IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF MISSOURI
EASTERN DIVISION

}

In the Matter of: }

}

TERRY LEE HINDS, }

Pro se, } CIVIL ACTION

Plaintiff, } FILE NUMBER: 4:17 - CV - 750 AGF

}

-Vs- }

}

“UNITED STATES” GOVERNMENT, }

}

Defendants. }

PLAINTIFF’S NOTICE THAT THE DISTRICT COURT ERRED, AS A MATTER OF LAW &
FACT WITH THE DISTRICT JUDGE ABUSING HER DISCRETION IN THE [AUGUST 18,
2017 RULING] (ECF No. 66) THEREBY EXHIBITING A WORK OF MANIFESTED INJUSTICE
AND PURSUANT TO A RULE 60(b)(1)(4)(6) MOTION, IN CONJUNCTION WITH,
PLAINTIFF’S RULE 54(a) HYBRID MOTION TO RECONSIDER VACATING AN ORDER

TO THE HONORABLE JUDGE OF SAID COURT AND DEFENDANTS:

Please Take Notice and Comes Now, Plaintiff TERRY LEE HINDS, (“Plaintiff”)
appearing Pro se in support of his civil action for rights, privileges, or immunities secured by the
U.S. Constitution and the Rule of Law, thereby to secure, protect and defend Plaintiff’s free
exercise of unalienable rights to life, liberty and pursuit of happiness; providing formal Notice to
all interested parties, whereby submits PLAINTIFF’S NOTICE THAT THE DISTRICT COURT
ERRED, AS A MATTER OF LAW & FACT WITH THE DISTRICT JUDGE ABUSING HER
DISCRETION IN THE [AUGUST 18th, 2017 RULING] (ECF No. 66) THEREBY EXHIBITING A
WORK OF MANIFESTED INJUSTICE. PLAINTIFF MOVES THE COURT PURSUANT TO Fed. R.
Civ. P., RULE 60(b)(1)(4)(6) MOTION, IN CONJUNCTION WITH, PLAINTIFF’'S RULE 54(a)

HYBRID MOTION TO RECONSIDER VACATING AN ORDER and within Plaintiff’s legal and

constitutional rights, and in support of said motions, Plaintiff states or show the Court as follows:
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1). To advance the arguments, evidence and the merits of Plaintiff’s motions and requests,
the Plaintiff submits a Memorandum of Law and Brief in support thereof and, as set forth and
attached hereto and incorporated by reference as if fully set forth herein.

2). The Court issued a “Memorandum and Order” averred as THE COURT'S RULING OF
JULY 11, 2017 aka, or proffered as the Court’s July 11, 2017 Order (“July 11 Order”) without a
nexus in Rule 54(a): “Definition; Form. ‘Judgment’ as used in these rules includes a decree and
any order from which an appeal lies.”.

3). Plaintiff maintains Rule 54(a): Definition; Form. “Judgment” as used in these rules
includes a decree and any order from which an appeal lies, in conjunction with Fed. R. Civ. P.,

Rule 60(b)(1)(4)(6) & Rule 59(e) is controlling law.

4). Plaintiff argues THAT THE DISTRICT COURT ERRED, AS A MATTER OF LAW &
FACT WITH THE DISTRICT JUDGE ABUSING HER DISCRETION IN THE [AUGUST 18th, 2017
RULING] (ECF No. 66) THEREBY EXHIBITING A WORK OF MANIFESTED INJUSTICE.

5). Plaintiff moves the Court PURSUANT TO A RULE 60(b)(1)(4)(6) MOTION, IN

CONJUNCTION WITH, PLAINTIFF’'S RULE 54(a) HYBRID MOTION TO RECONSIDER

VACATING AN ORDER.

6). Plaintiff brings this notice and motions for the issues presented and the assignment of
errors as set forth in Plaintiff’s Memorandum of Law and Brief in Support thereof, addressing:
(1). “This matter is before the Court...”

(2). “Plaintiff argues, inter alia,”” other matters presented but not addressed by this Court

(3). Defendants’ response (ECF No. 59) testing greater leeway not legal sufficiency

(4).”As a final matter” an exceptional circumstance relevant only where it bar adequate redress
““in conjunction with Rule 60(b)(1)(4)(6)

(5).““A Time for Choosing™
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(6). Rule 54(a)(b) which can be used to seek reconsideration of interlocutory orders
(7). A Clear Abuse of Discretion
(8). Plaintiff’s ““enumerated circumstances”™ of Rule 60(b)(1)(4)(6) & now judicial inadvertence
(9). The Law of ““exceptional circumstances” & ““extraordinary remedy”
(10). The Court’s Adjudications as written in (ECF Nos. 8, 18, 29, 36, 42, 55 & 66)
(12). “It is not a vehicle for simple reargument on the merits.”
(12).“The Court mistakenly decided issues outside of those the parties presented for determination”
(13). An artful pretense devises as “carefully reviewed the motion’ but no reference to its brief
(14). The Working Art of Adjudication includes “moot” or “frivolous™
(15). The Exclusion of Evidence constitutes an Exceptional Circumstance, inter alia
(16). The Working Art of Misdirection & Misapplication

7). Plaintiff maintains the statements of issues presented and assignment of errors set forth
herein, are advancing or accordingly, exhibiting a collective work of manifested injustice.

8). These motions seek to manifest a legal ruling and order in accordance with Federal
Rules of Civil Procedure, and within Plaintiff’s legal and constitutional rights, and in support of
Plaintiff’s civil liberties under the U.S. Supreme Court precedent as held in Marbury v. Madison,
5 U.S. (1 Cranch) 137, 163 (1803): “The very essence of civil liberty certainly consists in the
right of every individual to claim the protection of the laws whenever he receives an injury. One
of the first duties of government is to afford that protection.

For the forgoing reasons and legal premises considered, Plaintiff seeks appropriate relief
through these motions and request for the Court to manifest a legal ruling and order in accordance
with Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, and within Plaintiff’s legal and constitutional rights or civil

liberties. Plaintiff respectfully request the Court to grant said relief as set forth herein or in

Plaintiff’s Notice and Motions that the Court Erred - Page 3 of 4 pages
with the District Judge Abusing her Discretion



accordance with established law, the Supreme Court precedent set forth herein or for such other

relief as the Court deems proper.

Respectfully submitted,

TERRY LEE HINDS, Plaintiff, Pro se
438 Leicester Square Drive

Executed this 5th day of September, 2017 Ballwin, Missouri 63021
PH (636) 675-0028

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE AND DELIVERY

| hereby certify that the foregoing was filed this 5™ day of September, 2017 and served upon
Defendants and its U.S. Attorney, by First class postage prepaid, U.S. Certified mail # 7009-0960-
0000-0249-7085 at the following address:

Gregory L. Mokodean Initials
Trial Attorney, Tax Division

U.S. Department of Justice Signatures of
P.O. Box 7238

Washington, D.C. 20044

TERRY LEE HINDS, Pro se, Plaintiff
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