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QUESTION(S) PRESENTED -

(1) How Can a CONSTITUTIONAL challenge be frivolous?

(2)Did the Appellate Court for the Fifth Circuit Intentionally
violate their oath of office to uphold the Constitution, by their:
verbal threats without hearing the merits of the Constitutional
challenges?

(3) Is their silence on the legalities of the ConstitutionalL
challenge equate to fraud, when there is a legal duty to speak,

or intentionally mislead from such a Constitutional challenge?

(4) Is'nt the United States Constitution the SUPREME Law of the Land?
if so wouldnt it be binding upon all Courts of the land as stated

by this Supreme Court as stated in Valentine v. United states, 299

Us 5,81 L.EA 5,5 S.ct 1002

(5)Can this Supreme Court condone this shocking conduct that not

only violates its oath but Article I,§9,cl2 and Article VI,§ 2?2~
(6)Why did both the District Court and the Appellate Court Unconstitutionalls
suspend and interfere with this Petitioner's Constitutionally
protected rights? )
(7)Did the aforementioned Courts intentionally impede,inhibit or
attempt to impede Constitutionally protected Freedom of speech to
grievance Petitioner's government?

(8) Did'nt the Framers of the Constltutlon take steps to prevent
future abuse or practices such as this that hinders the peoples
Constitutionally protected right as stated herein?

(9)Why was neither challenge (1) the Unconstitionality of a statute
(18 USC § 1470); and (2) Unconstitutional interpretation

of a statute by a fedetral judge ever addressed, instead of making
excuses of rules?

(10)Does'nt the First Amendment guarantee the right to be heard?
(11)Did'nt the Supreme Court clearly state,there is no higher duty

to maintaine the writ of habeas corpus unimpaired in Fay v. Noia,

372 US 391,9 L.Ed 24 837; Johnson v. Avery,393 US 483,21 L.ed 2d 7182
(12) Is'nt the silence of a Constitutional challenge fraud,when

there is a legal duty to speak? :

(13) Didnt the Supreme Court state: " The United States Constitution
is binding upon all courts state and national, and that ALL Courts
must take juducial notice and be governed by?

(14) How is a challenge on the Constitutionality frlvolous is this :
Supreme Court clerk granted permission to refile?




LIST OF PARTIES

¥x] All parties appear in the caption of the case on the cover page.

[ 1 All parties do not appear in the caption of the case on the cover page. A list of
all parties to the proceeding in the court whose judgment is the subject of this
petition is as follows:
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IN THE

SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES
PETITION FOR WRIT OF CERTIORARI

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

OPINIONS BELOW

[X] For cases from federal courts:

The opinion of the United States court of éippeals appears at Appendix A

the petition and is

to

[ ] reported at ; Or,
[ 1 has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,
f 1 is unpublished.

The opinion of the United States district court appears at Appendix
the petition and is

to

[ ] reported at ; OT,
[ ] has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,
[ 1 is unpublished. '

[ ] For cases from state courts:

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

[ ] reported at : y OF,
[ 1 has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,
[ ] is unpublished.

The opinion of the _ court
appears at Appendix to the petition and is

[ ] reported at _ ' ; OF,
[ 1 has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,
[ ] is unpublished.



JURISDICTION

f( ] For cases from federal courts:

The date on which the United States Court of Appeals decided my case
was _August 16,2018

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

[ 1 A timely 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

[ 1 An extension of time to file the petition for a 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. § 1254(1).

[ 1 For cases from state courts:

The date on which the highest state court decided my case was
A copy of that decision appears at Appendix

[ 1 A timely petition for rehearing was thereafter denied on the following date:
, and a copy of the order denying rehearing

appears at Appendix

[ 1 An extension of time to file the petition for a 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. § 1257(a).



CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS INVOLVED

(1) 18 USC § 1470 Unconstitutional. See Habeas Corpus

Memorandum of law Appendix C pgs 1-5 and 12-17

(2) 18 USC § 1470 Unconstitutionally applied See Habeas Corpus
Memorandum of law Appendix C pgs 6-11

(3) First Amendment rights violated by both District Court

and Fifth Circuit Court of Appeals by their intentional
suspension of this Habeas Corpus no matter what number its called
conflicts with Article I,§9,cl2 and Article VI,§2 of Constitution
(4) First and Fifth Amendment violations by proceedlng by both
the district Court and the Fifth Circuit Court of Appeals have
fallen intolerably short of fulfilling their Constitutional
duty,improperly cutting coners in Administering Justice of

the Great Writ of Habeas Corpus
(5) Lower Courts have no authority to toss United States
Supreme Court cases aside as done in this case.



STATEMENT OF THE CASE

The Constitutional challenges by this Petitioner have never been heard
in violation of his First Amendment Rights, violations of Article I,§9,cll2
~and Article VI,§2 by the suspension of Habeas Corpus no matter what number
is on it, or rules, the Courts have no higher duty than to administer
Justice, a Pro Se litigant mistake is suppossed to be construed
Liberally no factual as in this case.

And since the United States Constitution is the Supreme Law of the
land, all judges involved have violated their oath of office to uphold it
28 USC §§ 453-55, this Court clearly stated it is binding upon all courts
of the United states and they must take judicial notice and enforce it,
but instead for 4 years their denial has been based on fraud,rules and
procedures which falls intolerably short of these Constitutional
Guarantees and standards, that all levels of the Government remain
accountable to the "People."

The denial based on procedures and rules amounts to fraud,willfull
abuse of power,corrupt exercise of office and are not! Judicial acts and
not within the discretion of any Judge.

The Constitutionality of a statute and Unconsfitutionally applied
aré challenges of merit and deserve to'be heardvunder the Guarantees of

the First Amendment and Article I,§9,cl2 and Article vi,§ 2.



REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION

(1) The Constitution is the Supreme Law of the Land,denial
abrogates this Supreme Law of the Land

(2) To convict an American Citizen based on Unconstitutionally:
applied statutes is fraud upon the Court and violates every '
Constitutional standard set forth by this Court

(3) Allowing rules/procedures to overule and out weight the
Federal Constitution makes it and Due Process nothing more
than a sham and a hoax

(4) Adding 10 years to already long sentence(20yrs) based
ob Unconstitutionality and Unconstitutionally applied
violates everything the Framers of the Contitution intented
with the Federal Constitution TO PROTECT THE PEOPLE! with
Bill of Rights

(5) I am actually innocent of the indictment 18 USC § 1470
making the exceeding 10 yr sentence Unconstitutional and fraud



CONCLUSION

The petition for a writ of certiorari should be granted.

Respectfully submitted,
C%ww %&Aw

Date: @dobs 23, loN¥
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conclusion

As stated througout the attached Habeas Corpus, a
Federal Statutes Unconstitutionality/Unconstitionally applied
increased my term of incarceration by 10 yrs making a 20 yr
sentence into 30yrs sentence since they were run consecutively
The Federal Constitution clearly gives me the right to Habeas
Corpus, and the WARNING,i,e threat from the Fifth Circuit
Court of Appeals sanctions clearly puts a "Chill," effect not
only on my First Amendment Right to grievance my government
but violates Article I,§ 9,cl2 and Article VI,§ 2 Guarantees
this shocking conduct violates their oaths to office pursuant
to 28 USC §§ 453-55.

It is contrary to natural justice that a aggrieved
party should proceed against and be degraded without
actually being heard, since the merits of my orginal claim
have yet to Dbe heard,just ignored based on rules that
violate the Federal Constitution,therefore Due Process has
peen lost and nothing more than -a -sham or a hcax upon the
people. ’

This Court cannot condone this shocking conduct, and if
these procedures are treated as routine, if that is the case
the message is clear [Supreme Court opionl] that this sort of
deception will not be tolerated and this is "routine,"it
should be corrected immediately,because there is no higher
duty of a court,under the Federal Constitution than the
careful processing and adjudication of petitions for a writ
of Habeas Corpus,for it is in'such proceedings that a person
in custody charges that error,neglect and evil purpose that
has resulted in his unlawful or Unconstitutional length or
incarceration and that he has been deprived Due Process of
Law,because the Federal Constitution clearly makes it clear
‘there is no higher duty upon the courts then to maintian the
writ of habeas corpus unimpaired.See Fay v. Noia,372 US
391,9L.EA 24 837; Johnson v. Avery,b393 US 483,21 L.Ed 24
718.

6(A)



