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QUESTION(S) PRESENTED

Quesnor\i L) ConsTITUTIONAL Leow To-whT STRTIATES., FIRST AMERDMENT

AND - STRTUTORY VACMERIESS ¢

BECBUSE FIRST AMENDMENT FREEDOMS NEED BREATHING SPAcE 1D
guﬁvnée, Cog\/gmmw MPY REGUALATE IN-THE RREA onLY NAROW)
PELIFICITY ¢ , |

QUESTION Z) CONSTITUTIONAL LW To-w T FREE SPEE(M THERETD,

CLEAR AND PRESENT DANGER :

ALTHOUGH SPEELH 15 OFTEN PROVOCATIVE ARD CHALLENCGING . (T
15 NEVEXTHELESS PROTELTED AGAINST CENSORSHIP DR PUNISHMENT
UNILESS 1T SHOWN TO BE LIKELY TD PRODUCE A CLEAR PAND PRESENT
DANGER OF A SERIDUS SUBSTANTWE EVIL THAT RISES T0° PROVE
PUBLIL INCONVENTENCE, ANRDYBNICE , DK UNREST 2

QUESTION 3) CONSTITUTIONAL LW OF EVIDENCE To-wliT BUKDEN
K , OF PROOF THERETD UNLAWFUL AcT:
UNLAWFUL'- MEANS CRIMINAL OR TORTIDUS OR &ITH AnD INCLUADES

WRAT WOULD BE CRWAINAL OR TORTIOUS BT FOL. THE DEFEASE Nor
AMOUNITING TO JUSTIFICATION OR PRIVILELE.

QUESTION 4). DID CONGRESS, witH THE ENACTIMENT OF od

SULTILAENDUM  INTEND TO QESTIE, CLARIEY, AnD SW\PUIFY
THE PROCEDURE IN THE NATULE OF THE ANCAENT WIT 0F €O 1L
CORAM NO®IS. DOES IT PROVIDE Al EXPEDITIOUS REWEDY TOI

CORRELTING ERLDNEDUS PROSECUTORIAL DISCRETION
RESORT TO HABERS (OROUS; WiThoUT



LIST OF PARTIES

[Y]/All parties appear in the caption of the case on the cover page.

[ 1 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 is the subject of this
petition is as follows: "
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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 fedéral courts;

to

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

[ ] reported at ; Or,

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

[ 1 is unpublished.

The opinion of the United States district court appears at Appendix to

the petition and is

[ ] reported at ; or,
[ 1 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[ ] is unpublished.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 0D-020%-7

‘ . ' = -PD-0
[ reported at WMM@#&%&M_D_, or, z
[ ] has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,
[ 1 is unpublished.

The opinion of the _Yowrteent, A(JOP&\ court

appears at Appendix _A___ to the petition and is

[ 1 reported at ; OF,
[ 1 has been designated for pubhcatlon 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

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

[ 1 A timely petition for rehearing was denied by the United States Court of
Appeals 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 jurisdicetion of this Court is invoked under 28 U. S. C. § 1254(1).

[\l For cases from state courts:

The date on which the highest state court decided my case was 5- 15- ZOZ¢
A copy of that decision appears at Appendix

v]/ A timely petition for rehearing was thereafter denied on the following date:
w-129- 2011 , 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
Applieation No. A . :

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




CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS INVOLVED

THE QUESTIONS PRESENTED IMPLICATE THE FOLLDWING PROVISIONS 6P
THE CONSTITUTION OF THE UNITED SIKTES AND THE FOLLOWIND
PROVISIONS OF UNITED STAES CODES.

Ast AMENDVENT . CONGRESS SRALL MRKE No Law RESPECTING AN
ESTABLISHMENT OF RELIGION, OR ABRIDGING THE FReEDOM DF SPEELH,
OR OF THE PRESS) OR THE RIGKT OF THE PEDPLE PEALEABLY TD ASSEMBLE
AND 1D PETITIONS THE GOVEXNIMENT R A REDRESS OF GRIBVANCES.

[Uin AMENDIVIENST © ALL PERSDN BORN DR NATURALIZED 1nd THE

UNTED STRTES ARND ki 5\-J eC1 10 THE
JURISDICTION THEREDE, ARE CITIZENS OF THE LN (TED STRTES AND

OF THE STITE WHEREIN THEY RESIDE. ND STRIE SHALL MakE 0K ENFORE Bn{Y
Law WHICH SHALL BRIUDGE THE PRIVILEGES ok ImmMUuniTIES OF
CITIZENS OF THE UNITED STATES § NOR SHALL ARlY STRTE DEPRIVE AnlY
PEXSON OF LIFE, LIGERTY, DR PROPEXTY. WITHONT DUE PLOCESS UF LAW)
NOEZ DENY T0 BrY PERSON WITHIN 15 JUWRISDICTION THE EQuAL PeoTerTionl

OF THE LAWS.
28 ASC. § 1257 () SUKE (OUATS: LERTIDRAKI

D FAL JUDCEMENTS 0N DECREES WENDERED &Y THE HIGHEST Couer of A
STATE 1Nl WHACH A DEMSION CouLD BE WAD, mAY BE REVIEWED By THE
SUPLEINE. COURT BN WRIT OF CERTIORAR) WHERE THE VALIDITY OF A
TRERTY DR STETUTE DF THE UNITED STHES 19 DIRAWRN 1IN MESTION ok
WHEXE THE VALIDYTY OF A STRTUTE OF AnlY STATE 15 OAWN NG
OUESTION: ON THE GROUND OF 1TS DEING PEPULNANT 1 THE CONST TR
TREKTIES , DL LAWS OF THEE WITED STHES) 0L WHEZE AN TITLE , RIGHT
PRVILEGE, 02 MUty 15 SPEIRLLY 9T Ue DL ALK MED UNIDER
THe CorlSTrUTion OR THE TRERTIES 0L SIRUES DF O AnlY COMMNISSION
HELD 0L ALTHORITY EXEKCISED UNDEL. THE UNITED STRES.

18 USC § 1LS1 2 THE SUPREME (oukT AND ALL COURTS ESTABLISHED

BJ BCT OF CONGRESS MAY 15SUE ALL WRITS NESESSAY 0
APPRO PRIBTE 1N BID OF THEIR RESPELTIVE Ju@sDIETIONS AND
ROREERBLE TO THE USBLES AND PUANCIPLES DF LAwW.




' STATEMENT OF THE CASE

Onl OR ABOUT SEPTEMBER 1, 201D, Me. Bonner. FILE WAGEAS CHRPUS
add SUSLTICIENDUM 9K WWAMEDITE RELIEF FROVA \LLEGAL ConFINEmentT
BASED ON THREE EVENTS: 1) EVIDENCE oF INTDXACATION SHOULD BE
SQUPPRESSED RS A PRODULT bF AN ILLEGAL SEARRCH; 2) EVIDENCE. DF
INTOXICATIDN WAS DRODULT OF ILLECAL DETENTION ) ENIDENCE
CONCERMING STRTEMENTS MADE WHILE \LLELAL DETENTION AND/oE.

THE FILST AMENDIENT,

ML, BONNER. RISED THREE VEY SPECIFIC. GROUNDS FoR RELIEF WRICH
ARE PALTICULARIZED IN HIS ad SUBTICIENDUIM AND MADE B PRET

- OF THE CORRESPONDING APPENDIX B

- M PoNRER FILED A RESPONSE BRIEF THEZED COUNSEL'S ANDERS
- BRIEF IN FOURTEENTH COURT OF APPEALS SPELIEIL. SELECTIVE -
 DROSECUTION ON NOVEMBER. 29, 2021 SEEKING RELIEF FROMW APPELLIE
RT. ON MARCH 10, 2072 APPELLIAE Couer DENIAL RELIER.

O OF ABOUT APUIL 13. 021 PAD SE PETITION 01 DISCRETIDNARY
REVIEW WRS FILE AND REFLIES ON MAY. 25, 20772.. B Plo € MITIon
FOR REHEARING, WPAR FILED 0N JUNE b, 7072 AND DENIED JURE 29,

1022 SEE APPENDIY D




e

REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION

RULE. 1U. (1) STHTES THrT “A DIREET AND CONGISE ARGRMERT
AVPLIEING THE EADRS RELIED BN \‘O‘flt
ALLOWANCE OF THE WRIT, BEE KuLe 10!

VO\D-FOR- VAGUENESS :
Texas VENAL CODE SEC. Ble.Ol(¢) OBSTRUCTIDN OK RETRUIATION

WHEN A VAGUENESS CHALLENEE INVOLVES FIlST AMENDMERT
CONCERNS. THE STHTUTE MAY BE HELD FALIALLY INVALID EVERN
THOUGH 1T MAY NOT BE UNCONSTITUTIDNAL AS APPLIED T0 THE
APPELLANTS CONDUALT,

FIRST AMENDMENT Wl FREEDDMAS ALE IMPLICKED. A LAW
M\ASI‘ZI’ gg /\SIEFF ICIENTLY DEFINITE To AVDID CHILLIN G PROTECTED
EXPRESSIA.

FIRST AMENDMENT NOT IMPLILATED, BURDEN DN APPELLANT T
ESTRBLISH STHUTE UnNLONSTITUTIONAL BePLIED T0 Him.

% OVERT ALT— AN OUTWARD At HoweVer INNOCENT 1n ITSELF,
| DONE IN FURTHERANCE DF A CRINMINAL ATTEMPT®

A VAGUENESS CHRLLENGE 1S APPILICABLE TO ALL LUmINAL
LAWS . NOT MEKELY THOSE THAT REGULITE SPEELH. A STRTUTE
WHICH EITHER FORBIDS O REQUIKES Bnl ACT 1IN TERINS S0 VAGUE
THAT A PERSON OF COMMON INTELLIGENIEE. mMinsT GUESS RS0 THE )
AS T THE MEANING AND WILL DIFFER kS TOTHE STRTUTE'S
APPLILATION LACKS THE FIRST ESSENTIAL OF DUE PROCESS.

A LAW MUST BE SUFFILENTLY DEFINITE SO THAT TS TERMS AID

PROVISIONS MBY BE KnOWN UNDEZSTOOD AraD A0
VOID AND UNENFDRLEABLE., | LED OR 1T 15




| 2
|

X VAGUENESS 0F AULEGATIDNS

MR, Bonnez. WaE STRRIDING T BRING FACIAL CONSTITUTION AL
CHALLENGE T STATUTE PROHIBITIAG ASSAULTS 0N PUBLLC
SERVANTS . CLAIMING THET 2oDILY INBURY wWrg 100 VALUB TS
BE CoNSTITUTIONALLY BAPPLIED N THIS LA, TO-WIT:

A THRERT, CONDUCT THAT It NOT ITSELF UNILA
CRININAL . UNLESS 1T CoNSTITUTES A Aassuprs o UEH LESS

CONCLUSION

The petition for a writ of certiorari should be granted.

ReSpectfully submitted,

2o ZZdll B

Date: 7".30” ZOZZ—




