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QUESTIONS PRESENTED FOR REVIEW 

Should a writ of mandamus issue directing the Court of Appeals to 

decide the merits of a motion to recall its appellate mandate on the grounds of after-

discovered fraud on the court, and to avoid a miscarriage of justice, pursuant to this 

Court's precedents? 

Did the Court of Appeals act properly when it subverted the rules of 

appellate procedure, foreclosing Petitioner's access to the court—which effectively 

avoided redress and insulated review of the government's fraud directed upon the 

Ninth Circuit, or did it so clearly abuse its discretion as to justify the drastic and 

extraordinary remedy of issuance of the writ of mandamus? 

Should this Court exercise its inherent authority to address the 

exceptional circumstances of after-discovered fraud perpetrated upon the United 

States Supreme Court—where, in 2010, in opposition to a petition for a writ of 

certiorari, the government's prosecutors intentionally created the false impression 

to the Court, that Petitioner's case was "materially" distinguishable from Chambers 

v. Mississippi, 410 U.S. 284 (1973), when in truth, Petitioner's case may arguably 

exceed the corroboration in Chambers? In these exceptional circumstances, should 

the Court act to purge the record of fraud to protect the integrity of its own process 

and that of the federal courts below? 
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PARTIES TO THE PROCEEDINGS 

Pursuant to Rule 14.1, the following list identifies all of the parties appearing 

here and in the court below. 

The Petitioner here and in the United States Court of Appeals for the 

Ninth Circuit is Taryn Christian. 

Clayton Frank, Director, State of Hawaii Department of Public Safety, 

was the named Respondent in the lower-court proceedings. 

For purposes of this mandamus action, the United States Court of 

Appeals for the Ninth Circuit is the Respondent. 
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