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1. Does the Fla.. coocts ?mpos‘i"'c‘on of an all- ?nc’ufFVe.) Total pro
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I, OPINIoONS BELOW.

. The Fla. S\}Pceme Court’s ocder denyina;i’s Ais'c\'&ﬁonar\/ jurfsJiéﬁbn
afpearsod'ﬂppoc,"and is nof Pu[)l:‘sﬁd. The Fla.i™ DCA% S_gn_ce_r otdec jm-
Pos‘mg a prose {i hng_ bar™ ' on Su§§man , and it show cawvse ocder which PcececleJ
:‘f’) ace /aca:hed o ArrenJIces AMJB) msf,acﬁv&ly Nomo, o‘F these ﬁme& ocdecs
wese P\r.é [ished.

L. JURISDICTION

L. The Fla. Sope CoveT issved ifs ocdec Jenylng its c[éme‘f’:‘owy ju-
cisdiction on 8/5 /Q.[, APP‘ C. ThaJodSJioﬂon of Hhis “U.s. Su?a Couret s in-
voked undec 38 U.S.C, §125H(]).

_JIL. . CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS INVOLVED

3, The 1%« “and 4% Anendments 1o Fhe U-S, Const; act: T gec.9,
cl. & oF the U.S. Conffj ond artl I) 88 13 and 2 e Fla Cons't)" and ot
83(b)(3)4(7), Fla. Condt all appeac in App. J.

DL, STATEMENT OF CASE AND FACTS |
Y% Since 3.006) Peﬁ"‘ionef) David Chacles Sugsma,nj‘ has Filed 1‘3 o-rpeqls oc
Peﬁﬁons in The I&DCA. Othee Than q,voéu& ) obscure wa.rm‘lg issued b
said DCA “that aLa:ive) repetitive, malicious or feivelous Ti |s‘nas wl;ukﬂ resvlt
in++s @ bas on prose Tilinas, " Sussman v, DOC, 257 5.2 604 605 (1¥DCA
D.OIQ) (Aeve?an‘fer Sussman I), said DCA has pevec stated unegui\foco.ll)( that
Sussmgg -I, oc MY othec gPe.-c.?Fic action or P'&OJEIQ he has Fi‘/ecl, had been

> . % K s & 4 .
\o.bus‘me) r\z‘)e.‘h'f':va g mltcnous ol ‘Fn‘wlous, Tﬁus) gwen ﬂe- ml)@uw\s} :egm;;g-

’y pro forma, nodure of He w«rm‘/\é %N?»n + Retitioner in _Sgiﬂm.al) he. was
vite shocked when, -on 8/95 /«QO) with sauid DCA still ﬁwirg )(eT' to a.c'fb«f!] rule

+M7 of /u's 'Fs“ings were abusive or "ﬁ‘iwlovs) 'Hm Cferk of S‘&JJ DCAQrM
him to, Purwm“l’ bM, 151 So.3d ¥#7, ‘fﬁ“'l"i(Flo.. I‘I‘I‘i), show cawse
wl\y a pro se ‘F-‘l:‘ng bas shovld not be u’mpos‘eé on AImF.N‘Se& A?Px. Bat] (cif;*/g

St y Sperve, and guting Tn re MeDanald, 89 U. 5. 180, Jo1(1%69)),
ey o€ Tisfew Seences 727822 77 '1‘%-72(5-"!@.1???)0 ui(ﬁ&'/p\\o\‘i‘ﬁ«." covcti.. To

| E; I 5;)}5 ;gan “withnotice and an) ;u'vfspst’fbni y fo i‘asponc‘ b TR, ro}ﬂa;*/';l’g.{*rﬁ\e&‘ fﬂv

l



5. .In re;ponse :ila said shews cavse orJeAtp.g&ssmn diffecentiated his Aavfrg_
$iled 19 cases over a ”f’-ye«x Per:‘d Feorn The 99 pe‘f‘ii'o'ons McDonald hod Filed
' within o 3"2{(3@:‘ [)er;oJ inte U.$, Svfmme, Guets In_Y&_MgDmalJ, Y89 U, S.
ot 18%. AJJ(‘h’ona.”)’; he atng‘ ﬁ«d‘vk‘fuqﬂy all of Au&c ‘E:\ )‘fnas in said DCA in-
volved 'egiﬁmde ﬁ\mf’y Jos, 3ain time, close mmngmen‘f‘vﬂaﬁm: claims, w\a‘/ or
other I\‘saf'l'consf”l ISspes J" 'I'Aad' no Fla. covrt had evec ruled Je'ﬁ'niﬁvelg Hhat any
action he hod Filed thecein had been “frivolovs"s hat Sur of his appeals he Tiled
in said DCA wese necessary To cAaJ’znae. the ?mpermfssi“y overbroad o.ﬂ:h‘ca.fion of a
pro se i ‘in(; bar Thet the ¥ DCA itself fod deemed To have been impermissiuy eves-
brad and unsupported Ly He lowee covctecord ) Susemanw DOC, 276 $o.2d 68, 69
( 1% DA wﬁ)(ﬁereinaﬁer A§us§mam I), and which was :uﬁse?)uenﬂr vacaled [’)' He
fowec court; fhet an qn‘encompaﬂ‘flg_ \c”in; bar that inclvded collotecal criminal
oc CM habeas Peﬁf‘bm would .S‘o{'e/;/ vielote the SusPenﬁon Cl«wses‘of e Fla. and
U.S. Const; and Fhoot Plo.c.ina a pro se i la’ng bac on Sussman based on ‘Me_ limited,
insvfficient recch the |¥ DCA I\aJ befoce F would engender an intradistrict conflict
with Sussman JIL . Aﬂs D(Sugsrm:'lﬁ Response To JEDCAs Ocder To Shew Cavse at
pg-2, par.  (guoting Sussmanll, 276 So.2d ot 69)),

6. On ‘1/30/;20) the [EEDCA Cleck (as oH;oseJ 1‘5 aJustice of the DCA)
e RS, :grau) issved a Spencec Ocder Thot, unlike hes Spencer Show Lavse Ordeg;
decluced for The Fiest Fine That 1¥DCA appea) # IDI-2163 “as mecifless “
(M opposed T Leing\\c\leiVa) repetitive, maliciovs or "F\‘Nokws") ) See APPX., A)é‘ 2,
and imposed an all-encompasshg, Total pro se filing bar on bim, Appx. AR
Iucmi}l)lr, said Spences’ Ocdec additioned y o wk‘iL;f@' Sussmedn from ‘Fﬂh\%, o
- any Fesponse oo @h&xcf@ motion divected 1o ﬂ» Fvery ) Ocder, ” APP' .

Sussmen, sovght c]tfcrehew\l review in Floridals ﬁwtékxs\)?. Coor’!)‘ App E,

bot wass denied. Aﬂ% C. This jnstant cectiorass Péﬁf'ion Tollows,

2L TF shold Te noted ThaF T DCA case no. IDIT- 2463 was pes
cuciam affirmed withoot on epinion, Qmi withoul oy indication Hat it

b4

Moy have beerm “mecitless” e “frivolovs,”

-n-




V.. MoTioN To STAY £ ABET PENDING DISCOVERY oF ¥ FREEDOM
OF INFO ACT REQUESTS “s and MOTION FoR EXTENSION oF -
TIME Te FILE AN AMENDED PET)TION To INCLUDE. DIScoVERY?

7. Swssman PosTu Iofes “de; and initial results indicote T/wd’) when com-
o.ceJ Yo the c«.se-spe,c,i‘ﬁc ond oll=inclusive fﬂz‘ng bars which have been c‘m,uosed
g}' this Sufa er‘g offer Féa‘(..c;cuc't?) and other stafe cooets since This &@.C&ﬂ' opened
the dese For such wilf fhe ‘F:‘/cbg_‘mr it imposed in Ln re /\f\c,l)msada(J supror, dis-
CQVBC)' o‘lc Souid FOI’ (erbuas‘kf w;// .s‘/wow canc/m‘;ve/, 'Hud‘ ﬁasfafﬂ 5[: Fla.. }\o.s
?mposeJ a number 6F Filing bars That is Mnordinafe o fhese imPoseJ [;7 F'edfwr“ls)'

ond LV o'lfﬂ&f shte’s courts, See Aﬁu I. Even werse, o will ceveal fhat /u's
il I)wr is nt Hoe on[y one. Fla. has fmposeJ witheot /io.\!ilé*F;‘cs"f' cvled Hot even ene
of e sonctioned H{:}m""s Pcevious ﬁ'/f'y,s hod been Felvolovs oc madicious as
i mgw”f(w’é fle Doe. Pocess standacds eameiated in State v Spences, supea hot
is d‘us‘f ene oF hundeeds oF sueh bacs Fmpo:ecl in violeHion oF He Y Amendments
Doe Process Clavse g and in foctive. W\pul}lisixé’a‘- ordecs, as was He bac impcsecf on
Stssman. A’f 7%'5 j“f‘“h"‘& of ﬂ\&fe Procééc’in S Sussmon recasﬁiw AES Pod’ulolfé-
Moy be somewhat srecv,&‘l"l\)e,‘t Neverﬂ\elessj it will only be affec fe obfoins
He inforwation he secks i his FOTA ues‘fxs) o.ppem(&! fereon df/\ﬁﬁ» HJ
Hhot he will ke oble to Conclusivef7 shew Yhis Svp. Cooct that Flovs relestfess,
knee' Jerk fm'aosi*h'on of ﬁ\wsm\Jé of Pco se fi li “9* lbmrf - }wmlmd(? of wﬁfc/’,'
!i’kef Sus:s‘man’s} were. imPcsel in 'er‘/)'ve wxpuu t'st’l nrclers) and n violation of the.
/‘#‘ Amend. — ‘\S’o fac Jefad‘ecl from the Mce’:"”d 200 COUCSE 9'?()\)(#61'«1 O-
ceaiinés ce. 05T0 coll Toc an execcise of “Hissg*!p] Ceoct's s\yfewfs«\} powes o
S.Ct Rele I-O@) in ocdec o cein in Flaricla.'s vn«:_or\S“t'»“N“honaJ ?m&"‘HC&S.
WHERE FOﬁEI Sussman ces';w‘f‘%[ é,as‘ks s Hbm_gvfs,&wf T 6‘1’2\7’ and held in
osbeyaw& These fw,eejings until svch time thed he peceives cesponses To all of his
FOIA ccﬁues‘fs) Agp- Hy so that™ he may Fvesm‘l' Hhem in on amended Pe“h’hbnc
Some ei;,;:éi,m%:z;ﬁ S e ::;:*x,:g e Coveto. pp- B

Y4, “Not it ina, initial cEspenses o said Z).I’A vests, Appe I
SVN»\"'!' S ussmmu; Pos‘l‘ufm‘g‘ )S:ae. FNI0, ?mgm( ir»’rav;rd‘;/é i m‘hklf% FoTA }ve.s,tﬁnseé),
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XIT.. REASONS FOR GRANTING THE WRIT

GROUNb )2 THE FLA. I DCA's TMPoSITION oF A PRO SE FILING
BAR VIOLATES THE “'SUSPENSION CLAVSE” OF THE (J.S. CONST.

8. Act. I , sec, 9 ) cl. 2L of the U. S, Const, s‘l’ricHY 'Pra,l-,tlaﬁs the Suspen-
Sion 6€ ;\mbw COVPUS. T’se on’y Ffwe e)tcefs'ffons are in ‘H\e events EF (‘ebeuion
ayins‘l; o iovasion of, Hhe U.S,A. T/sam{’urq when The Flo., 1% DCA, with-
out A“Viné evec defermined That Sussman had evec Filed any ‘RNQIWS o\PPwJS Thece-
Fn) ?mPo on Sussman an all- .‘nc(usive,) fotal pro se ‘loﬂs'n boc w}s’ic’» did net ex-
clude Feom its ambit habeas cocpus ond collaferal ecimmal actions ) said DCA
violated the Suspension Classe o€ Ye 1S, ConsT. See Tacksen v Fla.
Doc, 790 Se.2d 378, %Q(M-Q(Ahdbo«:l dissen”f'i%) (‘\ T would exclode o~
cess To. .. hobeas corpus ‘F’bm %6 reach of %Zﬁm se ‘Fyhlé&\a Sonctions im~
Po.fea; 0) ( 609‘}7'/9 F 19\15“5‘%9;\9,\ C/Qu&e.;’ N“i’.- I, See 13 F /zx. C‘bnﬁi’ (Sam& as
Svspensin Clanse in (}6.&,,5‘@); | -

GROUND (2): THE [+ AMEND. REQUIRES A LITIGANT IS GIVEN A PLENARY
_APPEAL OF A CoURTS IMPOSITION OF A PRO SE FILING BAR

9. The Fla. S?.Cf. f'evjec."'ei this Méom#% case SC0- 1570, APP E C. An
6)(«&"';‘@'@2‘3 of iF follows. Onl-, ‘H\g q,mg,rqpk pombers fave been conformed o clarffxog
0. Fla. Const: ot 53(5)8‘)1) confecs This Couct with fhe ‘\mci//av)/. . i)owé(‘,..

o 'Fuﬂ): and e‘P("echely decide cases et f»we.l-'ci\'/reul;} been.e. Presen‘lbd o Zﬂ on indepen=
dourt J cisdictional g0 onds. ™ fadavancs App. Prac.,, 53218 1, 3and e occompany g Jeid..
Tt s vsed to Pv@f‘%‘f‘ g}'& &vrfg JwisJic?h' on confecred Jo ?ﬂ elsewhere. jn %e[l-’@ Condly “
id- ot 5318 p2and its Wwyﬁ? &<t soch %5, €. 4., arfi X, 8 3(5)(3)) bo \\on// if He
action of He Jowec Tribunal, . o intecferes] with [:'EI exidt’lg.u jurisJic'fTonJ” ;_4 ozt“faf-’/)‘ and
onlg £ et “Jurisdiction ovecithe] motter is exclus) ve.f’M&B&wm, 435034673, 677(Fla.‘le).
H. Sub qui'w,) Petitionec has propecly iveked “hfg\jumifd:‘c‘h}n o Wis Covcton an anc-
pendosit basis elsewhese in He const:. ") Badavencl; s upr{j‘xf}s&?sum*f‘ T ot I 83(B)3).
Insstas as ‘Iﬂaiﬁ&e&f Ocdec in con‘hoversy i‘mrlico.'f'es both “Yhe consTitfutional guaw\fee of eitie
< Zen access '{b‘t‘ﬂe éouc"'s_',” S‘f‘aftv.S&;ceg 757 Se-adet- 48 ( ci*i'ngM alT, 59")} ond “fe.
procedvral due process rights of o pro se Is‘-h‘amt " . (ivernal 39:16,\«4\-/:5 and cites o,m’#ed); and To

[ ~ 5, Thos, retecences To “thisCovcT” ace to the Fla. fupg CeccTy ot Fo [This Fed. 3”&-5%]&’

Y4




the exlent Hot no sther Flo.. covct hos e Po‘f’&\‘l’i‘u’ JWSA’J wetion To conduvel a flelwy, dicect re-
view of said Spencec Ocdesy so that Yhis Sop. Couct ‘\jm‘:dir:h‘on owr (the] maffec is exclo-
s‘iveJ"ﬁebﬂ'_k) sopra, Yhis Covdt has The powes b egeceise s adl wreils jurisdic‘f'ion over soid
Spencer Ovder ?uv:wm* 16 Fla. Consh Aﬂ,ﬁ&)h) if it Finds Hhat 5(3)(5)(3) prevents it
ﬂom\\{\;lly ond g‘FFed'ivejy Jecidé,; ﬂu‘a case Hhat hols] l?e&nf o rresen‘f?d t rﬂ on inJePe:’en‘f'
jvriS‘JFc‘f’u‘ond sro\inJS @mf?f §3(b)t3§5f’ ﬁm ) §3:18 n3and its oLcompany h‘&#‘d;
12, As is discossed in RistTL, supea., the primesy goal of this Sup:Cevets decision in State y.
Sggmg{) efter i‘l'\‘re&ognfza} The impocTance of He constitutional %ua:mfee o€ ciizen aceess B
e coorts,” id {oton FlaLonst kT, 531), and “ftec FH acknnoledged] el pocedural doe prcess
r;g}d-, & o pro se );{-;3‘,,\13” lé) Nivas] fo g_enerd‘t'g moce complete recfrJ. co LNT@ appellode coucts
w@whﬂ have on enhanced a‘:flf‘/’l 1o deleamine Eﬂt Pkw Y ‘ﬂ"e‘*ﬂ whether He denial pf\[gowﬂac-
cess 15 en appropciafe sanction undec He circomstances Ld., 1518 Hatye-44, Al‘f"’wgk
‘H\is Couvet J EJ nof'use "M& exad" wosz C‘/‘n o P/ﬂr\afr afpmf” i ‘Mf‘ rv uhé 3 ;f's féx'fva‘ gfff
leaves no doubt Hhat; affer o couct issves o ¢ Ocder imposing o yrose fi/ir\% bacy a

divedt; Plenary appeal is the only way o ‘\aua,mn‘ibe. se citizen azcessto He wuc-""%/ﬁ.aflfg)
ond ensore that e prcedural doe process cights of o pro se li‘l‘iémf [ace peofec.@f' Id,
This is P(‘ecisely how He 2% DEA conshrued Stute v. Spences in its well-ceasoned decision
in Thamas v Stafe | .34 ot 194", e tigont hns He cight s challage.fn o dice; lnasy
‘\{’P““ﬁ whetfec He ordec was warcaled, and whetfer the propes proceduce was follawed,,,) |
(cpnsfcuingw. T}ws) in view o€ Hhese commen sense decisions in Spencer and MM}
T is elear that the avenve. ot aPpea.[ “confecced %o this SUP.Caué'E elsewhece in the const ”)
Peddip. Bz, 53418 0. and s ety by asti T, §3) (3 16 chalenge- o DCA' prosefiling bas
whwe. seid § 3(5)(;) 5 ﬁ)e. onfy oNENVE a. fm seli f%tmf hos ‘Ib‘Jo o, is wae“Fu“y fnodeﬁvoﬂt
b «J\dl&tge whether the ordec was warranted, and whether He proper Proculum was fllowed”
ﬂv_mgs) and o Pm’iaaf\\‘fﬁe f)rweJuml dee process riafits of & f\‘bsalfﬁ "‘;/’ ,Sp_e_Lugr, o IS
re%u?red 57#’&30'0 Covd' in ik cons‘fcml of ‘d\e Fla. M‘f; n ) ) 154 SD.QA H»g«-‘t?.
13. For WPI% even befoce the 138D Amendments To ffe Flas ConsT, instituted “He mest
cad ?ca% re.s't‘t-;chva chanae. in ‘fﬁ 5] sop- couet discceh bnm" jurfsdicﬂon,”see Commitfee Notes
to Fla Rule 9. 0306)3)(A)(). (1980 Amead.)) this Courtwas a‘rm:’y Vet permitfed the JUJ icial
‘vxw\l of uPseﬂp'ng a decision ¢f o }_D C/_\—_l mecely becavse ] m‘g\\"' Jisag?e& with-the* jos'ﬁce o He

_§.



case’ anncunced by the[DCA.” Nielsen v, Cthyef Sacaaslh, 111 50,24 731, 734-35 (Fia. 115, Aftec
1980, “whethec ﬂ\[as pr&w‘ﬂ fos Jiscvemmry JorisJinn i5 one issve and whether it elects o ex-
m,:a[ﬂwm eﬂ'f?rely ditfecenf issve., &d, Agg Prac ac,) §3: loa‘i‘fa.v A, I offer wosz
¢ ﬁacwa‘mg ’ﬂve, M\' Ordec svb Juclsce even s'f Pe"'“honai" Lo.f sﬂwm&iﬂy s’\own quVe.ﬂa"' ‘“\L‘:
Couvst has JurssJucfwn‘b tewew“f'um(er Fls.. Condt, art 3L, 53(5)(3) (wh;c [ he Aas)) Hhis Cow"' £
no 3004 reason other ﬂm e ‘/ﬂe@w‘&e of Hhe case ’ apmovnced A)’ %@CA],/NQL% J“‘;’Wf i
Jease ifs ‘Fmecky pe 'd'c may brfwh'anlz chese not To execcise ﬁ@ Jscmttcnary JunstW
. - Additienally, the Lgk bar Petitionee most fuedle To show anexpeess and divect conflict”
v/vle( 53(5)(3) reclodes him from gy M(; v»r‘l’vaJlY all of e Pofeﬁfsdly affec\lo«ue const’}
doe process issues et motfiveded Wis Covet in Shakey Speacer To quarantee The aen&‘df[eb(\]
ol a more cample‘k ﬁwea tecotdese goﬁdﬂapfeﬂaﬁ covits w,{wlcﬂ have an enhanced abi H/ F de-
Feemine {n a rlen«ry qPrea,] | whetler e denval oF Eoocfmess s an appepriate sancton undec
the cwcumsﬁnwff_fé , 451 Sedd 1 8- 49, or “oheter proper flwertB wﬁ“w\ej, M
1. Indeed) dve %o the restrictive. 10 “page hmitetion of Wis insTent J‘orr:n( 7 beief (asorfaseJ
+ 40 pages dbweJ in mtfam‘i’aﬂe«/ e cf\) Petitioner most now rdea‘da his listoF po’fém"}dl? appeal-
able const ] dve process issves he is fovechesed tom agping hewin L/ ot Y §34)B) B footnete 6 infra,,

i5. Nfe&s‘%@ based on He fcececff umenl” Sussman, made 1n Fla. Sope Coortease
. SC0-I5 70 ‘\e asks' This U.S. SUP God 1’0[% Ja"fﬁwjml&ﬁm iﬁmﬁ{' celigl (‘eguesu

I~ Fne, AcTI §3(l>} 3) peeclvdes Pe‘{’»honer From ¢ e fellowing issves herein &
)In‘!‘oo.&ts‘hcc‘l'canfhcir Jt(scogd i par. 4 sopra ,, b ”fger M' wr was wo..l‘-v :
ram p ﬂiroc vre was -#‘ Hew (exs oPPosec( 1o express ¢ divect contl *C‘l'“" :
supra. & ¢ Ocder svb judice and its antecedent shew cavse oed” g} :

e,r Shwu l;awe Le&n issved b A. w!a;e 7(;; oﬁtme,l; ;2 :, T/&(‘é‘ , e%a F s': Vg::}&ur‘i'shou veex«mm
) N :
; A X

°~F W e l ( i q:heJi' 833 So; ‘h ;
AS M lem n ye:z:re:n’reg;:.;; of' 'lﬁenhw “ |.'I s 4 lj g AJ &m
61 Fedo fppes 496 43T -él‘i( 8¢ 205){(fo e) There!

A Id be . set standacd” Fecci y."i% 10053 142, 1% 1%6.4 |
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GROUND (3): BECAUSE FLA.s [% DCA NEVER DEEMED ANY OF
SUSSMANs PLEADINGS HE FILED THEREIN To HAVE BEEN
FRIVOLOUS oR MALICIOUS, TS ALL-TNCLUSIVE, TOTAL PR
SE FILING BAR IS IMPERMISSIBLY OVERBROAD, AND
VIOLATES THE It and 12 AMENDMENTS OF U.S. CONST,

té. AHI\ough‘\cow‘fs hewe considerable disccetion when Jes@nina an anh’~ﬁ‘/fﬂg
injunction,” Brewer v, 1.5, 61 F-Appx. 43k, 427(I18Cix, 2015) (citing Procup v
Steickland, 792 F:2d 1069, 10T4(11%¢ir. 1986)] (en banc)), ™ it abuses ifs discretion
whm\ifa'of,l.'es an incorrect /%c\/ sfanJarc/) Pollows improper Frocedums n makirg
ﬁle Je‘l‘ermina:bbn, or makes ‘anc‘c'né,s of fact thot ace clwly erronw"s)m 4de
(gpoting Socced Heact Health Sis, v, Humana Health Seves, 601 F-34 1159, 169 (N ex
2010)), e qPPh‘es He Jows in an incorteet ot vareasonobfe manne',(:).” . ﬁfﬁn Socced
Heast ) N \Lbﬁ) imposes. . . o] cestriction ... Het is vnnecessacil Eve&rwd. i .
(: ya%g_&ared Head‘), T’los) because ™" prisonecs hove . Zi Ammﬂ consTitutional
r‘ig/ﬂ" o‘F?ccess T the courts,’” 1d. [ 800‘)‘3‘(\9 conds v. Smits , 30 US, 817, 82
(/‘W‘l))} "o covet... capnot comp letely foceclese o litiqant From any access what-
soeves],” L, (citing Procup, 193 F. &t 16744 He. injoncHiom wasimpesmissil-
) ovecbroad becasse. . , b completely] foveclosed (Rocof] from Fillg anyouts o o)
(“W‘Pl’“i“ aJJeJ)). M“Y-‘?V&‘) *heSice &\ couct mzxﬂ commence. down the coad to hac
futice pre se ‘Fiknas)” Jordan V. S"I’o.‘fe,J 768 $o.2d 913, ‘?‘7‘} ( Fla. 234D A swoo))
18 Anend . Doe Pecess reguices Vit mustficst address é)’% speciﬁiz;‘fﬂ the mecits of
e cloims advanced by Hhe /ifiamt and [theq] detecmine ‘H\ey are. Frivolous, ” Il
(emphases added)( constuing State v Spercess 751 $o-24 47-49), Theetfoce, it is anly
after the couct COnsiJerinJ the impesifion ofa, pre se 'Fi/;‘ng bac has comP/e“feJ these
fce,l im:'mmi Tasks ‘de’ it ma.)/ ﬁ)&n issve s order Tor ‘Hwe, / H’s'&wv’f' T show cowsse
: why he. Slwuu net be sanc"f';onec[ . E Of course, Hhet shews cause. orJe«C‘\\s}\oulJ
delineate in detas]” s {:imlfrgs o‘F{:riyomy) id. 5 and iF it dees nc‘f; itis ‘F«“f‘q“y
F’W, and vielates |4¥ Amend. Due Peocess. Qz
17 As fs mentioned above it was inthe 1989 case of T re Me Donald that

VT See fonoke 8, infrom, 9
-




this Sup. Covet Ficst Sembocked on the . .. ngemus covese [if] chorthd] gxk fﬂe,].” Id. )
489 U.S. ot I8S (Brennan disseating). Foceknowingly, in his well-censoned, fcesighted
Jirs‘en“i} in which Mows'AoJ(, Blackmun and Stevens ()oinec[) Justice Brennan ncfed
Hat doe process cequired N individualized assesements] of feivelousness” id. ot 186
beboce o case covld even be dismisced. Id. Addi fionqﬂw he focesaw Fhet ™ the eovese
we chasT TBJ@Y . will end IJ/ c/os:';a ous cour‘f'/\-ous;l deors o o /t‘f@w\‘l’ with o. mecr~

Tocious claim,” *I-é') $69 UsS: ot 187.

18. Inthe case ot bag, no Flo.. ceuct or DCA has ever Jcﬁhiﬁve/\/ fu led
oc owthe g!ii‘a:i's‘vely declaced any action he hos Tiled thecein To have been “qbusive/.

WP&’I‘H‘ e, maliciovs or frivolovs,” InJeeJ) fetitioner Brpvgid' this T the IEDCAS
ottention in his fesponse to its show cavse orJ‘era see. kesf. ot App. D, and reminded
soud DCA Hhet it evean reversed in Sussman IL o lowes covrts pro se 'Fa‘litg bac.
bosed on, intec oJiq.) fockand axgvme.afs Vl‘r‘f%.“y identical 1o these assected hecein.
See M, 2776 So.3d ot 6869 (“Tﬁe cationale in the show cavse order Tor con-
Ssﬂecing_ E pro seFi Icg&ag was Hat Bussmaa had filed t‘e‘aeﬁ‘h‘ws and Trive f‘ops
‘sleu!in%sn . nelowacovcfd‘fuhed o ?cinfovfsﬁcwivg%e list of IIS] casesM had
Tiled fhese . . bt did not indlicate the notfure. of the chsed cases, of how Hhey had been
cesohvedsoo s Sissman confended his ploadings were. not-abusive.ec o Based on this fin-
ited cecoed N u)é ‘f‘&.f&'ﬁg@ connct conclude that The severe sanction éfa Total Proﬂiﬁf—
tion en pro se ‘Fc‘l;‘ngs i mfperfd Ly e tecocd. A::c::ré?agb ) We Fevesse, ., ‘-;«)' The
SussmanTL DCA even BWM its own rof:"n; in Spencec v, Stafe | sopa ) see Suseman TF,
276 So.2d ot 6‘3(‘ ** Cousts masy vpon o demonsteation of eqregiovs abuse. of ‘t‘ﬂ&junl{cigl
process, cestrict pacties fom Fil ing pro e pleadings. <. ’”)( emphasis in Sussmen E)
(?)—.»‘h‘»g Spencer v. State, 717 So.2d ot %)) Hat Flas Sop. Cour‘f'subsa%venﬂy ouclof‘h%J in
State « Speace 151 $0.2d o 47 (smme) (guoting I bcA in Speocec w. Shute), Thece-
'Foce) Be-muse ‘H)e F fq.. f i DCA ne.ve(‘v s‘ped‘ficaf '\/ ruleg ﬁm’t‘o\n\/ o{ Sussmm\({‘
ninefeen awaJs which he Filed fhevein wexe:_aéusive, , Frivebos o mali- ,
Clovs “LQZ(:D\-& it Co/nmenceﬂ] down ‘ﬁ)e, coad To Eorq/@ Aauriz:gﬁ)‘fb(‘& Pcb x%‘{"\ li )
Joedan, 760Sed af 974; and becavse snid DCAs shew cavse order (iee, App. B

“'f%—



< did ot Sdef ineade in detail ”’aﬁ)' Findings of The .s'od') Tocdan ) $o thet its Sp.mc_g— Ocdec
impesing a, pro se ‘Fil-‘ng bas on Sussmap @PMA)M‘O) did not even come close To show-
t‘né fho ’\e ho.d eﬁamaed in an“egvcaiovs obvse o‘f&ucjl'c;ld Proce:rs “ a8 is confem~ |
P}od‘el By Flas Sop. Couet State v Spencery 757 §$6.2d o 47 [interpal zvdrsomifM)}
MJ So ‘H»f !n‘s f:‘l:lg_ Xié‘ﬁry fn Sa;cl DCA cannof' evén Come c/om ‘fb zv«/i‘&f!g /)im oS
Lefrg_ o ﬁ“hgm‘f whe s q;,y‘fﬁhg hike The Vworst of Hhe lwors‘l'” Flas Sip, Couet iden-
tifred ;n Mactin &Si&f&, 833 S.2d of 159, His US Sup.Crshovld cule ‘ﬁ;o:f) when
fhe Fla. DCA issved it show cawse order, App. B) and Then issved its Suéseguen‘f
\\m‘-” ocdec imfos?ng A'ﬁw) all-inclosive pro se‘f;‘/s'ng Aar) Aﬂh A ) said DCA
\\Wﬁe‘%] an incorcect /23“1 sf‘mJara/) Followed improper Procezfure. ee, OF malde
‘FinJ?ng: of Toct thet are cleqr/)l‘ erconeovs”’ oS was Confem,a/ded Ly He U.S. /8
Cir, Ct & Appeals in Secced Heach; 601 F- 3dat 165, so Fat said DCA, ipso Facti,
“abuselllits disecetion,” Brows, G1F F Appr. at 427 (guiting Secred Heact),

9. Mof&vet; givan "'/m.‘f ‘#ﬂ f)?o se ‘Fn' ’flé lwd‘ c'mpsza/ oh o, AoPe,/&fs& cles'f'u“hff'&
Sussman is aJl- inclusive ) with olts‘du‘ftjly ne excegtions w/)oj'goev&r)' this U.S. Suf,
Couvct should role TA«"’J‘ undec the ‘&AM«B{\J.)“W in (jmc‘hbn wos [;:mpe?m issi Uﬂ
oveshroad because Fhe ¢ sicement H\ai‘@\e :‘mf@e«_#‘ inmoi‘eE file suits M’y
'Hmwél\[og counse/ [/;e cannet GCF'P'DV/LB hés) kompletely oreclosed him From Fi Ing
any Suits of 9_1_'.” Brewer of #+28 (empbufs added ( ciﬁrg and ex,sf«?nirg_ as
Einc(i-ng [1BCic. fVBceJen‘f’ the Facts ond ruling in PV_M(QJ 792 F.2d ot 1071
(Cv\ Mc)s), See a,'so _1‘4, of ¥27 (“[F\-o u{f?lrgéaﬂ Canno‘f' Ccsmio,e”'ely 'FOOE—"
close o litiagnt from any access Bt ol 16 the cood&*f’) (cif:'né Eg&.\o ol /O‘I‘I-))*
Smithv, U.S. ) 366 F.Appx. 853 ) 858 (H *"&‘(’.QDFO)( ';“T/\e, Inéuncfion in This case i
sinilacly overbroad s i}t bars Sinith from Tiling any mefions except ene "‘”"‘3;‘:3
;mm='ﬂ€/\TP!\ysim’ }-mm./'xemp/msis in oris) ci‘f‘mé Me,_r_v_ﬂg%@) 54 F3d

Lo

bacs. See Miller v. Donald, S F.3d 1091, 1097 (11t Civ. 2008)(* P though focup is over
20 yeass old,c.. ¥ still quidkd vs fo&\/o") ; 2oithv. U5, 386 F Appr. 853, € 6—57(11'55
b‘c. IO)(OE,Sec'ﬂng_ go\ﬁ‘ff oraument becavse’ fwle ase aoth‘A acy l)y BMPM g y See.

adso cases cited Yin this inffant Tostnotes o.ccom pamrng Text.

I B. Tnfact Lrec is the seminad case in the I[® Cie Conceming pro se ﬁ/ng
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loal, lo?B(N*iCtv-‘o@) ; Simmons ve Wacden, 548 F-Appx- 919, 923 (m Cic™ 1)
(~\TAe cis‘s]‘%-id'juéges ocder Airec‘l"t‘n& the cleck not # accest oy ‘Fu‘cﬂef‘ ‘F;‘lc‘tp@
From Simmom) obsent ove quﬂor'im‘fion) is Jee I)rod.”)(emp'mﬁk in or’g)( ?iue Hy
Reocup oF 107#); LS. v Fliof, 178 F-Appe. 964 968(11Ci 2008 (same)(gu0t-
ing Peocup o l}ﬁ‘ff) ; id. ot T70 ( “The district Ewr{ﬂ ?njonc'f'ior\ is L:(m ecmis—
Sluyj ovesheoad undec _Ew:'}’ Mijlec v bona.u} 54 F.34 3 1098 {vamd’i:a
an in (')un"c'\'im”l‘f\af\\[(benﬁ be\,oni,whod' fwas] sut€icient to protect e, ., couct, ., Trem
Enmoif&";] repelitive ‘Fo‘[ihgs.’.,.)‘ and 'Fat’édj e of/le E\Mafeﬂ rigH‘ of occess To
He cooffs)” ond concfwl:‘rg that \\[ﬂ’\e.% limited 6xwf-h1ms in I‘f’/\:, fnjunc‘ft'oﬂ )
Taken ‘f‘ogeﬁ)eg do net Proviafe, Enmodg with meam‘lg’{:ul access. b
GROUND ()

20. Geound (4) will be added by amendment aftec Sussman reseives
The dode he needs To SvPFec"f it vie. respenses To FOLA requests discussed
;n /;iS‘ Mo’h'on% S’f’ooy on ,O‘. 3) sy)onx) MJ w;// a/ / e ﬂoﬂ' 'fﬂe ;norclf‘na.fely
hiah nomber of r?o se filiné boxs 7mposed L): Flovida_ violates |54 |4 Amendmesits,

(7 er U.S. Con's’f. 19

1 9. OF covrse, in Sussman’s case, his f»w.s“eff/fng bae Pfow‘d&f ‘For no GXCeP'h"on.r
ot all. Regardles's of exch‘h‘ons) the pro se $ifing bocs bein imposeJ in Flo. in vnpee-
ced Yed numl)éni‘ vielote intl freaties inh which the VLA, \ q,no/} ipso 'FM"{ {
Flo) hos entesed — 4o wit: The Uni lacation of ‘Human Rishts (ndbst-
ed U.N.Gen. Ass. 1948)(UDHR); - on of and
st Amer. \W'o.‘l'es 1948

ar

Dub‘::;_dc_/!hn(o«!apfejéy Ora. (ADRDM): and The. Tt} Cov-
5l snd Bt RBbs (ZCCPR) — and is obligeled  obey. See UDAR,

a,r“l'. 8 (‘\Eve one hos 77‘& ciaht 1o on effective remedy b ‘fKe, com efm'/‘nd‘ jonal Foi-
bunals for M‘i‘z violatting The éﬁ)nquj rig’ﬂ‘s ro«n‘)fl'ej’ him 57 fﬁ)e, cong‘f:;lu‘l'io;;s
oc by law.?) ADRNé/. art XVII ( ‘\Evec\/ amon may resect to the courts To!
ensire cespéet Tor his /eapJ riahts, Thewe shovld likewise "be avajloble To him o

simPfa ; br:‘ei;mcdara whese y fhe. courts will profect him fom acts oF au‘fﬁora“l’x

That... vielede any Tondamental’ constitutional l‘[g "fs,”) ; ADRDM ) ach XXJV-

(M EBuer Son }m.t the i M 1o submit fespecﬁul etitions 1o any com e,'f'en'f'wﬁ\crn u..%‘
TOChh ot 5 55 o). o ot AOROM e AN T
0. Asof la/;z'z/az/ out ot the |13 FOTA :%:es# Sussman masled ovt 1o 13 dif-

fecent Fla., , NYeand Fed. coucls, Am H, 5 cedbonses hove come back, Asp. I,
but on’y L ase. “&S‘Pons;\/&. AFP‘ Tatl-2. T 7’ came Trom Flass /SIN"J I
. (FN 10 continves on next Paae»)

— |0~



—NII. CONCLUSION

21, WHEREFORE, base on the focts, axgoments and avthorities presented in
Grounds ( l)—<3)3 soprec, Sussman msPec“l'ﬂ")f asks This U.S &p. Coct 15 declace
under H'.S‘ Rv/e ,0(5) #;of 17(6\\[}}/0} court of Jast © esocT AA,S‘ JﬂCfJEJ an ;MPO“TMT
tedecal Boes‘h‘on in e weuy which corrFlio‘f‘; with the decisions of 0. ﬁa/lﬁS (. S.
Ciel colit dFafPeaJS /c:"f'?.c! end ?jvo‘fed in Pmraa,(a]o[»s 16, 18 and 19/ supea; To
wité B@QP_"'j M_tﬂéCj ond Secsed Heacl, TN ADD!TION) he asks Hhis Hon
Couvtt to arant his MetionTe Stasy so he effectively ond Topes- develope. -

Geound 6?7‘)) svpro ond odd ;y hesein z;yamenc/menfz F ’7 ’

f( FN io continved from Ptevieus Poée) DCA‘S) and reveod an afa.(‘m?ng AN, of
734 Iiffﬂmzfs (39'0 inthe /"TDCAS 399 in He M\MA) ace hacced Froth submit-
“';7'93])(‘0 e "Ff/;‘}) ?f\ #\06‘& fiwe covr“‘s. Af?‘ Iat IJ a W‘(m . Of the

40 fitigasths bacced in Yhe I%DCA, 28Y (B1%) are cale specific,
and 56 ( Iéa %) ose Tetad, all-inclusive bors like Sussmants, App, T ot [ |
These ?eccérd'ages are not inconsisTent with these found in 19D Westts Fla. [}a‘g, )
Tnjonctions) Kéy 1207, pp. 3a-35 (3 ed. 203 PJp). See App. F (revealing the st
mo,sor‘i‘l'( of pre se trling bars in Fla, ace 3 valike Svssman's, cwe-s;:ec;ﬁ‘c . Suc-‘
Pri‘s‘cqn 7) +he | DC% a.JJeJ a wl}o)bp;n 74 It Nf’?{ ( 2-5% ot ‘fﬂg-l-‘;qu) to
I8 li&% n &030 (‘ffe Same Yea,g— SussRan wes a.c!a(ec/ . WHEREFORE, in |
view of Hhese dfs‘*‘)"fl'ﬁg, statistics, thes Cooct sheold &m@f Sussmants /if‘ld'cbnf
To Stay, seepu 3 sopra)’ 50 he may develope Grovnd (%))’ and add it Aecein
‘By amend ment
1. See footnite- B, supra.,

AL, §WoRN OATH




