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In the Supreme Court of the United States

ORIGINAL

T@rf_es, Marce Manuel- Petitioner S G S
. ’ . R FILED
(You're Name) ' MAY 07 2018

Vs, O f CFFICE OF THE CLERK

Judge Michael 5, Wllllams- Respondent(s)

On petitioner for a writ of certiorari to

Elorida Supreme Court ' ,

{Name of court that last ruled on merlts of your case)

- Petitioner for writ of certiorarl

Torres, Marco Manuel

(Your, Name)

General Deliven

(Address)
Tamps, Flasids 336758
(813)-704-1839 ,

. .




Question {s) presented

1. Whether, Artlcle 3, section 1, and 2, of the United States Constitution, oh doctrine central to the
federal courts structural independence consists of the judiclal powers to disregard an unconstitutional

statuftes.

2. Whether, séparation of powers questions, at this Is the narrower greund for adjudication of the
constliutional questions in the case, because the date, due process submission if correct, might dictate a
similar result in a challenge to state federal oy 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 Florlda Supreme Court Is I £onflict with their own rules, and the rules of the United
States Supreme Courts.

5. Whether, the pane! of the Florlda Supreme Court conflicts witha decision of the United States
Supreme Court or of Court decision of which petition is addressed and with cltation of the condilcting
case or cases consideration by full court is therefore necessary to secure and maintain uniformity of

cotiris 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, g

+

7. Whether, the lower courts has duty ta not discriminate under 42 U.5.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 considerlng the gquestions for
the first time affording no deference’to the declslons of lower Judges and lts legal declsions of lower
court on questions of laws are reviewed using this standard. '




A List of Partles to the proceeding In the court whose judgment Is sought to be reviewed
{unless the captlon of the case contalns the names of ali the partles), and a corporate
disclosure statement as required by role 29,1

[ \/]AII partles in the captlan of the case on the cover page.

If the petitlon prepared under Rule 33.1 exceeds 1,500 words or exceed flve pages if preparad
under 33.2, a table of contents and a table of cited authorities, The tahle of contents shalf
Include ltems contained In the appendix,
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n the United States peiltion fos wiit of rertior

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

[ ]Far cases from federsl courts:

The oplnion of the United States court of appeals appears at Appendix to the petition
and is

[ )reported at_ . sor

[ 1has been designed for publication but is net yet reported; or,

1

I 1isunpublished.

The opinion of the United States District Court appears at appendix to the petition
and is '
[ Jreportedat _ ___sor,

[ }has beeridesigned for publication hut is not yet reported; or,

[ lis unpubiished.

*

Vs I
[ ] For cases from state courts;

The opinion of the highest state court to review the merits appears at appendix 77 to the
petition and is e

[ lreporied__ e . For,

{ ?Hs been designated for publication but Js not yet r'eported; ar

{ ¥1is unpublished.

f

Jurisdiction
[ 1For cases from federa! courts:

The date an which the Unlted States Court of appeals decided my case was _




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

[ 1A timely petition for rehearing was denled by the United States Court of appeals on the
{ollowing date: N ___. and a copy of the order denying rehearing

appears at appendix

[ ] An extension of tlme te file the petition for writ of certiorar was granted to and including
{date)on __ {date} In

appendlx Ne: ___.

The jurisdiction of this court Is invoked under 28 U.5.C. 28 U.S.C. sectloi 1254 (1).

{ \[ For cases from state courts:

- f ,
The date on which the highest state court declded my case was /gﬂf// o? ,}_329 Z’Y
A copy of that declsion appears appendix A .-
[ 1A timely petition for rehearing was thereafter denled on the following date:

, and a copy of the order denying rehearing appears

appears at Jﬁpeadi}f et
An extenston of time to file petitlon for writ of certlorar! was granted to and laciuding

,fdate)on - ;

{Date]} In application No: a .

&

The jurisdiction of this court is invoked under 28 U.5.C. section 1257 {aj,




STATEMENT OF THE CASE
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Lonstitutional and statutory provisions fwvolved

1. Articte 3, sectlon 4 awid 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. Amer;dmenf of the United States Constitution of America (to redress the goverament)

4. 7th Amendment, of the Unlted States Constitutlon of Amerlca, (to preserve a tiial by Jurﬂ

9. Dartmputh College v. Woodwood, 17 U, 5@ 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},

13, Marbury v. Madlsoh, 5 U.5. @ 1{Cranch} 137 {1803}.
14, Textile Mllis v. Commissioner, 314 U.S, @ 326 (1941).

15. Stefflerv, U.S, 319 U.S. @ 38 (1953},
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CONFLOIRG STATE SUPREME COURT DECISIONS WITI ANOTHER STATE SUPREME COURT

The Florida Supreme Court was .erroneous has a duly te not discriminate under 42 U.5.C. sectlon 1885
and purposely d;scﬁumlnate pet:tuoner by vlolating petitioner clvil dlghts, 15t Amendment {to redress the
government) and dssert that the courts has failed to take inte proper consideration the facts and iaws
relating to a particular matter as an arbitrary or unreasonable departure from precedent and settled
judicial custom.. Florida Supreme Court did not exerclse discretlon(ln decidmg 3 guestion it must do so In
@ way that s not clearly, agalnst loglc and the evidence, By the Florida Supreme i v ve zising
discretion, Is an error of law, and grounds for reversing a decision on appeal. The Florica Supreme Court
has enter a declsion in conflict with another the decision of the = (e rarsa Supreme
Court, anad the eases are: , ’ . :
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CONFLCITING STATE DISTRICT COURT OF APPEALS WITH ANOTHER STATE DISTRICT COURY OF

APPEALS OF FLORIDA

The District Court of Appeal of the sscond Distrlct court Lakelapd Florida was etronenus had a duty not

" to discriminate imder 42 U.S.C. saction 1985, and purposely discriminati petitinner by vidlsting
petitioner civil rights, 15t. Amendment {to redress the government}, 7th Amendment (a Jury trial, shall
he preserved), 14th Amendment {Due process}, and Article 3, section 1, gnd 2, of the United States
Constitution under the judicial of review and assert that the District Court had falled to take into proper
consideratlon the facts and laws relating to a particular matter 2s an arbitrary or unreasonable

departure from precedent and settled Judiclal custom. The District Courts, did exercise discretion in
Aardding 2 anectian. it must do =a I 2 wav that Is not elaarlv 2azsinct Ingic and tha evidenre. Rv the

.-



District court of Appeals exercising dlscretionary is 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 Florlda,

- ' 7oty rad. € e et i (TRl SRR MK
Afcclee & Jp. T 7ot ¢ Flo, 20 02808 Anos), Aac)

ol F
d A il Eo BT E A0 " Al A e
6%% Jo. 2o Y76 ¢ Ky vHH PoRk 2003).

And is importance, not only to me bt to others similarity in a way that it is important having the
Supreme Court decide the question Involved, * ‘

— et YL e at

Reasonfs) for granting 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.5.C. section 1985
and purposely discriminate petitioner by violating petitioner civil rights, st 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 settied
judicial custom. Florida Supreme Court did not exercise discretion in deciding a question it must do 50 in
a way that is not glearly, against logic and the evidenre, By the Florida Supreme Court exercising
discretlon, is an eém-r of law, and groungs for reversing 8 declsion on appeal, The Florida Supreme Court
has enter a decislon In confllct with another the decislon of the United States Supreme Court and the
cases are: Tt

1, Troxet v. Granville, 530 U.S. @ 57 {2000},

2. Hurtado v, Ca!'rfc;rnia, 110 US. @ 516 (1884).

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

4. Monroe v. Cit.y of East Cleveland, 431 US. @ {1977).
' 5; U.S. v. Carolene Products Co., 304 U.S. @ 144 (1938).

6. Bred 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).

lll.'\'ll'l

CONCLUSION .

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