
In the Supreme Court of the United States 

Supreme Court Justice

Vinodh Raghubir, Petitioner, v. Secretary FDOC et.al., Respondent. 

ON PETITION FOR WRIT OF HABEAS CORPUS 

APPLICATION TO EXCEED WORD LIMITS

Pursuant to Supreme Court Rules 22 and 33.1(d), respondent respectfully 
requests leave to file a petition for writ of habeas corpus on the merits in excess of 
the word limits, up to a total word limit of 12,900 words.

This case arises from two state court judgement and convictions in which the 
latter the petitioner argues , inter alia, is a violation of the double jeopardy clause 
as the charges arise from the same alleged “scheme to defraud” under Florida 
statute817.034(d) which punishes a ongoing course of conduct. It includes argument 
in which the petitioner demonstrates related conduct, and alleged government 
dissatisfaction with the outcome of the proceedings which resulted in vindictive 
conduct in the latter case and conduct which was intended to goad the petitioner 
into seeking a mistrial in the first. The court will also require that cause be shown 
why relief cannot be granted in a lower court, and the petitioner also demonstrates 
such cause in this petition including reference to and record not submitted by the 
state to lower courts in review , both state and federal. The petitioner also cites and 
incorporates dictation as argument from over 100 US Supreme court cases in which 
the challenged judgements are in conflict with.

The petitioner is a pauper and has previously applied to this court for such relief. 
Unfortunately , the petitioner only challenged the lower court’s refusal to adjudicate 
the matters he had set forth, further complained of state misconduct upon the 
assertion of his rights, which he felt was unconstitutional, and this court issued 
order in his last case in this court requiring him to prepayment of filing fees , unless 
regarding “criminal matters “,and compliant with rule 33. The petitioner is still a 
pauper, and unfortunately will remain so as due to the state misconduct as 
described, he suffered , inter alia, traumatic brain injury resulting in anterograde 
amnesia and partial blindness. (See attached.)

an

Due to these serious conditions , and the complexities of the case it is very
difficult to compose these documents anew. The petitioner has already created a 
petition, over several years, which remain unaddressed and or evaded in any lower 
court, compliant with the format required under rule 33.2 , which he forwarded to 
the court with the belief that even though the petition was a “civil proceeding”, it
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was still regarding criminal matters”. The rationale, was that the proceeding type
and the subject matter were two different things. That petition was compliant with 
rule 33.2 and did not exceed the page limit. That petition however, if converted to 
book format under rule 33.1, would exceed the word limit. It would not exceed 
13000 words. Due to the complexity of the dual cases , requiring review as a whole 
instead of separate, the necessity to demonstrate cause for filing in this court, and 
that the petition has been condensed to the maximum, the petition cannot be ’ 
shortened any further without waiver of claims or demonstration of cause.

That petition , appendix and application to proceed informa pauperis were 
returned by the clerk. The petitioner in turn , pleaded with family members to 
obtain the filing fee and investigated the cost of creating booklet format petitions 
under rule 33.1. The costs exceeded $1800.00.

With the filing fee obtained ,on 04/11/22 a motion was filed in this court 
pursuant to rules 22 and 33.1(d). On 04/24/22, the motion was returned without 
address by a justice pursuant to the rules with correspondence from the clerk. It 
appears the motion was misconstrued. The clerk misconstrued the relief, in that it 
was seeking leave to file a petition compliant with rule 33.2 in excess of the word 
limit. This was incorrect. The petitioner sought to file a book format petition in
excess of the word limit not to exceed 12900 words otherwise compliant with rule 
33.1.

In the alternative, because the petitioner remains a pauper, the petitioner 
respectfully requests this honorable court, accept the petition with said filing fee in 
the format already procured under rule 33.2 that would not require an increase in 
word limit as is compliant with the page count requirement under 33.2.

Respectfully submitted,

Vinodh Raghubir 

385 Red Rose Circle 

Orlando, Florida 32835 

407-848-8960

Vinodhraghubir@gmail.com
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Respectfully submitted,

Vinodh Raghubir 

385 Red Rose Circle 

Orlando, Florida 32835 

407-848-8960

Vinodhraghubir@gmai1 .mm

CERTIFICATE OF COMPLIANCE 

This document complies with rules 22 and 33.1.

CERTIFICATE
I Vinodh Raghubir, swear under penalties of perjury, that the foregoing 

is true . correct and not meant to mislead. I also certify that a true , 
correct copy has been forwarded 04/24/22.

9



US ATTORNEY GENERAL 950 PENNSYLANIA AVE NW WASHINGTON DC 20530

FLORIDA ATTORNEY GENERAL 400 S MONROE ST TALLAHASSE FLORIDA 32399
FLORIDA STATE ATTORNEY 415 N ORANGE AVE ORLANDO FLORIDA 32801

FLORIDA DEPTARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 501 S CALHOUN STREET 
TALLAHASSEE FL 32399

VINODH RAGHUBIR 385 RED ROSE CIRCLE ORLANDO 

FLORIDA 32835 vinodhraghubir@gmai1.f,om


