over petitions has already 
been met with the consolidated appeals in the Fourth Circuit of the U.S. 
Court of Appeals. See 28 U.S. Code § 1254.

I have been illegally blocked and fettered with from filing my Petition 
for Writ of Certiorari and Emergency Application for my Certiorari case.
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I have evidence that all proper orders at issue in the Fourth Circuit of 
the U.S. Court of Appeals were in the very appendix.

I shall fax two documents in attachment to this letter.

Document attachment #1: 1-page Letter from Clayton R. Higgins.
Document attachment #2: 28-page Appendix which was wrongfully 

rejected by Deputy Clerk Clayton R. Higgins.

29 pages total. I have no choice but to fax it all since those documents were 
illegally not filed and returned to me over an invalid reason.

Clayton Higgins apparently did not review over all appendix entries 
thoroughly or he made the erroneous assumption.

Here are the orders which are in the APPENDIX, and only the orders 
at issue in the petition for rehearing and in the pursued appeals were 
argued in the Petition for Writ of Certiorari. I did not focus on issues which 
may have no merit, and only focused on the majorly important issues. 
Therefore nothing was omitted which even required sending back the 
Petition over a missing order, which non exists. All orders were in JA.

Judgment/Order in a Criminal/Civil Case of
The United States District Court for
The Middle District of North Carolina
entered March 2nd, 
2022.................................................................................. 6

TEXT Judgment/Order in a Criminal/Civil Case of
The United States District Court for
The Middle District of North Carolina
NOTE: Docket sheet printout of TEXT ORDER with highlight)
entered April 21st, 
2022.................................................................................. 21 

The order which Clayton Higgins claimed was missing from the 
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appendix is in pages 6-9 of the Joint Appendix, the very appendix which was
rejected by Clayton Higgins. I can't believe he missed that order, even 
though it was in the very Appendix he rejected.

Let us examine the two additional TEXT ORDERS from the COURT in
page 21, and that proves all orders at issue and not at issue were in the 
Appendix. Nothing was omitted. Rule 14.1 was complied with in the 
originally mailed petition. All was complied with, appendix did have it.

Here is a copy and paste from the two TEXT ORDERS on page 21 of 
the Joint Appendix:

TEXT ORDER denying 301 Motion for Reconsideration. 
Petitioner has filed a motion (Docket Entry 301) requesting that 
the Court reconsider an Order directing the Government to file a 
response to Petitioner's motion brought pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 
2255 and denying the appointment of a special master, a change 
of venue, the appointment of counsel, and the adoption of special 
filing procedures. Petitioner has failed to provide good cause or an
adequate reason for the relief requested. The motion is therefore 
denied. Issued by MAG/JUDGE JOEL. WEBSTER on 4/21/2022. 
(Lee, Pedra) (Entered: 04/21/2022)
TEXT ORDER denying 309. Emergency Motion for Extension of 
Time or Delay the Time for the Government to Respond to 
Petitioner's §2255 motion. Petitioner has filed a motion (Docket 
Entry 309) requesting that the Court delay or extend the 
Government's deadline for responding to his motion brought 
pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 2255. Petitioner has failed to provide 
good cause or an adequate reason for the relief requested. The 
motion is therefore denied. Issued by MAG/JUDGE JOEL. 
WEBSTER on 4/21/2022. (Lee, Pedra) (Entered: 04/21 /2022)

The record is there, it was in the JOINT APPENDIX which Clayton Higgins 
acted as though it did not exist or acted as though it was not a FINAL 
ORDER when the interlocutory appeals (non-final orders) were consolidated 
and all orders involving the final decision from the Fourth Circuit were all 
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included in the Appendix.

Let me cite an excerpt from the U.S. Court of Appeals OPINION of the 
two text orders and the 3-page order on page 9 of the JA Joint Appendix, all 
at issue in the appeal cases consolidated and were in the very Appendix and 
Certiorari petition. Rule 14.1 was complied with, Clayton R. Higgins WAS 
WRONG, he erroneously or illegally blocked my petition.

Here is the CITATION (JA 3):

Brian David Hill seeks to appeal the district court’s orders 
denying his motions for appointment of a special master and 
appointment of counsel, his motion to reconsider, and his motion 
to extend time for the Government to respond to his 28 U.S.C. § 
2255 motion.

Joint Appendix page 3. That would be referencing three orders.

The citation and the orders are all in the appendix and here are the 
locations since Higgins did not think all orders were properly appended in 
the appendix before originally being mailed off.

Brian David Hill seeks to appeal the district court’s orders 
denying his motions for appointment of a special master and 
appointment of counsel (Page 3 of JA), his motion to reconsider 
(Page 21 of JA), and his motion to extend time for the 
Government to respond to his 28 U.S.C. § 2255 motion (Page 21 of
JA).

Clayton R. Higgins is demanding appending a “FINAL ORDER' from 
the District Court which does not exist and is outside the scope of the orders 
at issue in the final ruling from the U.S. Court of Appeals. Higgins is making
a demand of something which is impossible and not required by Rule 14.1, 
those requirement had already been met and he goes above and beyond the 
requirements to set new requirements or new rules which aren't even 
codified in the Rules of the Supreme Court. A clerk does not have a right to 
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individually make an interpretation to block filing a pleading, and make a 
personal amendment to a rule for one particular litigant. If they were 
allowed to do that, the rules would not be necessary as many would be 
blocked from filing Certiorari petitions, and no justice would be able to see 
what is being filed, most to all would likely be blocked by the clerks. That is 
illegal under 18 U.S. Code § 2071 - Concealment, removal, or mutilation 
generally. A clerk cannot just become a self appointed rule maker to make a 
last minute rule which is not even codified as an excuse to block a Certiorari 
petition. It would be very messy to have clerks self appoint themselves as 
rule makers to make or change the rules at any time at any basis and not 
even write them down to be codified as law, except in a one page letter with 
a self-made excuse as to why a petition has to be blocked while making an 
impossible demand which the rule cited doesn't even require such.

This FAX letter is necessary, Roberta Hill's emails to the PIO are 
necessary because this self appointed rule-maker has decided to block my 
Petition for a Writ of Certiorari by making a new rule for the Supreme Court
that interlocutory appeals are now not allowed but only a final order, and 
that rule is likely not being self created for other litigants here. This is 
ILLEGAL. I have been robbed of $20 POSTAGE FROM THE UPS private 
postal service by you returning my filings under a false pretense.

I would like to request that I be reimbursed for my wasted postage of 
$20 by UPS, by this wrongful returning of my attempted filings back to me 
over an issue which does not exist. Clayton Higgins was wrong and he cited 
a portion of the Rule 14.1 which does not even justify his excuse for 
returning my filings back to me in a mail box. He should have filed them 
because that excuse does not justify blocking my filings. My filings did 
comply with 14.1, and 14.1(i).

Anyways I would like to request that you email my mother 
rbhill67@comcast.net and/or rbhill67@justiceforuswgo.nl a return postage 
label with confirming receipt at the dock of the U.S. Supreme Court as I had 
originally paid for with UPS. I paid for postage to send to the Supreme Court
and paid for adult signature confirmation, meaning that only an adult can 
sign for the package containing my pleadings being mailed to you for filing.
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I would like to be reimbursed on my wasted postage and mail the 
pleadings back to you. I would like for Clayton R. Higgins to apologize to me 
for his error in blocking my petition over a non-existent reason. I would like 
my postage either to be reimbursed or that I can tape the box back up and 
mail them back to you as RETURN TO SENDER or that you give us a label 
to affix to the box to mail back to you.

I am willing to forgive you all for this error and not press charges or 
lawsuits against you. I understand maybe you worked very hard that day 
and wasn't thinking clearly, human error and all of that.

I ask that the Supreme Court rectify this issue, and escalate this to the
supervisor of Clayton R. Higgins. Please do not give this letter directly to 
Higgins but to his SUPERVISOR AT ONCE. I would like his supervisor to 
rectify this issue otherwise my DUE PROCESS OF LAW under the Fifth 
Amendment has been violated, AGAIN.

So please do not cover up anything this time. Where We Go One, We Go All.

God bless you,
Brian D. Hill

Ally of Q, Former news reporter of U.S.W.G.O. Alternative News
310 Forest Street, Apartment 2

Martinsville, Virginia 24112
(276) 790-3505

JusticeForUSWGO.NL or JusticeForUSWGO.wordpress.com
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Brian David Hill 
310 Fore st Street 
Apt. 2 

SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES 
OFFICE OF THE CLERK 

WASHINGTON, DC 20543-0001 

November 10, 2022 

Martinsville, VA 24112 

RE: Hill v. United States 
USAP4 Nos. 22-6325 and 22-6501 

Dear Mr. Hill: 

The above-entitled petition for writ of certiorari was postmarked November 7, 2022 and 
received November 10, 2022. The papers are returned for the following reason(s): 

The appendix to the petition does not contain the following documents required by 
Rule 14.l(i): 

The opinion of the United States district court must be appended (final order). 

Please correct and resubmit as soon as possible. Unless the petition is submitted to 
this Office in corrected form within 60 days of the date of this letter, the petition will 
not be filed. Rule 14.5. 

A copy of the corrected petition must be served on opposing counsel. 

When making the required corrections to a petition, no change to the substance of the 
petition may be made. 

Enclosures 

Sincerely, 
Scott S. Harris, Cler 

By: ~ · ; .-· 

Clayton R. Higgins, r. 
(202) 479-3019 
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UNPUBLISHED 
 

UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS 
FOR THE FOURTH CIRCUIT 

 
 

No. 22-6325 
 

 
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, 
 
   Plaintiff - Appellee, 
 
  v. 
 
BRIAN DAVID HILL, 
 
   Defendant - Appellant. 
 

 
 

No. 22-6501 
 

 
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, 
 
   Plaintiff - Appellee, 
 
  v. 
 
BRIAN DAVID HILL, 
 
   Defendant - Appellant. 
 

 
 
Appeals from the United States District Court for the Middle District of North Carolina, at 
Greensboro.  Thomas D. Schroeder, Chief District Judge.  (1:13-cr-00435-TDS-1; 1:22-
cv-00074-TDS-JLW) 

 
 
Submitted:  August 18, 2022 Decided:  August 23, 2022 
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Before WYNN, THACKER, and HEYTENS, Circuit Judges. 

 
 
Dismissed by unpublished per curiam opinion. 

 
 
Brian David Hill, Appellant Pro Se.

 
 
Unpublished opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit. 
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PER CURIAM: 
 

Brian David Hill seeks to appeal the district court’s orders denying his motions for 

appointment of a special master and appointment of counsel, his motion to reconsider, and 

his motion to extend time for the Government to respond to his 28 U.S.C. § 2255 motion.  

This court may exercise jurisdiction only over final orders, 28 U.S.C. § 1291, and certain 

interlocutory and collateral orders, 28 U.S.C. § 1292; Fed. R. Civ. P. 54(b); Cohen v. 

Beneficial Indus. Loan Corp., 337 U.S. 541, 545-46 (1949).  The orders Hill seeks to appeal 

are neither final orders nor appealable interlocutory or collateral orders.  Accordingly, we 

dismiss the appeals for lack of jurisdiction.  We dispense with oral argument because the 

facts and legal contentions are adequately presented in the materials before this court and 

argument would not aid the decisional process. 

DISMISSED 
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FILED: August 23, 2022 
 

 
UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS  

FOR THE FOURTH CIRCUIT  

___________________ 

No. 22-6325 (L) 
(1:13-cr-00435-TDS-1) 
___________________ 

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
 
                     Plaintiff - Appellee 
 
v. 
 
BRIAN DAVID HILL 
 
                     Defendant - Appellant 

 
___________________ 

 
No. 22-6501 

(1:13-cr-00435-TDS-1)  
(1:22-cv-00074-TDS-JLW)  

___________________ 
  
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
 
                     Plaintiff - Appellee 
 
v. 
 
BRIAN DAVID HILL 
 
                     Defendant - Appellant 
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___________________ 

J U D G M E N T 
___________________ 

 In accordance with the decision of this court, this appeal is dismissed. 

 This judgment shall take effect upon issuance of this court's mandate in 

accordance with Fed. R. App. P. 41.  

      /s/ PATRICIA S. CONNOR, CLERK 
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FILED:  July 28, 2022 
 

UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS 
FOR THE FOURTH CIRCUIT  

___________________ 

No. 22-6325 (L) 
(1:13-cr-00435-TDS-1) 
___________________ 

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
 
                     Plaintiff - Appellee 
 
v. 
 
BRIAN DAVID HILL 
 
                     Defendant - Appellant 

 
___________________ 

 
No. 22-6501 

(1:13-cr-00435-TDS-1)  
(1:22-cv-00074-TDS-JLW)  

___________________ 
  
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
 
                     Plaintiff - Appellee 
 
v. 
 
BRIAN DAVID HILL 
 
                     Defendant – Appellant 
  

___________________ 
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O R D E R 
___________________ 

 The court consolidates Case No. 22-6325 and Case No. 22-6501.  

      For the Court--By Direction 

      /s/ Patricia S. Connor, Clerk 
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FILED:  October 24, 2022 
 

UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS 
FOR THE FOURTH CIRCUIT  

___________________ 

No. 22-6325 (L) 
(1:13-cr-00435-TDS-1) 
___________________ 

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
 
                     Plaintiff - Appellee 
 
v. 
 
BRIAN DAVID HILL 
 
                     Defendant - Appellant 

 
___________________ 

 
No. 22-6501 

(1:13-cr-00435-TDS-1)  
(1:22-cv-00074-TDS-JLW)  

___________________ 
  
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
 
                     Plaintiff - Appellee 
 
v. 
 
BRIAN DAVID HILL 
 
                     Defendant – Appellant 
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___________________ 
 

O R D E R 
___________________ 

 The court denies the petition for rehearing and rehearing en banc. No judge 

requested a poll under Fed. R. App. P. 35 on the petition for rehearing en banc.  

 Entered at the direction of the panel: Judge Wynn, Judge Thacker, and  

Judge Heytens.  

      For the Court 

      /s/ Patricia S. Connor, Clerk 
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