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v. 
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of Colorado; and State Judicial Officers Acting in Their Official 

Capacity, Respondents. 
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Joshua Abrams, Pro Se | abramslive@gmail.com |720-910-4829 

1881 E 112th Pl,  Northglenn Colorado 80233 

Case Number: 
               
Division:         Courtroom  

Emergency Application for Injunctive Relief 

​

Applicant respectfully submits this Emergency Application for Injunctive Relief 

pursuant to Rule 22 of the Rules of the Supreme Court of the United States. 

Applicant seeks an emergency injunction enjoining enforcement of final state and 

lower federal court decisions entered in the States of New Jersey, Pennsylvania, and 

Colorado, and seeks a broader injunction barring any further judicial retaliation, 

denial of fee waivers, or procedural sabotage stemming from the improper 

application of judicial immunity doctrines or extrajudicial judicial records 

("permanent reputational records") not subject to due process review. Applicant 

also respectfully seeks the issuance of a rule or order requiring lower courts to 

accept motions for reconsideration of judicial misconduct with a mandatory 

hearing before a different judge when supported by a prima facie showing of bias, 
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fraud, or retaliation, and for such actions to be excluded from immunity protection 

under Ex parte Young. 

Applicant is a disabled, indigent, pro se litigant with multiple pending legal matters 

involving constitutional, civil rights, and ADA claims. Despite following all 

procedural rules, Applicant has suffered repeated instances of judicial misconduct, 

bad faith sanctions, denial of accommodations, and extrajudicial bias, causing 

irreparable harm to liberty, property, and health. The courts involved include state 

courts in New Jersey, Pennsylvania, and Colorado, as well as corresponding federal 

district courts. Applicant has exhausted or attempted to exhaust every available 

channel for relief, only to find judicial immunity and systemic bias blocking every 

avenue. 

Immediate relief is necessary to prevent further irreparable harm, including 

imminent eviction, denial of disability-related accommodations, and ongoing denial 

of access to court through unconstitutional gatekeeping. As established in Winter v. 

Natural Resources Defense Council, 555 U.S. 7 (2008), injunctive relief is proper 

where the movant shows (1) likelihood of success on the merits, (2) irreparable 

harm, (3) the balance of equities tips in their favor, and (4) the injunction is in the 

public interest. Applicant satisfies all four: 

Likelihood of Success on the Merits: Applicant presents compelling evidence from 

multiple cases across three jurisdictions demonstrating pervasive violations of the 

Page 3 of 30



First, Seventh, and Fourteenth Amendments, along with the Americans with 

Disabilities Act. These are not isolated incidents but interconnected patterns where 

judges and clerks repeatedly denied access to the courts, obstructed appeals, 

imposed sanctions in violation of statutory exemptions, and refused emergency 

protective relief without legal or factual justification. These actions reflect not only 

individual misconduct but a systemic failure of judicial and administrative 

oversight. Existing constitutional protections and statutory rights for pro se, 

indigent, and disabled litigants are being disregarded under color of law. The claims 

raised are legally sufficient to survive judicial and sovereign immunity under Ex 

parte Young, 209 U.S. 123 (1908), and seek to enjoin ongoing unlawful conduct by 

officials acting outside the bounds of lawful authority. 

Irreparable Harm:  Applicant has been denied meaningful access to judicial review 

in multiple matters, including an urgent attempt to protect an elderly relative from 

financial abuse, and constitutional and statutory claims of discrimination, fraud, 

and retaliation. Fee waivers were denied using extra-judicial logic; appellate rights 

were sabotaged by procedural manipulation; misconduct complaints were 

dismissed without review. Each denial compounds the last, leaving Plaintiff with no 

legal remedy and no avenue to enforce rights or halt ongoing harm. 

Balance of Equities:  Applicant seeks only prospective and narrowly tailored relief: 

to prohibit the continued use of immunity doctrines as a shield for unconstitutional 
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retaliation and to mandate that motions alleging judicial misconduct be reviewed by 

a neutral judge. The requested relief restores, rather than disrupts, the lawful 

operation of the courts. The government has no valid interest in shielding unlawful 

acts from scrutiny. 

Public Interest:  The public interest lies in restoring judicial integrity and enforcing 

protections that already exist for pro se, indigent, and disabled litigants. These 

statutory and constitutional safeguards are being routinely ignored, manipulated, 

or denied outright by courts that now prioritize procedural formalism and 

deference to convenience and ego over justice. This case calls for a reaffirmation of 

equal access to the courts regardless of wealth or representation. At a time when 

public trust in the judiciary is at historic lows, granting relief would send a clear 

message that the rule of law applies equally to the governed and the governing  and 

that the courts exist to serve the people, not protect wealthy or corporate entities. 

Systemic Failure to Modernize:  The judiciary’s continued reliance on outdated 

administrative frameworks, paper-based filing systems, and unchecked 

discretionary practices has created a structural crisis that implicates and violates 

the First, Fifth, and Fourteenth Amendments of the United States Constitution. 

Across the country, litigants—especially those who are indigent, pro se, or 

disabled—face arbitrary denials of due process, inaccessible court procedures, and 
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retaliatory sanctions that have no effective remedy due to the courts’ systemic 

self-policing. 

This dysfunction is not merely a matter of administrative backlog but a 

constitutional failure. The Supreme Court has repeatedly affirmed that access to 

courts is a fundamental right. In Bounds v. Smith, 430 U.S. 817 (1977), the Court held 

that the state must eliminate systemic barriers to meaningful access. In Boddie v. 

Connecticut, 401 U.S. 371 (1971), the Court emphasized that where courts are the 

exclusive avenue for relief, due process prohibits blocking that access. And in 

Haines v. Kerner, 404 U.S. 519 (1972), the Court mandated that pro se litigants 

receive meaningful consideration, not heightened scrutiny or exclusion based on 

technicalities. 

Yet, today’s judicial framework imposes heightened burdens on the very 

populations those rulings were meant to protect. Discretionary denials of fee 

waivers, opaque review processes, and absence of mandatory neutral oversight 

mechanisms have turned the courts into arbitrary gatekeepers rather than 

guardians of constitutional justice. The reliance on judge-created reputational 

records, informal internal communications, and local administrative 

preferences—without standardized review—further erodes equal protection and 

procedural fairness. 
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Moreover, the continued lack of modernization—such as mandatory electronic 

filing access for all parties, standardized procedural forms, and streamlined appeals 

processes—exacerbates inequity. In an era of digital governance, courts that rely on 

mail-only filings, hand-signed motions, and disparate local rules impose 

unconstitutional burdens that fall disproportionately on the most vulnerable. The 

decision in Tennessee v. Lane, 541 U.S. 509 (2004), affirmed that Title II of the ADA 

requires access to courts to be meaningfully available to disabled individuals, and 

by extension, to all disadvantaged litigants. Current practices fail this mandate. 

The doctrine of judicial immunity and the refusal of courts to entertain or 

meaningfully review claims of judicial misconduct without independent oversight 

violates both Mathews v. Eldridge, 424 U.S. 319 (1976) (requiring fair process before 

deprivation of rights), and the foundational principle of Marbury v. Madison, 5 U.S. 

137 (1803), which declared that it is the duty of the judiciary to say what the law 

is—not to insulate itself from it. 

Finally, under Monell v. Department of Social Services, 436 U.S. 658 (1978), systemic 

customs, practices, and policies that result in constitutional deprivations are 

actionable under 42 U.S.C. § 1983. When state court systems adopt informal 

procedures or refuse to modernize in ways that knowingly deny constitutional 

rights, they are not exercising discretion—they are enforcing an unconstitutional 
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policy. The cumulative result is a nationwide erosion of judicial integrity, access, 

and equality—an unsustainable crisis that demands immediate remedy. 

The systemic failure of courts to modernize their operations—resulting in 

overburdened dockets, procedural delays, and entrenched discrimination against 

pro se litigants—has been widely recognized as a constitutional and operational 

crisis. This assessment is supported by multiple independent analyses, including 

The Pew Charitable Trusts, “How Courts Embraced Technology, Met the Pandemic 

Challenge, and Revolutionized Their Operations” (Dec. 1, 2021); Thomson Reuters 

Institute, “2023 State of the Courts Report: Moving Toward Modernization” (Feb. 16, 

2023); and Center for American Progress, “Structural Reforms to the Federal 

Judiciary” (May 7, 2019), all of which are available upon request. 

Legal Authority Supporting Emergency Relief  This emergency application is 

grounded in constitutional guarantees, statutory mandates, and binding precedent 

that compel immediate injunctive relief to halt ongoing violations of Plaintiff’s rights 

as a pro se, indigent, and disabled litigant. Across New Jersey, Pennsylvania, and 

Colorado, state and federal courts have denied access to justice, imposed 

retaliatory sanctions, and obstructed procedural protections, violating the First, 

Fifth, Seventh, and Fourteenth Amendments, the Americans with Disabilities Act 

(ADA), and 42 U.S.C. § 1983. The following legal framework, supported by Exhibits 

A–N, satisfies the requirements for injunctive relief under Winter v. Natural 
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Resources Defense Council, 555 U.S. 7 (2008): likelihood of success, irreparable 

harm, balance of equities, and public interest.  

Multiple independent reports, including those by The Pew Charitable Trusts, 

confirm that over 30 million pro se litigants annually face systemic access barriers 

in courts across the United States. This is not an isolated phenomenon but a 

widespread constitutional crisis that disproportionately harms the most 

vulnerable—particularly the indigent, disabled, and self-represented—by denying 

them equal protection and meaningful access to justice. 

Constitutional Violations of Court Access and Due Process  First Amendment: The 

right to petition for redress of grievances includes unimpeded judicial access 

(Christopher v. Harbury, 536 U.S. 403 (2002)). Plaintiff faced retaliatory sanctions 

(e.g., $5,000 in Abrams v. Isolda, Exhibit A) and procedural obstructions (e.g., 

rejected filings, Exhibit M) after raising judicial misconduct and seeking recusal, 

chilling protected expression. 

Fifth and Fourteenth Amendments: Due process requires fair access to transcripts, 

appeals, and dockets (Griffin v. Illinois, 351 U.S. 12 (1956)). Courts denied fee waivers 

despite Plaintiff’s documented indigency and disability (Exhibits F, N), coerced 

settlements (Abrams v. E. Research Technologies), and stalled cases for over 90 days 

(In re Lucille Nassman, Exhibit N), violating Boddie v. Connecticut, 401 U.S. 371 (1971). 

The Mathews v. Eldridge balancing test, 424 U.S. 319 (1976), confirms these denials 
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create a high risk of erroneous deprivation without procedural safeguards. Equal 

protection is also violated by systemic discrimination against pro se litigants, who 

are denied e-filing and face stricter standards than attorneys (Exhibits I, M), with 

no countervailing justification (Shapiro v. Thompson, 394 U.S. 618 (1969)). 

Seventh Amendment: Unilateral cancellation of jury trials without notice or consent 

(Abrams v. Lemonade Insurance, Exhibits B–D) undermines constitutional 

protections and shields misconduct from impartial review. 

Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA): Title II (42 U.S.C. §§ 12131–12134) and Section 

504 of the Rehabilitation Act (29 U.S.C. § 794) mandate court accommodations for 

disabled litigants (Tennessee v. Lane, 541 U.S. 509 (2004)). Courts refused Plaintiff’s 

requests for accessible formats and processing delays (Exhibits F, N), violating 42 

U.S.C. § 12203’s prohibition on retaliation. 

42 U.S.C. § 1983: Judicial and clerical obstruction (Exhibits F–M) constitutes a 

pattern of depriving federal rights under color of law (Monell v. Department of 

Social Services, 436 U.S. 658 (1978)). Hypertechnical rejections of pro se filings 

(Exhibit M) violate leniency standards for pro se litigants (Haines v. Kerner, 404 U.S. 

519 (1972); Johnson v. Avery, 393 U.S. 483 (1969)). 

Judicial immunity does not bar injunctive relief for constitutional violations (Pulliam 

v. Allen, 466 U.S. 522 (1984)) or non-judicial acts like clerical sabotage (Forrester v. 
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White, 484 U.S. 219 (1988)) and extrajudicial reputational records (Mireles v. Waco, 

502 U.S. 9 (1991)). Plaintiff’s claims under Ex parte Young, 209 U.S. 123 (1908), target 

ongoing unlawful conduct by judicial officers, such as sanctions violating N.J. Ct. R. 

1:4-8(f) (Exhibit A) and transcript obstruction (Exhibit I). Verizon Md., Inc. v. Public 

Serv. Comm’n, 535 U.S. 635 (2002), affirms federal jurisdiction to enjoin. 

The judiciary’s self-policing framework, coupled with Congress’s failure to enact 

independent oversight, creates an unconstitutional system where judicial abuses go 

unchecked, violating separation of powers (Marbury v. Madison, 5 U.S. 137 (1803)). 

Plaintiff’s experiences—retaliatory sanctions, denied fee waivers, and extrajudicial 

reputational records (Exhibits A, I, N)—reflect systemic barriers to access (Bounds v. 

Smith, 430 U.S. 817 (1977); Lewis v. Casey, 518 U.S. 343 (1996)). Pro se litigants face a 

dual-track system, denied e-filing and subjected to unpublished standards (Exhibits 

I, M), constituting state-sponsored discrimination (Gideon v. Wainwright, 372 U.S. 

335 (1963); M.L.B. v. S.L.J., 519 U.S. 102 (1996)). Immediate third-party judicial review 

is necessary to restore due process and public trust. 

Conclusion :The Petitioner brings this emergency application not merely as an 

individual seeking relief, but as a representative example of a broader national crisis 

affecting millions of pro se, indigent, and disabled litigants. The systemic denial of 

access to justice through retaliatory sanctions, extrajudicial bias, administrative 

obstruction, and discriminatory procedural rules amounts to an unconstitutional 
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collapse of judicial accountability. When courts operate without neutral oversight, 

block access through gatekeeping, and weaponize immunity, the core guarantees of 

the constitution and its Amendments are rendered hollow. 

The Constitution does not permit “injustice by inconvenience.” A judiciary that 

refuses to modernize, that shields itself from review, and that punishes those who 

seek redress is not acting within lawful bounds. This Court has the authority—and 

the duty—to intervene under Ex parte Young, Pulliam v. Allen, Marbury v. Madison, 

and Bounds v. Smith. Without such intervention, the Petitioner and others similarly 

situated face irreversible harm and systemic exclusion from the courts. 

Accordingly, Petitioner respectfully requests that the Honorable Justice Gorsuch 

grant this emergency application and issue the relief described herein, to uphold 

the Constitution, restore public trust, and prevent further irreparable harm. 

REQUEST FOR RELIEF  : Petitioner respectfully requests that this Court declare 

the following systemic practices and policies unconstitutional and incompatible 

with the guarantees of the First, Fifth, and Fourteenth Amendments: 

1.​ That the imposition of sanctions, excessive monetary penalties, or coercive appeal 

bonds upon indigent, disabled, or pro se litigants in response to lawful filings or 

protected activity violates the rights to petition, due process, and equal protection. 
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2.​ That the widespread rejection of filings, denial of docket access, and obstruction of 

court participation through clerical or procedural gatekeeping deprives 

disadvantaged litigants of their constitutional right to access the courts. 

3.​ That the use of undisclosed extrajudicial reputational records or internal clerical 

commentary to evaluate or discredit filings from self-represented individuals 

constitutes a due process violation and undermines the integrity of proceedings. 

4.​ That granting attorneys exclusive access to electronic filing systems, automated 

notifications, and standardized tools, while relegating pro se litigants to outdated 

and inconsistent paper-based procedures, constitutes systemic discrimination 

without legal justification. 

5.​ That the current model of judicial self-policing, in which allegations of misconduct 

are reviewed by the same judiciary accused of wrongdoing without neutral 

oversight, violates separation of powers and due process, and contributes to 

systemic and irreparable harm. 

6.​ Declare that the routine dismissal and non-investigation of judicial and attorney 

misconduct complaints by oversight bodies, through rubber-stamping and summary 

denials, is unconstitutional, violating the First and Fourteenth Amendments by 

denying meaningful redress, due process, and public accountability. 

Injunctive Relief 

1.​ Enjoin all courts from enforcing sanctions or penalties against pro se, indigent, or 

disabled litigants where such actions stem from the exercise of protected 
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constitutional rights, absent clear and convincing findings of bad faith, made by a 

neutral arbiter. 

2.​ Prohibit all courts and court personnel from using reputational histories, 

extrajudicial commentary, or undocumented clerical records to discredit or 

obstruct filings by self-represented litigants without notice, hearing, or due process. 

3.​ Mandate immediate institutional reform, including but not limited to: 

○​ Universal implementation of electronic filing systems accessible to all 

litigants, not restricted to attorneys; 

○​ The creation and adoption of standardized forms and procedures for all 

court levels to ensure consistency and accessibility; 

○​ Automated digital docket tracking and notification systems for all parties to 

reduce reliance on physical mail and arbitrary clerk discretion. 

4.​ Require that all motions alleging judicial bias, obstruction, or misconduct filed by 

self-represented or indigent litigants be reviewed by an impartial third-party judge 

not previously involved in the case, to ensure meaningful oversight. 

5.​ Order that all state and federal courts adopt minimum constitutional safeguards and 

public transparency mechanisms regarding docket accessibility, accommodation for 

disability, fee waiver procedures, and sanctions review to prevent systemic abuse 

and ensure compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act and fundamental 

due process principles. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Joshua Abrams , Pro Se   07-23-2025 
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Affidavit of Joshua Abrams in Support of Emergency Injunction 

I, Joshua Abrams, being duly sworn, affirm under penalty of perjury that the 

following is true and based on my personal knowledge and direct experience as a 

pro se, indigent, and disabled litigant. I have been subjected to a persistent pattern 

of judicial abuse and systemic denial of constitutional rights across multiple 

jurisdictions over the past five years. These events illustrate the urgent need for 

this Court to grant injunctive relief, issue a constitutionally grounded carve-out to 

absolute judicial and attorney immunity, and mandate a neutral, in-case review 

process to address judicial misconduct before irreparable harm occurs. 

In 2020, I filed a disability-based employment discrimination claim in the Court of 

Common Pleas of Philadelphia (Docket No. 2020-03840). I was ordered to exhaust 

remedies through the PHRC, which took two years and resulted in a superficial, 

conclusory decision. When I refiled in the U.S. District Court for the Eastern 
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District of Pennsylvania (Docket No. 2:23-cv-01881-JDW), the assigned judge 

displayed hostility toward the timeline and erroneously suggested my disability 

stemmed from substance abuse like alcoholism, without inquiry or evidence to 

recklessly suggest reason to dismiss or not apply disability protections. The judge 

then cited Plaintiff’s access to PACER as a basis to claim that any confusion or lack 

of notice regarding specific filings was waived—despite Plaintiff’s status as a 

first-time, self-represented litigant unfamiliar with PACER’s interface. When 

Plaintiff expressed confusion about not receiving or locating a critical document 

that affected the ability to respond meaningfully, the Court used PACER access as 

presumptive proof of notice. After discovering the document, Plaintiff promptly 

moved to resubmit the prior response with the now-available information, but the 

motion was denied. The court’s reasoning disregarded Plaintiff’s pro se status and 

technical limitations, and the denial functionally penalized Plaintiff for procedural 

good faith. The case ended in a coerced, misclassified settlement that diminished 

its value. The tone, conduct, and rulings in this case demonstrated a clear pattern 

of bias and retaliation for attempting to follow lawful process. 

Shortly after, I filed a legal malpractice and abuse-of-process suit in New Jersey 

Superior Court (Docket No. L-001628-20) against an attorney who suppressed 

settlement offers and extended litigation and abused processes for personal 

financial gain. The judge acknowledged the case was not frivolous, but sanctioned 

me $5,000 for seeking reconsideration and recusal based on documented bias and 
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conflicts. (See Exhibit A.) These motions were procedurally proper and legally 

grounded. Despite a valid fee waiver and disability status, the sanction was issued in 

violation of N.J. Ct. R. 1:4-8(f), which exempts pro se litigants from monetary 

penalties. The Appellate Division (Docket No. A-561-23) summarily affirmed without 

addressing these protections. 

When I submitted a Petition for Certification to the New Jersey Supreme Court 

(Docket No. 090809), it was returned with demands for expensive formatting and 

binding. Despite filing ADA accommodation and indigency-based waiver requests, 

the petition was never docketed or reviewed, blocking access entirely. (See Exhibit 

M.) This vertical collapse of judicial access—from trial court through the highest 

court—was not based on legal merit, but on discriminatory and retaliatory misuse 

of procedural formality. 

In 2024, I rented a basement unit in Denver, Colorado, which lacked proper 

licensing and had a gas stove improperly installed next to the boiler without 

exterior ventilation. This led to gas exposure, verified through blood tests and vet 

records after my service animal collapsed. The fire department, influenced by the 

landlord, issued misleading reports suggesting mental instability. I filed suit in 

Denver County Court (Docket No. 24C00574), but the judge dismissed emergency 

motions and pressured a premature, undercompensated settlement. 
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I also sued Lemonade Insurance (Docket No. 24C01057) for denying covered living 

expenses. The judge in that case cursed at me, ignored filings, removed a previously 

scheduled jury trial (Exhibit B, C, D), and imposed a $23,000 sanction with a $6,000 

appeal bond (Exhibit J). Appeals were denied without access to audio or transcripts 

(Exhibit H), which clerks later admitted were intentionally withheld (Exhibit I). I was 

told by staff that pro se litigants are subject to stricter treatment under internal 

orders. This series of acts shows a retaliatory and discriminatory environment 

allowed to thrive under the cloak of immunity. (See also Exhibits E–G) 

Finally, in 2024, I attempted to file a Chancery probate action in Middlesex County, 

New Jersey, to protect my elderly grandmother, Lucille Nassman, from fiduciary 

abuse by the current power of attorney. The judge denied my fee waiver not based 

on submitted financial records, but on an outdated text message about a closed 

account. I submitted two more waivers and supporting evidence, but the case was 

never docketed. (See Exhibit N.) I filed a related federal complaint (Docket No. 

3:25-cv-03038-ZNQ), but the court has taken no action in over 90 days despite 

emergency motions and follow-up.  

The delay further evidences retaliatory inaction rooted in the misuse of informal 

and unregulated judicial records—records that operate as backchannel gossip 

networks rather than lawful case files. These internal notes, shared between judges 

and clerks without notice or due process, appear to brand litigants with 
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stigmatizing labels like “mental health case,” “problematic,” or “abuses process.” 

Such extrajudicial characterizations are not based on the record but on bias, 

retaliation, and disdain for prior protected activity. In Plaintiff’s case, this 

weaponized narrative has been used to justify discriminatory treatment, deny ADA 

accommodations, and obstruct access to justice solely because of past filings that 

challenged judicial or attorney misconduct. This is not recordkeeping—it is 

coordinated defamation under color of law. 

These cases and the attached Exhibits A through N demonstrate systemic 

retaliation and denial of access based not on merit, but on status and classification. 

Judicial immunity is now used to avoid doing the job, not to protect those who do. 

Secret internal bias replaces neutral review, and procedural technicalities replace 

substance. 

Plaintiff would pursue formal complaints against the judges and officials 

responsible for these unconstitutional actions, but the current legal framework 

renders such efforts inherently self-defeating. Attempting to file judicial 

misconduct complaints or initiate civil actions without first securing approval or 

clarification from this Court would almost certainly result in those filings being 

labeled as “frivolous,” “duplicative,” or “abusive,” solely because judicial and attorney 

immunity doctrines are presumed to apply. This creates a retaliatory and chilling 

effect that obstructs even the right to petition for redress of grievances. Plaintiff is 
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thus placed in a constitutional Catch-22: either remain silent and accept ongoing 

injustice, or risk sanctions and reputational harm for merely asserting legitimate 

claims. Without clear intervention from this Court, the system ensures that 

accountability is both procedurally and practically impossible—leaving victims of 

judicial abuse without any lawful path to seek remedy or review. 

My affidavit is not a personal grievance but documentation of a systemic pattern 

harming millions of disabled, indigent, and self-represented Americans. Relief from 

this Court is necessary to restore constitutional balance, reaffirm protections 

under Ex parte Young, 209 U.S. 123 (1908), and establish mandatory in-case review 

when allegations of judicial abuse are raised. 

I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct. 

Executed this ___ day of ______, 2025.​

 Signed: _________________________​

 Joshua Abrams 
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MOTION FOR LEAVE TO PROCEED IN FORMA PAUPERIS 

Pursuant to Supreme Court Rule 39 and 28 U.S.C. § 1915, the Applicant respectfully moves for 

leave to proceed in forma pauperis in connection with the accompanying Emergency Application 

for Injunctive Relief under Supreme Court Rule 22. 

Applicant is indigent and unable to pay the filing fees or costs associated with submitting this 

Application. Due to ongoing financial hardship, Applicant is submitting only a single printed copy 

of the Application and accompanying documents, and respectfully requests that the Clerk and 

reviewing Justice accept the submission as sufficient for filing and review under the applicable 

rules governing pro se, indigent, and disabled litigants. 

A declaration in support of this motion is attached and made under penalty of perjury, pursuant 

to 28 U.S.C. § 1746. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Joshua Abrams   07-23-2025 
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DECLARATION OF INDIGENCY IN SUPPORT OF MOTION TO 
PROCEED IN FORMA PAUPERIS 

​

I, Joshua Abrams, declare under penalty of perjury that the following is true and 

correct to the best of my knowledge: I am the Applicant in the above-captioned 

matter and submit this declaration in support of my Motion for Leave to Proceed in 

Forma Pauperis. I am currently indigent and unable to pay the filing fees required to 

submit this Emergency Application for Injunctive Relief to the United States 

Supreme Court.  I am a former ward of the court at age 15 escaping toxic homelife, 

having aged out of the foster care and group home system at age 18 without 

housing, family, or financial support. I have no immediate family, no financial safety 

net, and no one to rely on for emergency needs. 
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I have no current income or employment. I recently exhausted the last of my 

unemployment benefits in June of 2025. I currently am approved for Medicaid and 

SNAP (food stamp) benefits, and I rely entirely on public assistance for survival. 

I have no active bank accounts with usable funds, no property, one personal vehicle 

valued under $3,000 I might have to live in, and no savings. I am not currently 

applying for Social Security Disability benefits, though I previously collected SSI 

benefits from approximately 2013 through 2017 due to mental health and 

trauma-related conditions. 

I am engaged in multiple pending civil matters. Some of these actions may 

eventually result in relief, but as of the moment of filing am in abject poverty. 

The present application has been prepared entirely by me, as a pro se litigant, and I 

am submitting it with only one printed copy due to the prohibitive cost of 

duplicating, binding, or formatting required by formal Supreme Court submission 

guidelines. I respectfully request that the Court waive such requirements due to my 

disabled and indigent status to grant leave to proceed in forma pauperis based on 

my documented and ongoing challenges. 

I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct. 

Joshua Abrams   07-24-2025 
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MOTION FOR REASONABLE ACCOMMODATION AND REQUEST FOR 
ALTERNATIVE FILING RELIEF 

 

​

Petitioner, Joshua Abrams, respectfully moves this Court to grant reasonable 

accommodation under the Americans with Disabilities Act, 42 U.S.C. § 12132, and to 

waive strict compliance with certain Supreme Court filing requirements due to his 

status as an indigent and disabled litigant. 

Petitioner is unable to afford multiple bound paper copies, color covers, or 

professional formatting required for formal submissions, nor does he have access to 

the means necessary to comply with these procedural formalities. Petitioner suffers 

from documented disabilities and chronic financial hardship, which significantly 

impair his ability to meet such technical filing obligations. 
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This request is made in good faith and is directly related to the constitutional and 

statutory issues raised in the accompanying Application, which challenges, among 

other things, systemic discrimination and barriers faced by indigent and disabled 

litigants. Petitioner respectfully requests that the Court or the Clerk: 

1.​ Accept the enclosed submission as filed in its current form, without requiring 

multiple copies, bindings, or color formatting; 

2.​ Permit alternative compliance through scanned PDF or electronic 

transmission, should further documentation be required; 

3.​ Provide any necessary direction for formal acceptance or docketing of this 

emergency Application consistent with Petitioner's rights under the ADA and 

the Due Process Clause. 

WHEREFORE, Petitioner respectfully requests that the Court or Clerk grant this 

Motion for Reasonable Accommodation and allow this Application to proceed 

without prejudice due to technical noncompliance stemming from disability and 

indigency. 

Joshua Abrams   07-24-2025 
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APPENDIX TO EMERGENCY APPLICATION FOR INJUNCTIVE RELIEF 

​

The following exhibits are submitted in support of Petitioner Joshua Abrams’ 

Emergency Application for Injunctive Relief. These documents, arranged in strict 

chronological order, present irrefutable evidence of systemic retaliation, targeted 

discrimination against pro se and indigent litigants, and a pattern of judicial and 

administrative misconduct designed to obstruct justice. The record reflects the use 

of punitive sanctions, strategic denials of access, and procedural sabotage aimed at 

chilling the exercise of constitutional rights and preventing higher court review. 

Rather than correct manifest legal error or respond to valid complaints, courts and 

oversight bodies across multiple jurisdictions acted in concert to protect bad 

actors, conceal judicial abuse, and punish Plaintiff for asserting fundamental legal 

and constitutional protections and the inherent rights of Pro Se , Indigent, and 

disabled parties of access to the courts.  
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Index; 

Exhibit A – $5,000 Sanction Against Disabled Pro Se Litigant​
 September 25, 2023 | NJ Superior Court | Docket: L-001628-20 | A-561-23  

Exhibit B – Court Order Setting Jury Trial​
 October 24, 2024 | Denver County Court | Docket: 24C01057 

Exhibit C – Order Removing Jury Trial​
 November 21, 2024 | Denver County Court | Docket: 24C01057 

Exhibit D – Denial of Motion to Reinstate Jury Trial​
 November 21, 2024 | Denver County Court | Docket: 24C01057 

Exhibit E– Order Permitting Inflammatory Discriminatory Slurs against Plaintiff​
 December 10, 2024 | Denver County Court | Docket: 24C01057 

Exhibit F – Denial of Appeal Bond Waiver Despite Indigency and Disability​
 December 26, 2024 | Denver County Court | Docket: 24C01057 

Exhibit G – Judicial Misconduct Complaint Dismissed Without Investigation​
 January 7, 2025 | Colorado Commission on Judicial Discipline 

Exhibit H– Appeal Denied Without Bond Order or Transcript Access​
 January 8, 2025 | Denver County Court Appellate Unit 

Exhibit I– Clerk Email Admitting Transcript Sabotage and False Audio Denial​
 January 16, 2025 | Denver County Court Clerk’s Office 

Exhibit J – $23,000 Sanction and $6,000 Bond Entered After Case Closed​
 April 2025 (motion filed February 2025) | Denver County Court 

Exhibit K – Initial Fee Waiver Denial Based on Temporary Unemployment Income​
 May 14, 2025 | Colorado District Court | Docket: 2025CV372 

Exhibit L – Denial of Alternative Service Based on Indigency​
 June 27, 2025 | Colorado District Court | Docket: 2025CV372 

Exhibit M– NJ Supreme Court Refusal to Accept Petition for Certification​
 June 25, 2025 | New Jersey Supreme Court | Docket: 090809 

Exhibit N– Federal Court Inaction on Emergency Civil Rights Complaint​
 Present | U.S. District Court, District of New Jersey | Docket: 3:25-cv-03038-ZN 
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Exhibit A Order imposing a $5,000 sanction on Petitioner, an indigent and disabled pro se litigant, 

after filing motions for reconsideration and recusal, despite an active fee waiver. The sanction 

disregarded Petitioner’s documented financial hardship and disability status, appearing to penalize 

legitimate legal advocacy. The appellate court summarily affirmed the sanction without addressing 

Petitioner’s arguments, and the state supreme court received a response filled with personal attacks 

rather than substantive legal defenses, highlighting bias in the proceedings. 

Exhibit B Order setting a jury trial in Petitioner’s case, confirming Petitioner’s timely payment of the 

jury fee and proper procedural compliance. This order directly contradicts later claims by the court 

that Petitioner delayed requesting a jury trial. The document shows the trial was initially approved, 

underscoring improper judicial interference in its subsequent removal. 

Exhibit C Order removing Petitioner’s jury trial, claiming a missed deadline, despite evidence of 

prior approval and compliance with procedural requirements. The judge directed defense counsel to 

file the motion to remove the trial, which was not initiated by the defense. This action prevented 

Petitioner from exercising a fundamental right to a jury trial, reflecting judicial overreach. 

Exhibit D Order denying Petitioner’s motion to reinstate the jury trial, based on an incorrect claim 

of a missed deadline. The denial ignored evidence of Petitioner’s timely compliance and the prior 

order setting the trial. This decision further obstructed Petitioner’s access to a fair hearing, 

compounding procedural unfairness. 

Exhibit E Order denying Petitioner’s motion to strike a discriminatory slur (“baby dick retard”) read 

aloud in court by the judge in the presence of defense representatives. The ruling allowed 

inflammatory language with no evidentiary value, demonstrating bias and hostility against Petitioner 

as a disabled litigant. 
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Exhibit F Order denying a $6,000 appeal bond waiver despite Petitioner’s documented indigency 

and disability, issued without explanation or a hearing. The decision blocked Petitioner’s access to 

appellate review and transcript materials, creating an insurmountable financial barrier. This action 

prevented scrutiny of the underlying case issues, including judicial misconduct. 

Exhibit G  Letter dismissing Petitioner’s misconduct complaint against a judge without investigation 

or requesting supporting evidence. The dismissal claimed such issues should be resolved through 

appeals, despite Petitioner facing barriers to appellate access. This reflects a lack of accountability in 

addressing serious allegations of bias and procedural violations. 

Exhibit H Order denying Petitioner’s appeal due to unpaid bond and transcript fees, despite no 

formal bond order being served on Petitioner. The Clerk’s Office independently restricted access to 

transcripts, labeling the appeal as abandoned despite Petitioner’s efforts to comply. This action 

terminated appellate rights through procedural barriers rather than judicial review. 

Exhibit I  Clerk email admitting failure to provide a transcript estimate and incorrectly stating audio 

recordings were unavailable for Petitioner’s case type, despite court policy allowing access. This 

obstruction hindered Petitioner’s ability to pursue an appeal. The email reveals administrative 

barriers that prevented fair access to essential case materials. 

Exhibit J Order by a different judge imposing a $23,000 sanction and $6,000 appeal bond after the 

case was closed, without notice or an opportunity for Petitioner to respond. Collection efforts 

followed, misrepresenting the case as an auto insurance claim to harass Petitioner. These actions 

compounded financial hardship and further restricted access to justice. 

Exhibit K Order denying Petitioner’s fee waiver based on temporary unemployment income, despite 

notification that benefits were ending and evidence of indigency. The court disregarded Petitioner’s 
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financial hardship and housing risks, applying rigid criteria without consideration of actual 

circumstances. This denial blocked access to the court at the outset of litigation. 

Exhibit L Order denying alternative service of process despite Petitioner’s acknowledged indigency, 

stating indigency was not a valid reason for relief. This imposed an unreasonable financial burden, 

requiring Petitioner to pay for private service while homeless or lose the case. The decision 

effectively barred access to justice from the start. 

Exhibit M Order rejecting Petitioner’s petition for certification due to minor formatting issues, such 

as paper size and binding, despite requests for ADA accommodations and fee waivers. The court 

delay and refusal to review urgent issues or allow electronic submission, citing costly physical filing 

requirements Petitioner could not afford. This prevented higher court review. 

Exhibit N Record of inaction on Petitioner’s emergency civil rights complaint and fee waiver, 

delaying protection against elder fraud for over 90 days. The court ignored documented evidence of 

fiduciary misconduct and denied access based on frivolous extra-judicial gossip and sources, despite 

multiple fee waiver requests. This inaction left a vulnerable elderly individual unprotected. 

In Conclusion; The attached exhibits, though individually procedural, collectively reveal a 

systemic collapse of judicial accountability. Judicial immunity was intended to protect 

judges in the fair exercise of their duties—not to shield them from scrutiny when they 

abandon those duties altogether. Yet it has become a tool of evasion, enabling judges and 

clerks to act with impunity and reckless disregard. Procedure has been weaponized to 

punish a disabled, indigent, pro se litigant for merely attempting to assert rights explicitly 

guaranteed by the Constitution and federal law.  
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