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Question(s)
Ground (2):
Did the court error denying claims that the residual clause
didn't apply to defendant by using Post-Johnson precedent claims
and raising elements clause accusafions that were not raised at

court?

Ground (1):
Did the court err affirming/denying claim of 2 predicate

priors that do not qualify for the ACCA sentence enhancement?



LIST OF PARTIES

[ ] A1l parties appear in the caption of the case on the cover
page.

L 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 1is the subject of this petition is as
follows.

United States Court of Appeals
For the Eleventh Circuit

56 Forsyth Street, N.W.
Atlanta, GA 30303

Judge William T. Moore
Southern District of Georgia

wayeress Division



Table  0f Author bies Cited

Casey

Plenge vi Unded states no.11-9335 (203) 5
Frpp rendi v. New Mmcj\\lo $C4. 2238 ——— >

Bmw of Norty America v Go:e, B\ us (’55"\ (i‘imﬂ*-"‘o

Cor\na\\:j vi Genecal Condtr. Co, 2\ =8 345 ; 344 (i“ﬂﬁa) — l”) 8

Descamps = 1,10

dohason, y yniked Sdates 539 1. S 130 S+ b Led.2d (2010) — 3
donn son veunded 3tates U8 13, T1o ( Jone 1@»5) —_-9q-1D

0n2s v Unided Stakes 135 8 ¢, (o) - 5

Jdones v Sdake 29y, G, Rep.LL 3.6 2d (b6 Crapp, 2005 ) _ -

Mathis —y10

Moneriefle vWelder 123 S.(+, W%, 104,185 L.6d. 2d 127 (20«57 — 410
W\Or\\~3omu‘j V-Louisana,; 577 US at 13k S ¢k N8 193 L, £d, Qolle) —— 1O

Nelsen v Colora do, 58| U5 — —jn.d (20m7) |

Ochoa- Croz, 422 F2d of B 7

Pearson v $3a3e, 224 Go npp.uL8, o€, 24 atl — 71

5€550n 5 v, bfamg)o\,sat} WS 138 U 1oy (2018) — 5,4, &, 9,10

Shepord v,

V'S, 84 0S, 125 s, 10 L. £d, 2d (r) — 1,10

T'e‘l.-\'ua\}lw\ as Faw L\o\i('&)\l?b HorV, L. Rev SU2, 543 — §

Taqlor v. uated Stales yqs us, 515

101 24 Led.wo o $.cl. 2143 — g
Uniled States v Tbop‘\‘.

TEMBe Fed. hopx aud aus (Jnc.e 201) — 5

United s lales ver mgon 905 Uither 206 ) 89,0
Undded  slales V5. Geao !, 810 Fod ol 845 —— b

unided stales v, Flores Cordero, 123 E3d (a+h Car 1013) —

Unded Stales v Lee No ib-L288 (10 Gr 200) — b

Unded Slaley v NIY w28 5 3d >4, 1342 (Wh G 2.010) e



weleh —

wlliamd v+ Pena 53\\/‘0“?0‘,5"1“\ S — (20\0) — 10

Whihams v SAede vo. qA179 b (1997) — 5

Shales ond RUleS

ACth 1B, 2 e s dua| Qagse —

Atizone Reve sdak. 132506 (r) (1) — b, 8,4
Fedemlist N0, 16 at A65 (A Womiion) — 9
Fla . Siad. Aan 8 6430l — 1, 8,1

baiCode Pn $16-16-23 (W)(1) — 7

Go Cede Section \L-10-24 Lb)(\qqg) — 71,8,94,\0
Ca Codt Seckhon lb-13-20 (5) — 10

1018 ¢ § 924 (0)@) (8)(i1) —n,



TABLE OF CONTENTS

OPTIONS BELOW .... e, ettt R |
JURISDICTION ..... et ettt ree e et e e 2
CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS INVOLVED ........... 3
STATEMENT OF THE CASE . evvevenenesases e e 4
REASONS -FOR GRANTING THE WRIT ..vvvecevencnen et 5-16
CONCLUSION +vvernveneencanaanens e e R I ¢

INDEX OF APPENDICIES

APPENDIX A: Report and recommendation of Magistrate Judge of the
Southern District Court of Georgia, Waycross
Division.

APPENDIX B: Order of dismissal by the Honorable Judge W.T. Moore
Jr. of the Southern District Court of Georgia,
Waycross Division.

APPENDIX C: Decision of the Eleventh Circuit Court of Appeals.

APPENDIX D: Sentencing transcripts.

APPENDIX E: Order Denying rehearing-reconsideration en banc.

APPENDIX F':



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

[M For cases from federal courts:

The opinion of the United States court. of appeals appears at Appendix C’_ to
the petition and is

[x/]/réported at _UNKisu N ; or,
[ ] has been d-esignaté;d for publication but is not yet reported; or,
[ 1 is unpublished.

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

[ ] reported at _{JA KnsiusN : ; OF,

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

[ ] is unpublished. |

[ 1 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

[ ] reported at N il . ; Or,

[ ] has been designa{ed for publication but is not yet reported; or,

[ ] is unpublished. '

The opinion of the M %7 : ' court
appears at Appendix _M to the petition and is
[ ] reported at Ni#g . ; Or,

[ 1 has been designatéd 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 - June 209 Rolg T
l ’

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

[v}/ A timely petition for rehearing was denied bv the United States Court of
Appeals on the following date: . d ¢ ,,?; AOL§ , 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).

[ ] For cases from state courts:

The date on which the highest state court decided my case was /‘;/ i
A copy of that decision appears at Appendix . '

[TA tim%gr/ petition for rehearing was thereafter denied on the following date:
i ¢, and a copy of the order denying rehearing

a-pp7ea{rs at Appendix _A

[ 1 An extension of time to file the petition for a writ of certiorari was granted
to and including .,Aé & (date) on (date) in
Application No. ,éAﬁ:_

The jurisdiction of this Court is invoked under 28 U. S. C. §1257(a).

AL
/



Constitutional and Statutory Prov. Involved

First Amendment:
Right to petition for redress the use of state prior Georgia

Obstruction of Law Enforcement Officer Without Violence.

Fifth Amendment:
Constitutional Confrontation Clause against multiple
punishment for one crime, Due process and the right to confront

nature of use of Georgia Obstruction on Law Enforcement Officer.

Sixth Amendment:
Right to Effective Assistance of Counsel during every phase
of the Judicial process that was denied or not honored as the

district court denied petitionher's request for counsel.



STATEMENT OF CASE
On or about December 9, 2011, I was arrested by 1local
officials for possession of cocaine, possession of marijuana and
poséession of a firearm. 4
’ I was ét the home of a friend at the.time.I was arrested.
The local police were serving a warrant for the arrest of the so
called friend, and in the process of executing the warrant, they
searched the house and found drugs and a gun. I would be charged
with the same fhing as the friend who's house at the time 1 was
at.

Several months later, we would appear in State Court where
the friend, under oath, admitted that the drugs that were found
at the house were his. About ten _months after_ the original _
charge, the ATF picked up the case.
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