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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1 WHEN A PETITIONER CHALLENGES TS EXTRADTION,
ARE THE DEFENDANT-RES PONSIRLE FOR THE EXTRADITION
TOTALLY EXEMPT FRoM L\NML\'Y ALTHOU GH THeY kl\)i\\)
eF THE PENDING HABEAS CORPUS AALLENE ?

2. 15 The PRISON LITIGATION REFORM ACT APPLICABLE 1O
A PU\NT\PF WHo GHALLENGE PULELY PROGEDURAL
VIOLATIONS ; AND NOT CoNDITIONS & CoNFINENENT P

3.1S A RABEAS CORPUS PETTION ciipue NaING THE 1
PLAINTI FES EXTRADITION MOST BECAUSE! PLANSTIEF
WAS EXTRAP(TEDBEFSRE IS CHANCE 1O CHALLENES
HIS EXTRADITION 2 -

4 fion) AN BLAINT IFFS PURELY PROCEDURA L CONSTITUTID
NAL VIOLATION B RECONCALED, wied CHALLENGNG
His ETRADITION 1S NO 15K6ER. AVAILABLE. BUE To \
WS VLLEEAL REMEVAL FROM THE ASSY LUM STRTE, \WA
e Pa B@L‘/‘PP-D CEDURA L CONSTIRUTIONA LI OUSTION 2

5. PLAINTIFFS £7F0RTS T GRTAIN A CoPy & THE Aty
STATES EOVERNOR WARRMIT HAVE BeeN FUTILE,
BECAVSE THE WARRANT NEVER EXISTED IN THE
FiRsT PLACE. Hon DoES THIS FACT MEASURE
AGAINST DEFENDANTS CaNTENTION oF A CONSTI
TUTIONAWLY LEGAL EXTRADITION P
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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 appeals appears at Appendix _A_ to
the petition and is

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DQ is unpublished.

The opinion of‘the United States district court appears at Appeﬁdjx __c__ to

the petition and is b €la. Via 2017
N reported at Je(lf-ev -3 - J-34 Pbe (MP. Fla. % \7, 40 )

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[ ] is unpublished.

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[ ] is unpublished.

L

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

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[ ] is unpublished.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




JURISDICTION

%\ For cases from federal courts:

The date on which the United States Court of Appeals decided my case
was _AUO Lo 2018

)

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

A timely petition for rehearing was deni 11 by the United States Court of
Appeals on the following date: & L 3 a0 "8 , and a copy of the
order denying rehearing appears at Appendix ,

[1An 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).

[ ] For cases from state couri:s:

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

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

appears at Appendix

[ ] 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. 8. C. §1257(a).
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STATEMENT OF THE CASE _

COMES NOW PLAINTIFF FRAMCIS o, Q_C)s-g\{ . PURSUANT
TO SUPREME COURT RULE 12 (1) AND 28 U.5.C. § 1254 (1) AND
HUMBLY ASXS THES HONORABLE COURT TO REVIEW THE
DISTRICT COLRT o APPEALS , ELEVENTH DISTRICT ORPER o
OcToRER 1Th2018 (APPX BY DENY 1Nt PLAINTIEFS
LEAVE TO PROCEED IN HIS U2, U.S.C § 1983 cviL RI&HS
ACTION  THIS ORDER MAS IN ACGREEMENT WATH D)STRICT couRT
ORDER (APPX A AND <) PROMOTING APPLIATION oF THE PLRA.
| THE DISTRICT COURT of APPEALS HAS DECIDED AN ;MPOR\W
FEDERAL QUESTION 1N A WAY THAT CONELICTS WITH RELEVANT
DECISIONS & THIS COURT. SEE SUPREME CT- RUE (XD,

JuRIsDIcTIoN of CoBRU S AIRST IMSTANCE 16 UNDER H2-
USE: §5983 To REDRESS THE DERR vaTioN uedeR coroR o
STATE wd f RIGHTS SECURED BY THE CONSTITUTION o THE
UNITED STATES, AND 28 USC.Secion 1231 and (343@ @)
THE UNITED STRES DISTRICT CoSRT MiDRLe DISTRICT 6F FLORIBA
WAS THE APROPRIATEVENDE UNDER 28 U S.C. SeTton 133 1@
BELCAUSE T 1S WHERE THE EVENTS GUING RISE TOTIIS CLAIM
OCORED.

THE CROCIY & THIS CASE IS ELEMENTARY. “ALMOST 100
YEARS AGO IN ROBERTS V. Retlrf 16 US. 8o (J888) THE

SUPREME. COURT RECOGNZED THAT DIV (VALS HAVE A
FEDERAL RUGHT TO CHALLENGE THEIR EXTRADITION 8Y WRIT™

& HABEAS CoRRUS . CRUMLEY VS SNEAD.620 Fad UB) 51980

)
FORTHERMORE (N CROMLEY . 1d; ““Tre SHERIFF & ONESTAT

PLUN ERED THE PRISONER TO AUTHORITIES 1N ANGTHLR STATE
WHILE THEPRISONERS BsTimioN £ AWRIT oF HAREAS CcorFOS

1




COUATELLARY CHALLENGING THE EXTRADITION WAS PENDING )
SWATe Cookl, 0 ok 482 . RECOGNIZING THAT INDIVIDUALS HAVE
A FEDERAL RIGHT TD CHAUENGS THEIR SXTRADITION Ry WRIT™
oF HABEAS CORPUS ) We SPECIFICALLY HELD THAT ANY PENIAL
oF THAT RIGUT GIUES REELTO A CAUSE oF ACTION U IDER_ 42—
use ¢ 9 83 i 2483,

n’ 15 SIGN FICANT 10 Nore THAT GV e TRE o%mdmr'—f
THEFACTS Wil REVEAL THAT DEFENDANTS CoMPORTMENT
DURING THE ILECAL ORADITION CLEARLY DISQUALIEED
TREM T0 B “SHIELDED TROM UABILITY foR CAVIL DAMAGES
IN SO FAR AS THEIR. CONDUCT VIDLATED CLEARLY ESTABLSHED

STTOTORY oR CONSTIVT O NAL RIGHTS & \dierl A REASOABIE
PeRsen) @HeR) His PosiTioN WoLLD HIAVE KNOWN, > ppRwow
VS FITZGERAD 45T US, at 818 102 S.cf 2727 AN OFFlCiA
CAN BE HELDRESRINSIACE IF HE Kien (GRSEDOLD HAVE KNOWR)
THAT HE oR Sre WAS ACTING WLEGALY. SAUCIER N KATZ -
533 us \I4 (Zool) \
1N THEDISTRIGT CO0RTS 0PN 10N (see AP € P 19)
THE COORT DIRECTS THE REAPER. TO WAL NS . MCENER.
773 F2d g, W13 (1 ithar 1985) (PR curiam)
STATING THAT A BRISoNERS PisT eXPOSURE T SVB -
PAL ColdMolS (4 A PRISoN “Does NST CoRSTITUTE
A PRESENT CAST o CoNTROVERSY INVOLVING INSUNC-
TWERELIEF \F UNACCOMPANIED BY ANY CONTINUING,
PRESUST AWERSE EFFECTS . HOWEVER THS CASE HAS
NEVER BEEN ARBUT PRISON CoNDITIONS , BT ABOUT
PROCEDORAL CONSTITUTIONAL V1 BLATIONS 4 1N PART! ~
CU LAR. The FOURTEENTH AMeNDIWeNT T THECHST

@




TUTION of THE ONITED STATES, PROCEDU RAL VIGATIONS.
The DISTRCT COORT NSTES S/ Rossys DETENTION
IN THE HAMILTON CoonNTY JAIL CHeT) AND His SUBSE ~
GUENT £XTRADITION TO CLINCH COUNTY GECRGIA , WAS
LANFOL AND TS NOT VIOWATE His PROCEDORAL DUE
PRO eSS RIGHTS . RossY NETHERASSERTS THAT THE
PEFENDANTS WeRe AWARE of ANY PROCEDURAL DEFECTS
IN THE EXTRADITION PAPERWORK. (R PROEEPINGS NER
- TRT THeY THWARTED (IS ABIUITY To [NITUATE AND
LTIGATE HS HAREAS 1520eS INTHe STTE ColRTS-
AND THAT " THE DEFENDANTS weRe SIMALY PERFORMIV G
THER BoTEs R THe PRAXSE & ROSSYS eXTRADITION
TO GLORLIA WHERE NEWAS ULTINATEL CONVICTED - TN
DOING SO, ROSSY WAS PROVIDED THe DUIE PRoceSS
o law) REGUIRED RR CXTRADITIONTO GEORGIA -
@ THE RECORD, THE DEFENDANTS NE[THER. V (OLATED
RDSS&[S FROCEDURAL DU PRocess RIGHTS BNBER
THE FOORTESOTH AMENDMENT NoR FLoR\chS UNHFORM

EXTRADITION LAW . (35€ APRX"C %fg,z@
HOOEVER, ON HIS SECOND AMENDED CoMPLAT(SAC)

e CONTRO LNG DocOMmﬂCAPDx D P@ b ) PLATRTIFF
ABAMANTLY Re(TeRATED “PAINTIFF FlLed A HABEAS
CORPOS oM APRIL GYh 2012 crnued G His D‘E’(ELX"]OL)
RANDING EXTRADTION AWD NITHENTIGTY & THE Doy
MENTS WHICH T WA TRIS PLATIFFS HUMBRLE PN
ON) WERE NoT™ IN ORDER » PLANTIFF ASO ReQUESTED
COLNSEL-SOTHRT B MAY APPDPRIATE 1Y) PRESENT s
ASERBETORE HEWAS AULORED TO PRESENT WIS CASe AR

(3



OVER. PAINTIFFS OBJECTIONS HE WAS UN WFULY ReMoveR
BY ELNGH COoUNTY ‘GEORGIA DEPUTY GARY ALLEN FROM
BAMIWTON CouNTY TAIL WHILE SARGENT LUPKIN AND
OTHER DEPUTIES WERE PRESENT. OYER PLAINTIFFS OF —
JECTONS TO HAVE THESE OFF1 ceRS RECOGNITZE HIS CoNS—
TITUTIONAL RIGHTS HE WAS EXTRADITED WITHOUT DUE
PROCESS £ LAWS (APX'D' R &) Also " SARGENT
LUPKIN AND DEPUTY CRIBRSSPECIFICALY KNEW of
PiaNT IFF,S) HABEAS PETITION SINCE THEY PERSONALLY
RECEIVED A CoPY £ 1 MortoN FOR FIUNG AND
SIGNED off ON T AS HAMILTON CoUNTY SHERIFF
REPRESENTATIVES WHEN PLAINTIFE Flled Tug Sf\MQ\"
QWP)C ! P@ (& ConT-) ‘

50 THE STRTEMENTS FRoM THE DISTRICT (o0RTS 0PNION
FINDING No MeEfUT ON PL&_NTIFF'S 42 USC 5 1983 Ovib
ACTION ARE LESS THAN ACCORATE. THE DAY of e EXTRA
DITioN PUNTIFE ADVISED THE OFFLCERS N FRONT of TRE
ViDED AMERA ABOUT THEIR INMINENT VIOLATION o
CON STROTIONAL RIGHTS, PLAINTIFES EFFORTS TO PROCURE
THIS VPeD £VIDENCE WAS REPLATEDLY PENIED BY
THE SHERIFF & HAMILTON CoUNTY HARRE(L Rewp. ¥

1T 1S THS PLANTIFES PRAY el THIS HodoRAMLE

COLRT GRAKT THE CERTIORARI WRIT REMAN NG,
PLAINTIFFS CASE AND ALLOWING WM TO ConsTt —
NUE TO TRIAL, WHERE RE \S COIFIDENT JOSTICE
WILL PREVALL»

% SHERIFF REID WAS SERVED Wi A SUBPOENA Dices TELSM

BUT He (GNORED PIAINTIFES €FFORTS SAY NG HE WAS NeNeR
server. (Bee  APPX €)

@&



REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION -

}
T 18 THS PIAINTIFRS MosT SiNceRe Belier THAT
BY GRAUTING THE CERTIORARY WRIT Wil OT TO ResT
AND SETILE ONCE AND ForL ALL THIS €LUSIVE AND
MISUNDERSTOOD PROCESS & gxrabimion’. PLAINTIFFS
RESEARCH MAS QEVEILED MANY INSTANCES WHERE
INDIVIDUALS RIGHTS HAVE BeeN VIOLATED pprinNG
EXTRADIFION YET D greN DANTS CoNTINYE TO RE €%
NERATED DESPITE VIOIATIONS . ACAH\L,(HROUGHOU\
THE PLFENDANTS ARGUMENTS ONe SPeciFic ISSUE
SEEMS TO SURFACE AMBIG‘OUSLY .,douomoms
- OF CoNPINEMENT. THIs CASE S NOT ABODT TAIL
CoNDITION S, 8UT ABoLT Puee Ly PROCEDUVRAL
VADLATIONS BY INDIVIDUALS W o CIRCUMVENT
PROCESS AND CONTINUE T GET AWAY WiTh 1 T>
THIS PLAINTUPF BELIEVED THAT THE DOCOMERTS
fOR (S EXTRADITION - WERENGT IN ORDER AND
CHALLENCED HIS EXTRADITION. ONLY T BE
ILLEGALLY EXT RADITED WiTHoUT DUE PROCESS .
of LAW,BY INDINIDUALS WHO Ken/THE RUESARD
Wlocebs WERE BEING VIOATED T HoPe THIS
HONORABLE COURT PROVIDES THE MEANS TO FINALLY
PUT TO ReST PLANTIFFS PSRELY PROCEDURAL-
CONSTITUTIO NAL VI OLATIONS, AND 18SUC THE WRIT.
MOST IMPORTANTLY THis 15 AN UNPRECEDENTED -
CASE. A CASE WHERE A UNITED STATES CiTiZeN
CHALLENCES S EXTRADITION Vi THe PRoPeR
VEH[CLE, A MGTION FOR AWRT o HABEAS CoRRAUS

(5>



PBUT K15 Die PROCESS RIGHTS ARE FLAGRANTLY
VIOLATED BY THE VERY PEOPE WHO ARE S $FD
SedD YO CONS ERNE AND PRITECT HIS Cons -
TITUTIONALLY PROTECTED RIGHTS. THE
LEAST THis CiviL ACTioN AN Be CATEGORIZED
TO BE 15 FRINOLOVS, OR 1N BAD FA(TH- THe
PLAINTIEF HAD A CENTURY oD ReCOGN1ZED
- RIGHT TO CHAUERN GE HIS EXTRAD (TTON, AND
THAT OPPRTUNITY (AS STRIPPCD AWAY
ALONG W ITH THE PURELY PROCEDURAL
VIOLATION of RS CONSTITUTIONAL RIGHT
TO Due PROCESS BY THE DEFEN DANTS IV
THIS ACTION, THE PLANTIFF CAN AUD WiLL
PRoVE By THE QUAMTUM & PRooF, PrePon
DERANCE of THE EVIDENCE THAT THESE
DEFeN PANTS “Uew oR SHOV LD HAVE
KNOWN TRAT THUR AGTIoNS WERE (M
CONTRAVENTION & A FEDERALLY PROTEC—
TED RUGHT, wHeN THIS PANTIFF (S aved
THE OPPeRTUNITY 7O PROVE HIS CASE
GEefope THE COURT, WiTH DISCOVERY.
ACCOROING T LONG VS SHILUNGER §a7 Fad
595 (16T cip 1Ga1) "PLANTIFF el toweueR e
VeR fok ARY INJORY SUCH AS EMOTT ONAL DISTRESS
CAVEED BY THe DEPRWATION of DUe PROCESS 1TSELF.
See ALSO DRARR 709, F24 @ qa( (conerddimé
THAT “DIsMISING PRISONERS & \983CLAM BASED

@



eﬁ UNLAWFOL EXTRADIT) md] ON THE CROVND THAT He
WAS BITIMATELS]. COMUIETED & THE CRIME InvaLVED
AND THERE EORE SUFFERED NO ACTUAD PAMAGE ...
IS SIMPLY INCORRE *'”’)"we HAVE HELD THAT “EMo =
TIONAL INSURY 1S ACTIONABLE UNDeR SecTioN §
1933 FoR HUMILLATION, EMBARRASS Mei Ty AND
MENTAL DISTRESS RESUTING FRoM THEDEPQ\\#\T[OIS
of A CoNSTITUTIONAL RIGHT ) EWETT V JARRARD -
186 F2d (080, 1088 (Itheir. . 1G86) 3 ACCORDING
LEWIS J SMITH, 865 F2dg3e, 738 (1 co, 1988)
(Per curz_mM)f(ﬂNDme TIKT AWARDING Motley To
PRISONER AS COMPLNSATORY DAMAGES FOR EMOT)
ONAL DISTRESS RESULTING FROM PROCEDURAL DUE
PO CESS VIOLATION WAS NGT ELEAR LY afaRmOgoUSjv
IN FACT, “PONITIVE DAMAGES MAY BEAWARDED 1N A
S G383 ACTIoN gNeN WTHOUT A SHOWING of ACTUAL
Loss Ry THE PLAINTIFE \FTHE PLAJL)T (FFS CoNsTITU -
T(ONAL RIGHTS HAVE BeeN VIO ATEDY DIKES .
Hose MAR, 183 F2d 1488, 1500 ( LIth CiR+ 19 9l)-
WHILE INSORILS MUST BE sPec(Fic § ] “Real mw
Ry CAN (Evel| B INFERED FRoM THE FACTS T HEWET
186 F2d at 1088. AN OFFICIAL CAN RE HELD peSPON—
QBLe (F HE KNEW (OB SHOOLD HAVE Ko W) THAT
HE 0P SHE WAS ACTING IULEGALLY., SAUCICR V., KATZ-
532 Us 194 (2001)s SEEALSe HARLOW V F(TZLERALD
457 ys eoo (1982).
FYINALLY THIS HONORARLE ColRT MUST CONCLUDE
THRAT A POReL/ PROCEDY RAL CGONS TITUTIONAL V'IOiATE‘im\')

&



HAS DEFINITED I HCCORED, AND THE ON LY REMA M I,
\$SVE T BE TESTER 1S WHETHER THE DeFENDARNTS

oF Tiis Acmion Ken (o2 soud HAve idown)) THAT
VWHAT THEY WERE DOING WAS LILEGAL . TRIS MUST

RE DECIDED 8Y A JURY DURING TRIAL, AFTER THIS
PLAINTIFE HAS AN oPPORTU Ny TO INTERNIEW /
CROSS EXAMINE DEFENDANTS AND 0BTAIN DisCoVERY.

IN GLOSING PLAINTIFF HAMB L ASKS THIS
HONORABLE COURT TO 18SUE THE WRIT oF ccRTig — 1
RARI AND REVERSE THE DISTRICT CouRT oF APPEALS
ORDPER DLCLARING fma\PtANT(PF‘S W b A@ioﬂ
FRANGLOUS AND NST TAKEN IN GOOD FA(TH.

MOST RESPLCTF Ot/

FRA s o, RossY O

&



CONCLUSION

The petition for a writ of certiorari should be granted.

Respectfully submitted,

Date: __\~ Q - 2019




