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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 cases from federal courts:

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

to

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[ ] is unpublished.

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

to

[ ] reported at 5 or,
[ ] has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or, 
[ ] is unpublished.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 ; or,
[ ] has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or, 
^ is unpublished.

The opinion of the Co-ur f o-f tApp-e,^
appears at Appendix -A___to the petition and is

court

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[ ] is unpublished.

1.



JURISDICTION

[ ] For cases from federal courts:

The date on which the United States Court of Appeals decided my case 
was -

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

[ ] A timely petition for rehearing was denied by the United States Court of
Appeals on the following date: ____________
order denying rehearing appears at Appendix

, and a copy of the

[ ] An extension of time to file the petition for a writ of certiorari was granted
to and including______
in Application No.__ A

(date) on (date)

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 //- zo 
A copy of that decision appears at Appendix A .

[ ] A timely petition for rehearing was thereafter denied on the following date: 
______________________ , and a copy of the order denying rehearing
appeal’s at Appendix

[ ] An extension of time to file the petition for a writ of certiorari was granted
to and including____
Application No.__ A

(date) on (date) in

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

'Z.



CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS INVOLVED
XIV +0 DnlWS+^s Can*/I'-fw+Ton g^qr-arv+e^S +k*+ \B Sfa+e 

<iepr*ivc any person of* fiLerfy or prop&r/y, + 4u^ process of" |rtu*.
«r + *
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STATEMENT OF THE CASE
TU rtorU* CohsKUV,** prcvirfe* +U +U r.jbl +

4 Treaty «pp«aM +e> ±U S**~~k b’>sW* C^uri of Arp*«l of Ffor^a,

+/* fr'ia) 4cn>’al of bis motion fo 4I5^ss base4 on s+a+uborjr i"<».uni^ He h«<#

ar^ue4 on appeal 4ba4 4be or4er i*>as no4 supporfe^ by er©»*ipe4«n^ an4 S wbs4on4 i a|

Viofa4ion of his S\xth Amendment ri^ bt 4© *on4roKfa —

zPtrecf nppeaf-o

H«M| 0aH«r

evidence. ♦ <jn<0 coas based on a 

-K©*n
Hou>evert 4be appef/o.4* courj nof r-eae-b 4be mer/fs oT 4bese da./ms oferrdr becoUSe 

-fb* -fr/df r4 4»<P Kot ehfer 4oriv*ft| u>rlff&n orders) <an^,p«r curiam a4VirMe4.cou

Buffer gouijbf a be./af«4 ©ppor4um 
cfuIs/4* <or i4fen ©refers. Hfs ^d/on lOas efi

*tp+o 5dpp/«jwebf 4be appeffa+e record w/»4b 4be r-e- 

smUsed* 3^ma Court denied re.vie.us.

|^i July oP ZO/(p^ Petitioner and John C.haf>man.t uih 
dounfy J«.<l,^c4 Wo a Pight. Bu+f**” cOas charged wjHA ftggrqv*ftlc4 battery* Prior 4© 4rtal

Buileir fifed a. pro s* ^ofloh 4fc> 4is*Wss base«f on $4a4u4ory Tbe ±r\A\ court

beld « bearing ok 4b* tv>o4/an January to, 'Z.Ot'J.

Prior -/» +u e«»n».ence>..ety +He +r‘ia( c<wrf jranUJ Bu+ler’s re<)ues.Mk<4 iU SM*. be. 
preafu4«4 Pror. a44«ctr,3 emy +«s4i gonial e.vl4ehaa .froiv, +He 4epu«es

wr/:rsar+tr7lt:";ur;es' ^chap^ ^ ^ **4f*a++u
A4 4be beftnn

were both inmates in 4be Pine/fasOlM

a* to

our

% , r .■ * F^'+r°^ W.7U4 4ba+ Mr. Cbapmcm bW proved u, /. U4 J> L
^ 4cAh4.h9 b^seff, a. 4*. J\ ■* P . ** «"*U
stipulate +o 4be In4ro4ut+I«n of*a pwrporf*^ oriLVT * °

JCC-^ OK jF.uh<fs oT ftu+b-en-fi'cft-f/ok. Tb* 4 ' i J r,^ w^ise^ ancf ob -

. s motion +o 4.s*v»iss(or«//
wr,+fe« ar^ers 4b* Moflohi

1+ 4b*n
. ,.!'•. ^ +,*;“l COUK+ 4;4r.o+

ier4a^m3+(<e(vo+.on
r«W«u», 3«4|ftr raised as rev-ersibl«- error, 4ba+ 4b* +r»a| courf *rr^«^ ,’

formal
4© dismiss.

On p/ertftry

on 4U Sfft+e's /^eo-*v.^en*e b*causa ri) 1+ i*J>qs he! auik^nilao.U4i b-enoe /'n-

i tie bftarsap In Vi°l*h‘oh ofh't? Sixth

of u3\inM*s*s In vlolft-fi'on 4b* triel cour+ *s

»n re-

admtssilole' (flit cOas base<4 on ma<Pn«i5si

Ab^«n4m*r>+ rijb+40 C □n/^or.fft 4 I Oti

In limittfi or^er j a«4 <3)\t a4w,'i4te4 4-urin^ 4b* 4«^nse's 

4(T.-ere4ore, could not be used by 4b« 54afe In meet In
-ii>. chief andcase

it's ^.Vi4enfiar /p burden.3
FN I- &u tier raised other

did no4 reach the merJ-fs <^4^ be^^Mse 04^4be 4fti fur* o4" 

4/»a -trial court \o have entered 4c

« i # •

tvierifonous issues iobi*b riorl^e

ornjftftOriffen ©r^-ers.

Florida per curiam affirmed the ftpp*af u>?4bo«4
a>i opinion.
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REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION

Florida. app®-f[afe cOMf-4 would bave (seen eonsfro.med *fo order dl-iet &uf|er be 

^iscbarjeep. Buf because fbe +ri«t| courf did nof enfer a uirYtteh order of denYoJ , if did 

nc?f fiave jurisdiction +e a^Iew +he e-rror* Ffef*fI'oher asserfs f^af -fU 

IS arbWrar^ unfair Violaf tv-e of fb« Federal bue

Ul^sVl Lucent 41*4 US. 337, 3^1^05), ^|S Courf sfafecf:

rReSp©ndenf has/or fbe pa&f sev«n pears unsuccessfully pursued 
op&n f0 hm< */?£rf +o Ob+atn a ruling on fbe wicrlfs of his „ppeaf aK^ fo p 

fhof fiis Conviction was UnJawfu }. . .

rule, in cjuesfion
Process Clause.

avenue«i^er

rove.

fra app^lM* courts „s „„
f malty qd;ud.c«f.»3 fhe guiff or innocence
deefd/n^ appeals vnusf

fbe Consfifuf ion4 11

irfe^ral porf o^-W « Sysfem^or
, ... °r« 't«e.n<|ar,+ ...+l1«.proc<.l}uresu

par+ w.H, +U ^qn<fs of4tK r ^

t ♦

Coin
bu«. R-oces^ ,J# Classes

Tine, inclusion erf written orders 
Ihferesf*. The r*h* m <^uesf i 

inSufa-fe Inis ru/ih

nnen.orUfi.mj fU oraf orders rendered, advances 

Ip Cr-ectfe.*, an unwary proceed

/ ^^fUsw^zoto FU. App. LEXIS Size,

no sfafe.
ion on

I trap wUrtlcp a +r'10|vra
Can

J5 fro** pfe
frja-Zdbc^ ZoZcty":Tqdj.€ 4f/Ons®n concurring opinion)*2

It also almtec tU State's c«tUr;tp -fc <*«„,, a baseef 4.W appeal above Ue
Swbsfanf ,Ve njW* of Jfs cf»^«s. Here* B*ff*r overfed his rUbf, ' V * . .
«nf iffetnenf, fo s/afuforp immun'^, In a h ear'm^ a+ fhe expanse of p« bffc^Tkeh^ ofc 

ppe<l| as a naffer of r^bf , bu+ h« been denied a rufna on 4U miri/s ^f+j^ssul, 

because under Fforida's procedures, +U urU+en fVfe^ ^qnscr/pf of fU frlal co«rf*s oral 
4*»mI or^r, somehow does Hof present a Suff/cUnf appeNafe record upon u,h'.cb fo do 

SusTicB*
'Tk-e.ti +o ■+!>« exf^nf, /U* +ria| Ju^e di^1 >tof par/orm *fs 

wjrlfteii e>r4er of cfe.nia.I, ejues+ion of 4ue process be^s ansujerinj on<f bow> bis
ef*ri|ccfion of 4ufy sb©ui<f prejudice Ref I f loner's cftVacf appea) ri^hfsT £spee.m|lv 

ff»^f Rafifjoner has eCiti^anfi^ atteinpfe^f fo asserf his S+afe ar\4 fe4s*'<ll ri^hfrs.
Mii*<ffu| fhaf fins Courf -exercises ifs cerf 10rar 1 Jur 1 s<$ icf/on spai'injl^', anc| has upheld 

counf(ess «n^ unfold case* base^ on procedural 4«f<|UifS( ^Js Courf sUouJc} ^ranf fAJs 
uirif because F/or'id'l's ^ehidJ of a mer'if-based efirecf appeal - on a mtr,'fori’c?U5 
Issue ‘is arbifr

har

on a

»vi»nisfer»al dufp m enferinj a

crj'.

fM2. 5 ju^e invo/ue4 here.ame



CONCLUSION

The petition for a writ of certiorari should be granted.

Respectfully submitted,

-Zf -2-OHDate:


