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Question (s) presented

1. Whether, Article 3, section 1, and 2, of the United States Constitution, on doctrine central to the
federal courts structural independence consists of the judicial powers to disregard an unconstitutional
statutes.

2. Whether, separation of powers questions, at this is the narrower ground for adjudication of the
constitutional questions in the case, because the date, due process submission if correct, might dictate a
similar result in a challenge to state federal or constitution law, under the 14th amendment.

3. Whether, the available authority from sister circuit persuades this court that such a result is in fact
correct.

4. Whether, the Florida Supreme Court is in conflict with their own rules, and the rules of the United
States Supreme Courts.

5. Whether, the panel of the Florida Supreme Court conflicts with a decision of the United States
Supreme Court or of Court decision of which petition is addressed and with citation of the conflicting
case or cases consideration by full court is therefore necessary to secure and maintain uniformity of
courts decisions.

6. Whether, the lower courts, stands for the position that there is final agency conduct and appealment
will be allowed a judicial review under purely legal and decisions making of abusive of powers to their
conduct.

7. Whether, the lower courts has duty to not discriminate under 42 U.S.C. section 1985, and purposely
discriminate by violating petitioner civil right that is federally protected. '

8. Whether, this Supreme Court, wants this Supreme Court to act if it were considering the questions for
the first time affording no deference to the decisions of lower Judges and its legal decisions of lower
court on questions of laws are reviewed using this standard.




A List of Parties to the proceeding in the court whose judgment is sought to be reviewed
(unless the caption of the case contains the names of all the parties), and a corporate
disclosure statement as required by rule 29:+ 2 7. &

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

if the petition prepared under Rule 33.1 exceeds 1,500 words or exceed five pages if prepared
under 33.2, a table of contents and a table of cited authorities. The table of contents shall
include items contained in the appendix.
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In the United States petition for writ of certiorari

Petitioner respectfully prays that a writ of certiorari issue to review the judgment below.

[ ]For cases from federal courts:

The opinion of the United States court of appeals appears at Appendix to the petition
and is
[ ]reported at :or

[ ] has been designed for publication but is not yet reported; or,

[ 1is unpublished.

The opinion of the United States District Court appears at appendix to the petition
and is

[ ]reported at , ; or,

[ ]has been designed for publication but is not yet reported; or,

[ ]isunpublished.

[ ']/For cases from state courts:

The opinion of the highest state court to review the merits appears at appendix A to the
petition and is

[ lreported ; or,

[ yas been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or

[ V1is unpublished.

Jurisdiction
’ [ ]For cases from federal courts:

The date on which the United States Court of appeals decided my case was _




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

[ 1Atimely 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

[ 1An extension of time to file the petition for writ of certiorari was granted to and including
(date) on (date) in

appendix No: .

The jurisdiction of this court is invoked under 28 U.S.C. 28 U.S.C. section 1254 (1).

[ 4or cases from state courts:

The date on which the highest state court decided my case was 5//?/ 24 /k

A copy of that decision appears appendix ﬁ .
[ 1A timely petition for rehearing was thereafter denied on the following date:

, and a copy of the order denying rehearing appears

appears at appendix
An extension of time to file petition for 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. section 1257 (a).
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Constitutional and statutory provisions involved

1. Article 3, section 1 and 2, of the United States Constitution of America. (Judicial of review).
2. 14th Amendment of the United States Constitution of America, (Due process).
3. 1st. Amendment of the United States Constitution of America (to redress the govérnment)

4. 7th Amendment, of the United States Constitution of Amenca, {to preserve a trlal by Jury)

~ 13. Marbury v. Madison, 5 U.S. @ 1(Cranch) 137 (1803).

9. Dartmouth College v. Woodwood, 17 U.S@ 518 (1819).
10. Roe v. Wade; 314 F.Supp. 1217, 1273 (1979).
11. Brown v. Board of education, 347 U.S. @ 483 (1954).

12. McColloch v. Maryland, 17 U.S. @ 316 (1819).

14. Textile Mills v. Commissioner, 314 U.S. @ 326 (1941).

15. Steffler v. U.S, 319 U.S. @ 38 (1953). ;

CONFLCITING STATE SUPREME COURT DECISIONS WITH ANOTHER STATE SUPREME COURT

The Florida Supreme Court was erroneous has a duty to not discriminate under 42 U.S.C. section 1985

. and purposely discriminate petitioner by violating petitioner civil rights, 1st Amendment (to redress the

government) and assert that the courts has failed to take into proper consideration the facts and laws -
relating to a partlcular matter as an arbitrary or unreasonable departure from precedent and settled

judicial custom. Florida Supreme Court did not exercise dlscretlon jn deciding a question it must do so in

a way that is not clearly, against logic and the evidence. By the Flonda Supreme Court exercising

discretion, is an error of law, and grounds for reversing a decision on appeal. The Florida Supreme Court -

has enter a decision in conflict with another the decision of the G eorals Supreme

Court, and the cases are: ‘ 7
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CONFLCITING STATE DISTRICT COURT OF APPEALS WITH ANOTHER STATE DISTRICT COURT OF |
APPEALS OF FLORIDA

The District Court of Appeal of the second District court Lakeland Florida was erroneous had a duty not
to discriminate under 42 U.S.C. section 1985, and purposely discriminate petitioner by violating
petitioner civil rights, 1st. Amendment (to redress the government), 7th Amendment (a jury trial, shall
be preserved), 14th Amendment (Due process), and Article 3, section 1, and 2, of the United States
Constitution under the judicial of review and assert that the District Court had failed to take into proper
consideration the facts and laws relating to a particular matter as an arbitrary or unreasonable
departure from precedent and settied judicial custom. The District Courts, did exercise discretion in
geciding a question, it must do so in a way that is not clearly against logic and the evidence. By the



“That petition for a writ of certiorari should be granted.

. . ] N )
. District court of Appeals exercising diS(Er"etiona[y'ié an error of law, and grounds for reversing a decision
on appeal. The District Court of Appeals has entered a decision in conflict with a decision of another
District court of Appeals of Florida,

LDepai7ment a////aéa/au fa/l%; Znnd 1770700 Vechroles V.
Mades, o So, 2d 7ar L Fla, Dd Ok 2005). Aac!

7 ond Mofor ebirles V. Olak,
979 So. 2d ‘//é ( Fla. 974 9dcR 2003). :
And.is importance, not only to me but to others similarity in a way that it is important havmg the

Supreme Court decnde the questlon mvolved i

Reason(s) for grantmg the petition

CONFCITING DECISION OF STATE AND FEDERAL COURT JURISDICTION

The Florida Supreme Court was erroneous has a duty to not discriminate under 42 U.S.C. section 1985
and purposely discriminate petitioner by violating petitioner civil rights, 1st Amendment (to redress the
government) and assert that the courts has failed to take into proper consideration the facts and laws
relating to a particular matter as an arbitrary or unreasonable departure from precedent and settled
judicial custom. Florida Supreme Court did not exercise discretion in deciding a question it must do so in
a way that is not clearly, against logic and the evidence. By the Florida Supreme Court exercising
discretion, is an error of law, and grounds for reversing a decision on appeal. The Florida Supreme Court
has enter a decision in conflict with another the decision of the United States Supreme Court and the
cases are:

1. 't'roxel v. Granville, 530 U.S. @ 57 (2060).

2. Hurtadq v. California, 110 U.S. @ 516 (1884). _

3. Palko v. Connecticut, 302 U.S. @ 319 (1937). |

4. Mionroe v. City of East Cleveland, 431 U.S. @ (1977).
5.U.S.v. Carolen>e Products Co., 304 U.S. @ 144 (1938).
6. Dred Scott v. Sanford, 60 U.S. @ 393 (1857).

7. Bloomer v. McQuewan, 55 U.S. 539 (1852).

8. Murray v. Hoboken Land, 59 U.S. @272 (1855).

CONCLUSION




C.O. 5

| /76’7//‘//0/734 /s Ac"fcéy -5 ('r’/—///;_ Shar a Hreee ;e Correcs

c‘c'/a/é’f o SHLE prrr o (eit. Sos beerr fiuynished o
e /gﬂ//ow/njv L Ertonal by vig Exgrest | or Hcmd
e //l/(/cC/ Sh of f/a-/c -//44% éV'c’/7 7‘4//7/c /o s L e
cnd cornccs 7 77 o Less /(ﬁd&//coé(q '

4. %//c’// /?7Greo /?7/ Ocnrera s &e//V(fy , %m/yo, ~
3347‘(:' /”é((oﬁr(c/ cce é’}ma)’/ o+ |

o The niFed SHater Sepreme CF /iy oF NoE
GIGLf theom, 2. C. D0Sy7 -

3) LOcv/id. /?76'0/0//7(',@ m7/)0r/(;4 /{j c/ s

Srsrned and dased on — ‘/*f% ey a( j}/ﬁmée(/

G _a//;/ax/mo—/c@ ) T mm.

3% 2 V/m
A T Oorres 77 rco 177
i ﬁfﬂt’/@/ &6//1/(1;/

C . Tempe, /7 II67r -

| PPIGrte Torre Gl @5 ppral) Com




