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LIST OF PARTIES

D4 Al 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

© [ For eases from federal courts: _
The opinion of the United.' States court of appeals appears at Appendix _A_ to
the petition and is .

[] reported at /5-15 6423 ((#L @"’(’u‘;l- ‘ ; or,

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[ ] is unpublished.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

vto

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

[ 1 reported at : ; Or,
[ 1 has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,

[ 1 is unpublished.
[1] For cases from state courts:

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

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[ 1 is unpublished.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

The opiﬁion of the
appears at Appendix

_ court

to the petition and is

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[ ] is unpublished.




JURISDICTION

[ ] For cases from federal courts:

The date on Wh ch the United States Court of Appeals decided my case
was 20179

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

[XI A timely petition for rehearmg was demed by @lze Umted States Court of
Appeals on the following date: ,and a copy of the
-order denying rehearing appears at- Appendlx o

1 An extension of tlme to file the petition for a writ of certlorau was %:anted
to and including Dune 2V 2K (date) on NPP\, (date)

in Application No. LA (0g2

The jurisdiction of f;his Court is invoked under 28 U. S. C. §1254(1).

[ ] For cases from state courts:

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

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

appears at Appendix

[-] An extension of time to file the petltlon 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. 8. C. §1257(a).



CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS INVOLVED
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STATEMENT OF . THE CASE

Statement of .the facts:
The parties agree and the indiputable evidence at trial shows;

Petitioner sold two handguns over a fourteen (14) month period
Petitioner delivered the handguns by United States Postal Service
Petitioner lawfully owned the handguns

Petitioner lawfully acquired the handguns on the secondary market.
Petitioner has mever had a Federal Firearm License (FFL)
Petitioner has never applied for an .FFL

Petitioner has never worked for an FFL

Petitioner does not have any contract with the United States to
sell firearms

9. Petitioner did not sell guns at ''wholesale or retail".

10. Petitoner had no criminal record.

11. Petitioner sold guns on the secondary market ::. .

12. Petitioner was charged under the Gun Control Act of 1968,FFL scheme

specifically 18 U.S.C.S. §922(a)(1)(A) and g922(8)(5)

RN PO N

Course of Proceedings;

The Government brought charges of the FFL scheme of 18 USCS §922(a)(1)(A)
(count 1) and 18 USCS §922(a)(5) (Count 2 and 3) against a private non-ffl
natural man selling his private property. Because the Petitioner would not plead
guilty to an FFL scheme that does not apply to him, thergovernment retaliated
with a superceding indictment and charged petitioner with "interference with
communications system (count 4). Petitioner was found guilty of counts 1,2 -and
3 and not guilty as to count 4.

Prior to trial the government suceeded in vilifying Petitioner with lies and
innuendo and the court unlawfully denied bail to Petitioner acting Pro Se.

While both wviolating tﬁe bail reform actyand denying Petitioner acces to law
resources preventing the Petitioner from preparing a meaningful defense.
Petitioner was provided a laptop to review the discovery of the unlawfully
seized computer of his which had some law on it. Petitioner was given a standby
counsel over his objection. At the arraignment Petitioner objected to Subject

Matter Jurisdiction and was denied. Subsequently he was forced to pleag not

o



Statement of the Case continued

guilty upon proof of claim that the court had subject matter jurisdiction.

Petitoner moved to dismiss counts 1-3 because the FFL scheme was unconsti-
tutional as applied to him. The goverment nor judge replied violating Haines v.
Kerner 404 U.S. 519 (1972), subsequently Petitioner moved to dismiss Count 1
"because the Federal Firearms licensing Scheme is unconstitutional as applied
to him as it amounts to an impermissable prior restraint and an unconstitutioal
compulsion for the exercise of a right guaranteed by the Constitution to dispose
of a non-FFL's private natural man's property in guns.

Petitoner also moved to dismiss Counts 2 and 3, 'because they charge.an offense
» Transfer of a Firearm to a Non-resident 18 uscs §922(a)(5), that is unconst-
itutional as applied to Petitioner, a non-ffl private natual mans property. |

The magistrate Judge recommended the motions be denied (docs 98, 100).
Petitioner timely objected (docs 105, 106)and overruling those objections, the |
district court adopted teh recommendations of the magistréte judge (docs 145,
147). Petioner was found incorrectly found guily under the FFL scheme that does
not apply to non-FFL Private people selling their private propert, despite
moving for judgments of acquittal on all counts and denied with minimal elab-
oration.

Appellate Review claims was that tﬁeré was insufficent evidence to support
counts 2 and 3 even if Petitioner was subject to the FFL séheme and all the

elements of the crime can not be satisfied at the time of the sale under

United States v. Fries 725 F. 3d 1293 (2013). Because over Petitioners
objection; the jury was instructed incorrectly and the Judge violated
the separation of powers and omitted the stautory text and exemption of
"or for a hobby" caughi~a structual error and a expost facto error and denied

Petitioner trial by jury. permitting a conviction not criminal under the

g.



Statement of the Case continued
plain language of the statute if Petitioner were an FFL. Moreover it violated
the admonishmnet of United States v. Huffman, 518 F. 2nd8081 4th cir.cert.denied
1975). Petitioner claimed that 18 USCS §922(a)(1)(A) and §922 (a)(5) was
unconstitutional as applied to a private non-ffl property of guns.and that the
court should have dismissed the charges because Abramski v. United States, 573
U.s. _, , 134 S.Ct. 2259 139 LED 2d (2014) make clear that the FFL scheme.
does not apply to Private natural persons selling their private property of
guns on the secondary market. Quoting Huddleston v. United States 415 U.S.,
824, 94 S. Ct. 1262, 39 LED 2d 782 (1971). Moreover, it violates Article 4,
section 2 privileges and immunities clause under Ward v. Maryland 2 Wall 430,
20 LED 432 (1871)
SUPREME COURT REVIEW:

Petitoner claims that the FFL scheme as apélied to him is unconstitutional
under the second amendment, the due process clause of ‘the fifth- amendment,and
Article 4 Section 2 of the Constitution. Petionioner also claims this case
is easily disposed of for want of jurisdiction and invokes the excluisve Equity
Jurisdiction of this court to protect his rights under the aformentioned clauses
of the Constitution for the unpopular but protected conduct as Justice Kennedy
stated in Obergefell v. Hodges 135 S.Ct. 2584, 192 LED 2d 609 2015. Fundamental

rights may not be submitted to vote, they depend on the outcome of no elections.
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