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FEDERAL QUESTION
3-8 U. ST. § 1331

Cl) WHETHER. PETITIONER. IS PROPERLY DETAILED
AS AN ENEMY COMBATANT WITHOUT PRESlbENTlAU 
AUTHORITY To bo SO ?

(D WHETHER. ELOllbA STATUTE SECTION §775Mitt) 

VIOLATES THE (SUSPENSION - CLAUSE) ARTICLE 
OF THE UNXTEb STATES CONSTITUTION AS- APPLIED* 7© 

PETITIONER ?

6) WHETHER FLORIDA STATUTE SECTION §115.081(1) 

VIOLATES THE EQUAL PROTECTION GUARANTEES OF THE 
UNITEb STATES CONSTITUTION AS-APPLIED TO PETITIONER ?

Ci-e..THer ClTIZEA/SHlP OAUSET U-S.C.AXTg § 1 d.l)

ft) WHETHER FLDRlbA STATUTE § 775.081(7) VIOLATES 

THE COMMERCE- CLAUSE PROVISIONS OF THE UNTTEb STATES
constitution as- applied to petitioner. ?

(s) WHETHER FLORIDA STATUTE SECTION §115.081(1) 

VIOLATES THE FOURTH AMENDMENT AS-APPLIED TO PETITIONER?

(I) WHETHER FLORIDA STATUTE SECTION §775.081(7) 

VIOLATES ARTICLE 3Cd) OF THe: FIRST GENEVA CONVENTION? 
AS-APP1TEL TO PETITIONER?

(l) WHETHER RESPONEEMTEs) ARE ENTiTLEb TO 

IMMUNITY PURSUANT To THE FOREIGN SOVER.EXGN/ 

IMMUNITY ACT IQ U.S.C. § IbDH ?
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OPINION BELOW'
M Petit. respectfully prays that d Writ of Certiorari 

to review fke Order of Adjudgement benying fe.fit i 

to 4Ue Constitution at if \j of 

stataiuta Violating fKe F^ual Protection Guaranf 

4Ke Florida and United States Constitutions As-Applied

torver issue

toners
Florida’s Recidivistchall enge

ofees

tfl fttitorvef.

Tfa opinion of tfe, "foreign state," f^sco County SijctVi 

Judicial Circuit Court appears <3f Appendi

w
B" .
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JURISDICTION
IS US.f.. 3115 7 AC)

Tke date on which -Ike highest stake court decided 

my case was rendered on OctoW Id, XO\1 -from -j^e Second bisirict

Court of Appeal of the State of Honda ,(sec Appendix. A ),

0 Tke 1 Court opmtor($) from ike Florida district Court tar tke, 

Second C^istriet J.D15-5IIpL> dated or* Tine Jl8,3-0*7 

^(See Appendix & ).

H Tke order denying rekearinj -from tke, Honda district Court 

tor tke Second district tfo. Ibl5-52L>L> dateci on August 04,;loi7 

IS appended atjCsee. Appendix A \

ower

appendedare

Tl\e jurisdiction of this Court \s> invoked under 18 U.S.C.5 

\I57 55 tke Government Acton Complained of arises under Ike

E<^ual frotecton (guarantees C 

United States Constitution,See State of Minnesota vs. Clover Leaf

Creamerj Compaq et al0 W US. M5U, U LEcUd U5% 101 S.C+. 1735 

C(<=I8|N)1 ^nd tke protections of tke Suspension Clause, ifS. Const, <3rt. -1

%c!.l.(sez Mso BOUMZblZHE.ei *!■> vs BUSH et a/.,553 

US 7*2-3, 1-2.8 S-C+. 111% /7/ LEdlU Hi,^oo8 US LEXIS

H881 Uoo8).

Clause of tkeprovisionsommerce

3i of oL7



TREATIES, EMTinirmL STATUTES
RULES, PROVISIONS t ETC

- —0522-)

„ — (§.5-5)
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HOLY QURAW ......... .............. ..
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§ YkXUL .... *t* #• »> 0 t>
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CASE k FACTA

Petitioner, L3rry James Bradley 3r., A/K/A. AbduI Idris 1$ <3 nati 

of flie Muslim Na-ti

tona

<3nd natural born citi of fine United States. 

The governmental Action complained of has alienated and thereby

expatriated &tifior>er

ion men

-from within the <3mbit of "tine Citizenship Clause^ 

of the United States Constitution QCLY. It.S.C.A. $ 1) and his detenUn

Violates the Substantive and procedural doe process guarani 

fifth Amendment -fo the. liC. Constitution.

of theees

On or about January, <2-01*1, Respondents), FI ida Department of Agriculture, 

dgents Seized, arrested and detained Ithtioner for the pretertual Criminal 

offense- of Tie Marketing Without A License-, Cs&e Appendix C ^t-O

be construed in pari materia with its federal counterpart, "Teleph 

Consumer Protection Act, LH U.S.C $ <2-3-7 So that they illuminate- each 

other and are-harmonized. This initial arrest and detenti

on

one

Occurred1 on

Within the extra territorial jurisdict-iorv of ’ Rn(1|las County (fe. A political 

Subdivision cf The, STATE OF FLORIDA),of whom which Subsequently
transferred Custody of fetitoner to Pasco Countj Ce. also <3 political

Subdivision of THE STATE OF FLORUa), by process of attach ment

C.£., Supervised probation). Both are foreign state, territories of the_ 

United States <3S defined in the- FSIA <18 U.S.C.§ IL>03.
H of xn



On July lo\*\t nforeign State* <3gent Detective C. Cougill 

of Pasco County Sheriffs Office feting under the Color of 9tafe 

Uv/ and preiextual extra-territorial jurisdiction, alleged ihdt 

Violated the terms 4nd CondiLons of the, probation (ie.jTele- 

Marketing Without A LicenSe)for <a||egedfy

t oner

textual

Criminal offense of ' Lewd or Lascivious Conduct/' Fla. Stat.§ 860-04 

((oHb^feee, Appendix ) .

9 ^Commi-Vtin e pre

On August *7— <2,0 N, the ProsecuLn Attorney charged fetit 

With the. prefextual offense of 'ATTEMPTED CEVv/b or LASCIVIOUS 

Holestaf.cn " Fla. Stat § &OQ.&lMa)/lT1.0'\{stt, A^JiT t> Y

i oner3

On July 31 §^,3-015, the fi-osecuti 

ex.trajudicially K-illed jfsee <Z8 U.S.C. § 1350 Aliens acti 

fights by purportedly amending the charging

further tortured andion

tor tort) fetit
information from Attempted

ion i oners

Lewd or Lascivious Molestation ’* to reflect the offense of Lewdi or

Moles tation^See, Appendix E ^ and ^dded 3 count two

of "HARASSING A WITNESS" FU Stat.§.
Lascivious

alleging tKe off

cll4.itZ(S)i ^nd enhancing fLe Sentencing penalty To mandate^ 4 mandatory

LIFE SENTENCE (\
recidiv.st Statute, §TT5.0g£ Cl)./PRISON REUEASEE f?E-OFFENDER, 

Act.) On September 50iS "The Prosecution again purportedly 

Amended the charging information to which fetiLoner was wrongfully 

Convicted, adjudged and Sentenced..........(see Appendix F )

ense

indefL'te- defenhont pursuant to Flondasi.e.

5 of <27



&tiii -filed A Florida Rule- of Cn'mmal Procedi(oner 3.8oo(b)a)
ior to tilmq ttlS

uro

Moti To Correct A„n E Sentence-ton rroneous pr 3
initial Appellate* brief, preserving tvs Constitutional

tlrus Honorable, Court tg reWeW on writ of certiorari that FU- Stat §. 

rnt5-08xcci) violates the, Florida And United States Constitutions 

EZc^ual Protection Guarantees, As-Applied to FUutiontr

challenge to

L> of X7



REASONS' FOIL GRANTING THE PETITION"

AHfiUHETIT k CITATIOM TO tWIWTl
 Claim our

Ft A. STAT § 775.08201) VIOLATED TUF 

QF INSTITUTION AS-AfPLTE£> To PETITIONER

E-QNAC .

, , , . ■STAMbARh qf REMiEvf
' ke Standard of review" under t-burtfcervtVx Amendment enaaI protection 

rttionaKlu analysis Without regard to wkick branch of stale government Was 
Tfr tKe legisUtwe judgement- IS governed by federal Constitutional Uganda 
State, courts application of tkat standard is fully reviewablo «\ tke United States 

Oupreme, Court on WTit of Certiorari .(STATE OFJMTUklESOTA. v.s Cl OVFR I FAF
M COMPAQetat.m U-S.
(mi)). ---------- >-------- —

ARGlIMEtfr (W THE KERXT5

^775. 082, Fla. STAT, violates tke-XlYL Fourteenth Arndt, 

4nd Art. 1 c8, cl 3 of the. Eyal Protection k Commerce CUuS 

tire federal Constitution's-^;

American-Muslim. 3rid natural k

£ previsions of
pplted to Larry Bradley aJlk Abdul Idris, an African 

citizen oftke United States. As M. tke. contentorn

of life felonies, no rational basis exists fir classifying recidivists based 

wketker tke recidivist kas Committed or attempted to commit

WiEk.n tkree (3) years or after tW (3) years from kis release, fdm 

Custody for purposes of dete

on

a nevJ
Offen$&

mining wketker tke offender 

Ift Sentence.,and because, no rational basis exists for
receives a vnandaWy 

subjecting

tke. Court far ikt. 

Criminal records taasecl on

Petitioner, to a karsker Sentence, than offenders bef,6 re

S^mc_ offenSc wko kave more- egcegious 

7 of J7



nothing more- than whether an offense 

tfc Commit offense W45 

Teleaso fr

eMdleri to iiruivediahu 'release -from Ike current Continual, perpeW\ 

an<l arbitrary detention or a new Sentencing bearing, where. Vie is not 

Subject to Sentencing under §175.0#2ll), pr\a St at-

A. htttoner may briny edW a -facial or as-applied Constitutions) 

challenaieto a statute; See °Eide y. Sarasota County ,308 V- lA 1\)„ 
MCcMtsee also CITIZENS UNITES vs- FEbERAL ElXCTXOtJ 

COMMISSION) 558 USlioTlSO LEb Id 753 (Toio). A, fbtl
challenge to a statute, IS more- difficult ttan an 'as-applied' challenge, 

because tKe challenger must establish that rurSet-of' circumstances ey-ists 

Under which the Statute- would be valid. Conversely, when 4 person mates an 

as-applied challenge, ke or she is attacK-lnoi only the governmental decision 

to apply the statute., not the Statute t«r general. In this content, 

the challenger must show that the government action complained err is
‘'truly irrational. .. • 1 1 •

J The Florida Supreme Court has erplamed the considerations 
governing an Egual R-oiection claim as fallows:

/f statutory classification will be deemed to violate egual prohc-tior-i 
onlvj if it causes "different treatments So disparate 4S relates to the_ 

difference in classification So as to be wholly arbitrary.” In re 

Estate of Greenberg 330 So.O-d CF(al38o) ahogatea buShriners 
Hospitals for Crippled Children V- ZnliiC) 5L>3 So-id b>*tC>la. Wo). 

V/here no Suspect classification VS involved," the statute, need
only bear a reasonable, relationship to 3 legitimate. M states 

interect.' Id. Some ineq.ualifu or \mpfeaSion will Wot. fender 
a statute invalid, lact-Son V. State, Pll So.3d 1L3 tFU iciu').

was committed or an attempt 

proven within three 0$) gears from a prior 

Custodg or after three ($> years Accordingly, RtloneT, is

8 of 3-1



Under § 115 OQZCH), Fla.Stat.) -ihe. Prison Releasee 

cp 'enc^ kk, persons who commit Certain enumerated 

Offmses vji+hin 4lifee^ years or ^-pfcr bemq released 

4r6na a Stett Correctional futility Operated bjt/ie bepadment
Dj Corrections, must be Sentenced to ike maxmiun Sentence
T W»ri<k courts have repeatedly
rejected /aca chalky* io the Prison Releasee RelfUder 

hdr on &fruaI protedion Cjrcunds. See, e.^ Grant lib So. 2d 

LpSS j Roilinsor) V State, 713 So. id 5$ 5 (Fte7w bcAlM9h~ 

mod* y. State, 7% So.UdTCFudffbdTmtU^
because <3 fictal Constitutional challenye must he denied, if * 

thtre, IS any Set-of-Circumstances \o which the siatd ' 
bo denied CondUona/Lj, those, holding do not foreclose a
letihoner Or Sublet of Petitioners from journo that, WUe
the act may not be unconditional m all respeds, it is 

Unconstitutional aS-QppU fd them. See, Bide V. Sarasota
Gtttdl-) w f.xd 111* L id lir. mo). ~—

Here, Pdiloner, Larry BrW/ojr, respectfully Submits tkd 

'^C, j °n Releasee Reoffender t\ct (PKR) ' violates the eaual 

protection clause, as - applied' fo persons before the Court facme, 
lih tetonies and jS-UppM to tumSelf personal^. The trial 

CoUrt dtnied relief (appendixfc"). fntmj that “the State has 

f Intimate interest 10 prevtnimj Violent crimes Committed 

by recidivist who have Shown cither a repeat J or an escalated 

pattern erf Criminal behavior, reflect^ resistance, h prison's 

Prospectively deterrent effeet.' As X chd below, X, 3CpnoMc 

that beyuirmj HcidnsTs bit commit neio crimes Tier their 

telease trow custody fo Serve 3 mandatory

c. Can

Jc/i^encc

4 of 11



Jor 4kat ntw nfftAto IS rationally tejsM h ike ljUrte 

$i$lt yocil of oerfettinj th'mmals tibH recidirdii'nj, Grid iht 

Coutts of ihis shit have, teptdedlj -pound ihis io ht, 

irut. Houjcvetj ihis does not end ihe epal proftcicn 

-^isiesdj ikert must dls& he 3 tefional teas on 

i/Isis based upon iht ton Mission of 

$ ^J* i°fs& Wtikm -three (3) years 6r jfier ihree 6) 

y^pp ^-fe M e ^Tf/n C//S^fy 3nd irtaitncf iht former/t
diffzrtntly %an -jht k-HtrJ J ^

( i~4-^ Ranch tid^y. Behrens, ML F.lA^pn
iHk Ur. Corporation, Lazy Y Ranch ^HvnpbJjz

ir6£stp Ms a V* w ck¥ijtu iti %%jVi \ ^ ^ i*<&r ■'
rhd J ft ■JM,S‘H'j'3J ^SM-SS- The dtManH
C/W-Me. b,Js-ton <fcw because ^ aUMsM* 

todS or *»hy n* hnds SudaUe for £a*y Y faj,
T f'jU'f? *«¥>*f ihur m over W,w
ih. lower <*> ofjU pnveus leasee. Td However, XteyT
vf’1*3Pi, ^ P™,f ^ Violated til Efual
thrkdor, Liam when ikey rejected ,t‘s bids, dsstrhnf {M
the bids We*, actual^ tepcW because Loza Y Rand, 0) 

u/LlfpLn *'<S P “wM-'tnist-; ad U) is aV/akL.^U, CorporabonJUt w«s MtLpb’nf to take- 4C
. 3T'^ , f ̂ c/*$y boSSPjT

r-TE j[ ihsr'l't ^K,s ms net rdlomJ.
f m- 7he defendants Jfli « m^n ^ ^

were

Io of 27



apwy jhd -//ia)- articulated lead mate /J,
dpUy ft, jhe IWy ^ /3zy y ^ WeJ

paal rrekdim man,hi and mead -that,
Ys chons of actual wfyi- Hchves £,■/«/-/» 

f°, rntidian ckirn because. ... ffcy halt tfjtrtd 

a fejr««*fe P«m» dfe»y,W -fte. /e3Sei £>
-thur $tftonS Mtoncdly te(a-k.JJ]*J’cl. trh 5$<j.

I he YWt eicanined dkt claim <35 fif/c^s:

&Z.

list)

Vs hi ok

6). befend^Ms Qf-ftt No Reason for 'Tresdin
Consuuhofttsfs bi-pferenlly From Other Bidders 3

Th^ first flan/ in btftndanis araumfib is dhrf dby hwts 

onlj put firth 4 ftbonak fit- Jenjinj U*J Ys leases: dL/ 

h^ve hot ctWd (L rational basis fir dassfiinj basic/ on 

Wkctlief VJUker 4 lease applicant ,8 4 CoiLSUvutiomt 43 

Y.sfe As Cefentwfcs note,kL Supreme Court 

has OHen ladlcaied-tUt ^iioml basis review skould
SeiTrrt t \ r parp*\of cU,M *«ifak

_CC V- Beach CoKMumcart^ns, T/ir>, gpg Q S’
M.315, U3 SCt.^os^ I^M LU.IA
kLjtes R.fi. ReWeMwV Fritz, LHCI U.S. !U,l7t)el
O' CT.H53, Lie L.Ed.lA 3L>8 QSfto) ; gee also )AelW V. fTae
5o^ U S- 3)2- 3Z1, 113 S-Ct 2-1*37,115 L.Ed.2d~Z57tj5q3') " 

(,a,.C^sitca+ion "most be Upheld gainst equal protean 

ChaHenj^ it there. IS ^ reasonably Conceivable. sW
5 prov.'dt, 4 raW basis ^ tke. cks
\^caW ictaton and oaotaUn marks uhH+Ji)); Minnesota. 
V_C[0yel- Leaf CtemvfCo.)H4, U.S. Hgk.fa-

on.

ii of n



715, Lie L:Ecl.2<J L>5q Qq&i). trejecWij argument -that 

Siait had 4o demonstrate an empirical basis- for its 

C-Ussificafioio). tloWevery these cases do net require 

05 to accepts Defendants characterization ^ 

classic-tin mode. In Beach Commim.cafwms, 

for exs^le, tkere Was vvo dispute over what l 

Confess had drawn : W drew “3 distinct* fed
[cable. television) facility thaf Serve Separately owned
™ managed buddies and -these that Serve 3 

more bullcW under common 0WftfKlv, ^ ,>.W& mldUvAtW Wo eW W vtf it ^
lie n T, j rrom regulation,508

“ >* d*WU, Swv.Ved iW basis 

SiutT" 4n8/jA wWW *dd,4kCourt
tv tea w\a£ be_caose> We, rteyer reainr<» n L ’ Li \

articulate its reasons for enact a* 4 stable if is

Anrlr^PurP0SeS theid- 4t ofS6? % |iChalleAQe,j d.’stmcW'acfia//V

U**s,n

vae
Ween

Ofie^ or

,-■- a ^ co^asf -the nature of dhe classif,cahcn — i.e
VlM line bekntarlts drew---- is at 4ke Center of the ^
dispute. L-TZ-y Y allies -that befendanfs classified on 4he> 

basis of whether the bidder vuas <3s=>ocistei with 

Conservation^ and pleads numerous facts that ,f
Would tend -Vo establish this tWry. IkoujK Defendants asirt
™ ™| ^lj on the basis of The costs awociaU
wrm -pfospectiVe \esS6fS management pi
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Cases -jWj Cije requires US to Accept their OpUrwW 

oiwularly, vjhile administrative co^s wii&kt be A valid 

V^son <H a bidder a lease, fr does not
cffer a basis £>r treating COAS^VoWsts diff 

TTWk 6Tk.tr OiM^CS^
crm

deeded A 33--W eascrv^i xn e*We. -fcr access
-Vb the V,aW Sv^ppl^ while -Hie. eaSemint AsU 

OT CnKerS >]e/e c#\\>| \5 tdet. 52.8 ltk 3t 5U3,
^°7^; Court did not Ask vjMW~

Vv/AS A vadioad basts tor dbe. village. 3ski™ £ 

3±T~^°°^ pa6fmer^ one erf its citizens. See id.

f ?&',2V'Cf* l073,‘ RfW- 4U C^t nded dW
pamdiHs allegaWs dhd dW ms no rational reason 

Vlk'j She ^ V\ad do provide 4 larger easement dWan £ 

VVd3KloW6. TW. allegation of vrraWl differential 

ir^WV propert) A*U an E«1 dai»v. Sea. U

bad

\2-D

dWere^
toC

er

one Ur To 0leoUt4U question Here, VS not Sirvi^W voUetWr 

admiruoVfsKvt costs were. O. rational feasor, £>r d
, 5 VJ' d* Laz.y Vi claims

dHal aW*UW, coifs onl3 matter ,A Sen^ cases— 

l.e., VIWen -We, VlitjW bidder vs A Conservationist. THe. 

leal <*IKsWv VS VJte-tW dWw^ « A rational Was,.5 f6r
tWiS aistinotion-Orr dH,s rtoort tW VS not-
XA - 5$*? - ?0 L jotifntieS btni-H&J),

<tf\

■Su^eft

id of at



la LaZAj V Ranch | fta -f hw m -tWe- defendants' 
argument vJas fU fU tad onl^ put Xrdk s* raficnate
Z.• UP Ys, UeS 3 1H ^ ^offered 3 

aootllt^S<5A^r Used on whether a leas*

S+afcJ " wMe skUvs-trat^ co^s MiX jiXtlld 

teason do cWj a bidder A 1^ ft c 7 t V d ,

^ . Us 4r Wi„, tf
irr^ & 5:° ^
Wkttter -W was a ^ **

*% *- fi4 e«J* ^ Z T £?.. .
Xd. (ci-fiKUj, Oleck.af 5I.R I^Cpf jn-,-A "P ll 6

c“+
^609.1 reason vjbvj sta bad io U 

^Sem^yiV

0 1. r • wbiU if mail ta rational 4o Drm„vL i

Sr i xitnr?i ,,in“r“riXX otftTVjMwXt?|f + C*355iJ|"’3. twists UseJ
7/imX ™ ^Wisf CbKKlfs bis neui ftpp UJL
ij'ret' ^ 1“® « rfw X XT' X"''

?zp2ZZ£&$Z&

ourf

^ voo^s n.o 

^ provide a larocr 

neighbors. jJ. d

uere>

6 n

e.

rm incarcarab’oKi; 

CeuX have,aor
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■fe-Uj, a t-aWal Ws eusb t dasslftii
^ t ^ t«4divist ,3 3
YMW three- u5)
H.eas& 4r

dhe. COrtWtb cf 

°f\ 9 lift. 

feadiviSt
COfAMiis ^ K\evJ of-ftnse

r, «r\

oaa.

^twer, Urf VJ BifadU 3 aclba6u)le<Ws that <5,6(vve
imprecision ^ p^mi^if U,and tlU equal prdecbon does
nc?v re^uvi-e tlfle leqvslatur^ to 4tUclc alt assets of ^
W.U or not qcfiress it a* all j and 4k* is yredseft

ckalUe, to tke sbieft- Vo-as-applied to ,
^encWs Uftf Ik. f,,a1 Jk

disuepk, n WjPfejkf TITS** 'tv e
it a k +'6 hw 'fflh nt>^ ^ ^eaf ^ to 

q fjtS- FW Robson V. V ah-. ,1a

^ICFU.'JmOi-^pQj^f Ikund,in pertunck faskion

tewd (Ae- M’+kt eruwutrkd ftU' w'+k
reW w art ^ ^ ^ tret

P , K°\l'^n 3 fte ad was bd™ applied to a+lr J A
U™, -pmdrwbfc miye. (JiZAJ , d « 

T»"'5Ule bj mJLls) \(rs. ,mpr°sl j^+T^lr^' L ,
rf secona wmkt
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create a potete Sentencing disper^ 4eWn-te 

TWO Classes at reciimsf of onb -five (d) or -f-ri 

(l shears,+Ke disWiion drawn bdwetn 4W,+wo 

classes mas) noi be trraWl (tkouak 4Ke Rollings 

Cauft iw ike Courf in Grant was i, +0 actually 

<3mcuMte a basis -for -RndiVuj ike class ifocW> rational).

„ , ,vl C0*tW rf 14 4Itni'tS, Ivffe iff
-tbhee (.0) iglBr line of demarcate mns the difference,

I't&eivinaJ tYtfnddffj life lenience or DbSSihL
iiteNintj £ Sentence of only probation) if is patently

(JflteSSQn^bh TO disfinpJtS ll fftvjeen dkos^ offenders
who co^f «j lifff-feJoy wijin [$) £
release Of Cu5fX cW fce Vv/tf> <5 iff {Iffy
rec^ ye3,r^ 4nd 4 c/ay 4m fh<u’r teleaSe from Custody.

SffU
°!p. t, ft different dreffmmts \t> dispart
dS tejz-pts jo dhe drfff'esvue in ckssification So <3S

0 be tihillu Midrarj.y Simply putt it IS wholly
l^fdficrial for the So(e factor deferrnininj whether 

Ke Se.n~fan.cinj Court must lenience, 4 tzciditfifT 

ff 4 M&fidafonj Iff Sentence, Or IS permitted do Sentence 

~/ne Dr-fesuitf ft <3 prbb&i'ion&rKj $&vles\ ce^ 4o whettheff
the recidivist waited more than-dhtu, Id) years from his 

l-dioso -from custody f> conmid his Iff feff. Jbis ls 

particularly 8b where ,4? hero, the* classification (Creates 

the absurd heSutf that dffenders before iff Court on
thi , Same charges Ss feddtoner, who ffve Mote egregious 

Chivbnal fecordsffecffS^ff-15),Could be Senieffedffs
lip of Qfl

esn

een

y
6r

% :■



3 -fern of probation, wfuL fUitioner faces a life. Senitnce 

because, C6Mm<Hed hlS offeMSt wffm (f) \jedfS 

■(toiy) fits release fro no Custody) but per mi tiiny offencle/S 

VflflD Copunif file S3M«c Crffensc j V/iff owe earetfieu/5
ChMina ttcorfs, fo potentially teCaVe 4 Se*Wc
Ot proton ?6 lono ZS iUm.1 fkr^ (z) years
Qnd 4 day to commrf fhdr offense is ra4na/.

,. , T/J t']C 3ppl‘cd,on of ike ?R R ” Sidd
jfpil'd fo filhoner, without a juchbid ddetmmd 

Ca pnbdk CauSt that fttfoner fas CDHniffed „
TA J^vf 'h! 4n M Intend and
exiles Ufiiner to PeLef 3

Consequentlyt b^s ft pRR ddde^s-lppU
founders who Com,t hft felonies^nd^s-apILjto
fjn n 0/ Pff0rclf; Violates ike Canal Proiedion clause

Ltlt wh t *dmt' <* « ««' Stnknam
f j) Smitnctnj Coui-t IS free to moose anag^sfeasllp

ml if Zffifzdi
tn/t1’ t,P 1 tnd->e^ f.&Z itSwfais 4 tftP1 ^i^ < ■% <f,Uts^n F -M

IS 4 MW j^sii fr ^ Ui^}n4,c,n S<uonP. 7

e. 35-

Oh

Pefftoaer

iPKer

<L>
tiftM

/on

Who l
<$n

o~c

\
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CLAIM TWO

Peii{ioners continuing detention violates t,he fundamental clue

process rights durational limits on detention, where there, has b
eer\

Ho judicial detcrnnination of probable, cause” 3S required bg law, that 

fttitioner has Commit+edj Wa$ Committing or attempted fo commit either

of the pretextual offenses fltiti

The United States Supreme Court case, of Cjersfein V. Pugh Sets

the standard for a judicial determmati 

Qerstein V- Pugh ( tZO (J-S. l03, ^5 S.Ct-85*t t *-(3 L. Ed.-id 54(1^75),

See, aiso birector General of Railroads VS Hastenbaum, UQ L Ed Nle,

lUS US. 15 0<U5).

Stands WrongfulIj Convicted csf.loner

of frobabie, Cause! See,ion

CUSTObY'
dtifioner, Larnj Bradley a/ti/a Abdul Idris IS Ifl tbe pKjSical 

Custody of Respondent Robert FI 

Institution, <3ad Ricky Dixon, Secret^ of tlae Florida Department of 

Corrections a detenti

Warden of Holmes Correctionalores

tacitly and -foreign state agency ' within five, 

cytra tern tonal jurisdiction of tile, 'tinted States,” tsee, F<

ion

i of\ Sovereign
Xnmunitas Act UFSIA" IS use §lL03(h)).4nd the direct ccrvU of Respondent.
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(Milder 

Court of wflow 3re Or Iwe, b

IS Similarly Situate4 to otker Most before tke,

unlawfuKu detained 3t Guantanamo

wn men

!feen

Wilbout Probable Cause, ckarge or trial, WAng of tkem for nearly 15 'j

6r more, ? See, Rasu[ v BusK, 5MX U.S. Hkk (Xoo^\also Boumediene v. 

Busin, 533 U S. 723 (3,00#}, TKc <3fbitrarg executive imprisonment

•And Liberfj provist6ns erf 

4ke Citizenskip Cl3USe,(4nd said governmental Conduct fkriker

ears

of Petitioner violates Ike "frue Rrocess

Wfoogf«l(^ Concludes UiKoner-U be, unfair tj discriminate! ®)J)(nst4S4

keli eitraterr.lonally wtlrin fke United Statesnorv citizen detaimec

jurisdiction. 

T/ie, Ciliw.,p ckos* (u^ns:u.s.cA.SDtpp)^ t^.
Coantg, a political Subdivision"tr , loreign Statc> territory of Ho|

of-Hu. STATE- OF RORIt>A,«) dt facto U.S- territor

Mo)«med AJi Samanbr yS, Bashc, Abd, Lsof et al., 5U> U S.

mes

See-3

3o5, 130 $. CIJ.118,'1% L.Ed.xJ lo^7]Zolo US. LEXIS 437g).
feUtioner is <a natural b African American Muslim, entitled ~to 

the, Same- privileges <3nd immunities of other natural b

orn

orn or
naturalised Citizens Wilkin Ike 3 Fourteenth. AmendmentMeanm

Moi-e Specifically when determining what constitutional 

Standards 3ppkj when the government acts wi+h respect to

expatriated non-c it de facto 1 -territorial 

It of XI J
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lines of demarcation of the United States, when 

tke District Courts nor the 5
ofnone.

dddfeSSeiCour"b kas

alleged non-citizen, of 

State* within ike, “de, focto " extra tern to r/a/

everupfeme/

o} “pare, question of Uwf'regarding an 

o| "de-jacto -farei

limi-fa of 'the. United StdtcS. Fetiti 

Due Process does not require tlae legislature to attack, all aspects

r
acknowledges again; thattoner

of a problem or rvot address it at all, and that Some imprecision

IS permissible. This IS precisely why fttit 

’Tact’ and ''length'1 of his
challenge to theloners

imprisonment, \S a propositi 

< .
does not apply* per 

but that there, are provisions in the, Constitutions which Simply do

oftoo

Course^ not that the, Constifcuii se. overseas.i on

not necessarily apply \n All circumstances in every foreign place,, see. 

Reid V. Covert ^ 35^ lf$- 1» I1/0^57) ftUrlan, J.j Concurring).

fetitioner has been detained -for eight gears (8)* without A 

of R-obablo Cause." Co beljudicial determination 

bas Committedj
Petitlevo i oner

Was Coiwmiitin attempted to commit aOf even3
crime and has reached the outer Uds of that durational Ut 

to do So. ftrpetua! detention on the ba cf no more than

executive decree compels relief regardless of the original basis of 

Tie defenfi The arbitrary restraint (Tfihoners’ liberfion ■ on 1
3.0 of XI



must be remedied by the judicial branch, Uamdi V. Rumsfeld, 

5M^L U.s. 5L>7 ($Oo4). Freedom from bodily restraint IS fW> 

elemental of liberty interest” 3nd Was always been at ike; 

of liberty protected, by the. due. process provisions of th<L* 

Citizenship Clause* -from Arbitrary governmenTa.! action.

Specifically, in 10o\} Congress passed the Author" 

T>r Use of Kildary Force.,Pub, L. Mo. 107-tQ,§ <2-(a), US Stat- 

W qoodrMIMF'y Petitioner 

Statute when read pursuant to the doctrine*

most.

core,

Even more

ixation

■further Contends that this

°f in pari materia (which 

nstrae related statutes together So that they

illuminate each other and are. harmonixec^ is Very similarly related 

in 4 functional^ best to Floridas Prison

requires Courts to Co

Releasee. Re-Offender3
A.ct,(i e ' RR.R.")tthe burdens G.e.;Taxati<>ris) tl

Upon fbttioner <3nd Similarly Situated M 

based on undifferentiated 

The olrbi tra

the Subject - matter-jurisdicti

rese statutes imposes 

uslims within Guantana mo

Suspicion of, and Antipathy toward Musi 

i Conduct complained of expands the 

ion as in CHARLES WILLIAM LEbFoRb

imS.

r3 g overrnrten

V. LlNXTEb STATES, W F.3d 1376 j tooa. U.S, App. LEXIS 157dO;

a2.0Q3j~X U.S. lax. Cast(i e. truly irrational}.

Petitioners' Continued detent 

Ostensible need for the Conti

lated to any actual 

Violates practical

ion unre

d defendinue ion
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Foreign Islamic International L«sw tttofy Quran SuurakSW^olnd 

Ike sentence of indelinik involu^ Servitude^-Pla. Stat.§775.

083. Violates 4ke S Clause, of 4ke United Statesospension

Constitution Article 1 § T cl. 3, as-aPpl, J to &tit oner,-and is manifest 

Witk Resident Trumps' Celi-jous -animus <3nd .avowed determination 

procbmaii'

and

to not release, detainees -fr Guantanama - As <3 Sample, 

i ms entering 4k-e 

* i-keres

ion rom

has called tor *<3 Complete, skutdown of Musli 

Courtfr^-j <3nd argued that -all Muslims Suffer from 4 SicKness 

3 S'icKness going onj—See Abdu/fak y. Obama, 753 F 3c) 1*13,H8-TT (k.C.

Cir. 3oH)-,cle<3r violations of the. First Geneva Convention Art. -36d).

DURATION fr CIR.CUMSTANCES OF PETITIONERS' 
PETENTIQM vxoiate: procedural k substantive: pur fKocess

hue- process is 4 Concept that requires rationality 3nd

pn>portiooalif<| ir\ government Action, f^-titioners clainv. of fdlse,--

IMpriSonment t

Trrump

* * *

y 4r\d 4 re Vie Win 

Corners of 40

dfUUk Ca
&6url S Scope df iWievs/ limits this in^utVj to the. £

<3rre5tinj cfFficere'arrest 4ffidavit;se^ Theresa ST- George V- fineiUs Cowcfy,

g85 F.3d l33TUocg tt$.ApP-UXlS MSU5 Til^Cir. J.6oaA

4ke Quest%urns on use 3i on

oar

ai Statement on PreVenfnq Musi-f^ess Release., “Trump-Bnce,, tion^lcj J. "Trump ;
Immigration (be*--?, Z015} http://bit-ty/cZ-jKabm

D>Jn Friedman, Trump Giles "Sickness" m b^-fenSe. of Muslim Immigration 

Ban Proposal, Fox News fbee. 13,2015), Utp://fvn. ws/l m7 Bn Dh.
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Respondents') have. Y16 legitimate or bona-fide governments

objective/ fior 'denying F^tit ts of due*The minimum ^e^jUi rt,naeirv 

t basis review should aot inquire, irctc* the, Actual

ioner

process and rateiona

of fhe challenged decision to detain Petitioner. Tfie ^oesii*^ 

here, IS not Simplj whether f^fi toner ts a natural torn cili^ien

natu/aliz-ed -foreign MusVm /Tke real 

\s whether there, \s 4 rational basis far this- dlsf'ncton?

purpose,

of

the United States or a

(^uest
On this record, there is not-

on

alleged

petition from Such a

Even assuivur^ Arguendo that fetitioner was an
n

enemg combatant;, <3 Court that 

person must itsetf

received £ 

that the rrunt mum requirements due

V. Bush, 533 Its. 713

ensure/

process «3fe achieved , $ee, Burned; 

Ci-00f^fitioner ts \n his ei
iene

gkth (8&) year of indefinite deWW 

rms j Several Sessions of Congress

vonm.

through Several presidential te

dnd ^ Constantly shifting Conflict bed 

Muslims! F^-tifioners

America 4nd AJ-^edaWeen
C Foreign

perpetual uncertainty .about his 

•jato; including whether he will ever be, released 

psychological torture,
, resulting

top of the Systematic abuse,,
cruel treatment,and extrajudicial filing of an mnocent Musli

<3nd "Torture defined in 18 il-Sl. § |356>)

ia
Severe/ on

im,
(Ertrajudrcial killing
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® Medic a! experts lilfen prolonged Mniie, deknt 

Sensory deprivation'— <3 tecojniz,ec| -f 

The arbitrary e*ecuf

‘is unlawful. When Compared U Similarly Siluafed defair\ee5 

Guantanamo

detention manifests clear viola-ti

<3rrest

iao “to

of pS\jcKo logical “torture,, 

ive> imprisonment, driven bvj Celujoas <30irviU5

orm

m a material aspect, the, physical mdefnit

rf international UiO.Theions o

of a th»n<j V5> to obtain Jurist ict

A distinction V5 taV\en betvjeen Civd 3r\d territorial jurisdiction^ 

Civil jurisdiction IS referred fp consent^ t binds d\\ who have 

Consented, Territorial Vruschetion ^oes ^rthcr j it, operates

the ^efSon •ion over

ose who have> furt asserted" Such as aliens- hut 

^lien must do Something. Vf an alien bo t&rcibhj or
Upon th

fraudulent^ earned vtth»n the tefnt&f^Ce.j^ <35 fetiti

then no Consent implied 3nd Consequently there,

0foond dor ^u( isdichoO' Sovereigns

r\ot to $uWt his

loner

\s na

<^ual < It \s the duty of

rights to tho decision of 3

are e

3 SoveCei 3n
(Z)

CWtjeHe-, Carat RimshmervV Before losti 
U.S-3 Ptj&icians tor Hjfr\an Ri^kfe, pj- U ^Ti

: Indefinite l3etfention in the 
K\fp : //bihly/j^ZinTK l.

ice *
une

it of J?



Co-Sovereign • Ite \S the. Sole arbiter of his own rights. VW

leges r\o Superior, but Allah CieGiod') alone^ without a 

Partner, "to Vus equals, We shows respect, but

4W<-. Schoooef tWchange. VS. H' Faddon and Others, 3 V-td

4cknow
not Submission,

See
5.07. The Fourteenth Amendment ctvz-enship QQ^f U.S.CA- §. 1 

TVie Cibz-emh.'p Clause^ \$ one which a citi

Voluntarily relinquishes it( and 

Canceled 

tHe States

Weeps unless he/lien

aquifed, cannot be shifted, 

or diluted at, -the will of the federal Government,
6nco

or 6nj ether governmental urvtj t>e-p Afro^m vs 

bean R^<,387 US. 0,53, 18 L.&d U 757, 87 S.Ct. lUfr (131/^

See also Reynolds V. S»«ns, 377 US. 533, U- L.Ed.ad 5o(,,8t S-Cf. 
\3U2- Cl^tW), Accordingly, the CtixensUp Clause, Contains a

Substantive Component that bars Certain arbitrary , WCongWl 

government actions.
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CONCLUSION k RELIEF SOUGHT
Based upon The

dUtkority, fet'd loner KiS demonstrated how Respondents kave^ departed 

from -ike essential elements of law, which Has resulted in ike injurious

unlawful detention where adequate relief1 cannot, be obtained in the 

Singular -f<

Exceptional eircumstanceo exists of which to aid this Honorable

tioned material facts (citations to&reivten

f procedural Vehicle Habeas Corpus.} Article ilTcl. 2.ornr\ o

Courts ^ppelUte jurisdiction pursuant \p 2-8 (J.S .C. § 12-57(0, 

<3nd tkis C&urts Rule <2-0.1 of which Jurtlacr relief jnaj te afforded in 

the ^furtherance of justice^See «Z£ U S.C.Sl^5l^').i as no other court can

extend the renr\ed\j/fe(i'ef Sought Without this W hie Courts fnit^lOnoTA

leViewj hij a Writ oT Certiorari ,See STATfc- OP MINNESOTA VS. CLOVER.

LEAF CREAMERY Company et at, US H5l», UU L Ed zd 1*5% i°* 

S.Ct 715, reh den (US) L8 LEdM JJL1, \ot S.Cf. i73S-

Wherefore., fell toner Seeks from this Court in the aliernatwe •

(it Assume jurisdiction over this matter:

(X) Issue an Order directing Respondents to show Cause, whg this Writ or 

aruj otiner writ m the interest oTjustce should not be granted-
(tissue a Writ o-f ttateas Corpus ordering Respondents to release fttitioner.

(4) Award fettoner reasonable. Costs and attorney -fees, and.

^ Grant <3mj other relief which this Court dems just and proper, <3S A threat to 

justice anywhere (s <a threat to justice e ve r ^uhere, G^uct nj br. Martin L K- 3r.).
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