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FEDERAL  QUESTION
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(1) WHETHER. PETITIONER IS PROPERLY DETAINED
AS AN ENEMY COMBATANT WiTHouT PRESIDENTTAL
AUTHORITY To Do So 7

TR PO STATUTE, S 1708 0
. M o,

o\éI%éTUAS/ITED STATES CONSTLTUTLON AS- APPLIED TO

PETTTIONER. 7

(3) WHETHER FLORIDA STATUTE SECTION 8775.082(9)
VIOLATES THE EQUAL PROTECTION GUARANTEES OF THE

UNITED STATES CONSTITUTION AS-APPLIED TO PETITIONER 7
(i.e.,, THE CITIZENSHIP CLAUSE” U.SCAXIV § L cl.1)

() WHETHER  FLORIDA STATUTE § 775.082(9) VIOLATES

THE COMMERCE- CLAUSE PROVISIONS OF THE UNITED STATES
CONSTITUTION AS-APPLIED TO PETITIONER. ?

(5) WHETHER  FLORIDA STATUTE SECTION 8775.082 (9)
VIOLATES THE FOURTH AMENDMENT AS-APPLIED TO PETITIONER. 7

(LY WHETHER FLORIDA STATUTE SECTION §1775.082(9)

VIOLATES ARTICLE 3Cd) OF THE FIRST GENEVA CONVENT(ON?
AS- APPLTED T0 PETITIONER.?

(7) WHET HER. RESPONDENT(S) ARE ENTITLED TO
TMMUNITY PURSUANT To0 THE FORETIGN SOVERETGN
IMMUNITY AT 28 US.C. § |Lbod 7

()



LIST OF PARTIES AND CORPORATE

DISCLOSURE STATEMENT Fed.R.App.P d. i

M Al parties do not appear on the cover page n the caption.

A l'is't of all parties to the proceecl-’nj whose judgement is the
Subject of Hus petition s as follows : |

Ashley Moody ~ FLORTDA ATTORNEY GENERAL ;
PL-o1 THE CAPTTAL_ \
| Tallahassee FLORIDA 32399-1050 ‘

Ric Ky Dixon Secrefd()l Florids Dcpartment of Corrections
' 501 Sedth Calhoun Street
Tallshassee, FLorida 33399 (950) 49%-50a |

finellss County Shecriff /4350 494h Strest North |
Clesrwater, Florida 3374 (727)464-7000

ty Sherr: 7530 Little Rd
Egsco Coun] iff New Pt )ﬂb&; Floridz 344,54 (3/3) §47- 8155 |

Holmes Cou»n‘/ Shem‘ﬁe 20/ North OKlahoma St
Bém'faj , Fll)l'l'da SELNES

FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE™ The Capitsf PL-10
& Covsumer Services Yoo Ssuth Monvoe Steeet-

Tallshassee ,Florida 32399-0sc0
(95¢) Hlo-3fo0

Mary Handsel Fasco County, FLorida

' dicial Cirewit Court Jud
S'ﬂh?sa.’?o IffHe, ;(:],)Ne:?’:ﬁ Richey, FLa. 34usH (737)813~ 3155

Robert Floes WARDEN of HOLMES CORRECTToNAL

INSTITUTION - 3/42 THIMAs bpzve”
E om‘{’@y' Flirida. 32425
(i)




TABLE  OF CONTENTS

FEDERAL QUESTION(S) PRESENTED......! ()
JURTSDTCTIONAL STATEMENT ............ (- 2)
LIST OF PARTIES ........ e ()

INDEX OF APPENDICES

APPENDLL A - “MANDATE =SECOND DISTRILT
COURT OF APPEALS & ORDER DENYING REHEARING

ALPPENDIX B~ TRIAL COURT EXPRESS OPINION

REGARDING EQUAL PROTECTION &
STATE STATUTE & DISTRICT CouRT, QRINION |

APPENDTXC - PINELLAS COUNTY NOTICE OF VIOLATTON

OF PROBATTION FORTELEMARKETING WiTHouT
ALTCENSE ... iee e tian ... |

APPENDIX D - PASCO COUNTY PRETEXTUAL CHARGING
TNFORMATION ALLEGING ALTEMPTED LEWD
OR  LASCIVIOUS MOLESTATION .........

APPENDIX E- PURPORTED AMENDED CHIRGING

TNFORMATION ALLEGING LEWP OR
[LASCIVIOUS MOLESTATION ,

€ & £ P o w

APPENDTY F- SECOND ALLEGED QMENDED

CHARG. INF OF LLND OK LASCIVIOUS
MOLESTATION - o cvs e v, v ewu .

(iii)



TABLE OF CITATIONS TO AUTHORTTY

ABDULLAH v OBAMA, 753 F.3d 183, 198-99(b.c.Cirgood. (540)
AFROYIM v. RUSK, 387 US. 253,18 LEdad 757 87S.Ck 16u0{P)

RBOUMEDIENE v. BUSH, 533 US 723 (3008). ... .. (p.23)

CHARLES WILLIAM LEDFORD v. UNITED STATES,297 F3d
(37832002 U.S.App.LEXIS 1574052002.-2 U.S. Tax Cas..". (P a1)

CITIZENS UNTITED vs. FEDERAL ELECTIOM COMM\SSION

558 US.310, 130 SCT 876,115 LED2D 753 (1010) . (& 8)
DIRECTOR GENERAL OF RATLROADS v. KASTENBAUM
LB LED (o, 263 US. A5 (1423) o o v vee e e mweae = nd (y, 18)

FC.C v. BEACH COMMUNICATIONS Inc 508 US 307315, 113
SCt 096, 124 LEd. 2d 211C1293) . L.

GRANT v. STATE, 7170 So0.1d 655 oot L

GERSTEIN v. PuGH 410 us 103 95 SC{ 854 43 1Ed. a4 54
{1a15) . e (pa (8)

LAZY Y RANCH vs. BEHRENS Sl Fad 580 (Q*“Cvaoog) (B10)

MOHAMED ALT SAMANTAR v. BASHE AbA\ YOUSUF, et al.,
560 U.S. 305, 130 S.Ct. ,,1178 176 L.Ed.2d (047 doto us e

319 Lo (%tq)
RASUL . BUSH 542 US. YLl (2ood) .,,.,,,,,,(%H\
REID v. COVERT 354 US. 1,7 (1as7) .. ... .. (fa0) |

REYNOL 1
e ’b.s‘ ‘ SIMS 377 U3 533 12 LEA 1d 500 Ol 84 SCt1%2
. g

(lv) |



" STATE OF MINNESOTA vs. CLOVER LEAF
CREAMERY COMPANY e,t al ,H4Yq Us. LISL» LL LEd 2d zpsq lot Sct
1735 (1981) .-.. 93.\(937

THERESA ST GEORGE v. PINELLAS COUNTY, 285 F 3d
13345 ool U.S. App. LEXIS 4505 (li+h Cir.dood) ... ...~ . (Py- 22)

THE SCHOONER EXCHANGE Vs. M FADDON and Otheys.,
B A (%1

UNITED STATES R.R. RETTREMENT Bc{ Y FRITZ, Lmq us
Ibb,179, {01 S.C+.453, bLb L.Ed.1d 3L,8(1980). ... .. ..

(V)



OPINION RELOW

[l  FRetitioner, l“eépecitcu”lj prays that cﬁ writ of certiorari 1ssve
to review the Order of Adjudaement Denj{nj Reditioners
challenge to the ConSlL'(qut{onam‘\j of Floridas Recidivist
statatute, violating the Equal Fofection Guarantees of
the Florida and_Uni+¢d States Consjti{ulcioﬁs As-/\pp\iecl
b Betibioner.

Il The opinion of the “foreign state,” Rasco Counjtj Sixth
Judicial Cirewt Couct appears at Appendix B .



JURISDLCTION

28 USC 81257(9)

The CLSH:C on Wl'licl'l Uae kigLeSk S£ajce, court decided
Wllj Case was l‘enc!ered on October 12, 1017 from +he Second District
Court 010 Appea’ (TF ﬂlc S‘LEIJLC OF Florida,(See, Appendi)L"A" )

[d The lower court opinor® from the Florids District Court {for the

Second District No.dD15-52bb dated on June a8, Ao are appenclecl
;lt)(Scc Appendix B ). |

[f] The order den\jmg rehearir\j from the Florida Distrit Court
-9;( the Second bis{v{ct ND.:lBiS*SQlolp dated on AugusJL 04,3017
!S élppenciecl érl:)(Sce. Appencl(y A )

The juriSdic{{on of this Court s ivoKed under 28 US.C. 8
1057 (a),as the Government, Action Compiainecl of arises under the
E%ual Rotection Guarantees ¥ Commerce Clavse provisions of the
Unﬁed SJLAJLQS Consjcijcujtion,See, State OF MihneSOJca vs. Clover Lea‘F

Creamery Company et al., 44 US. 450k, Lt L.E42d 159, lor S.CF 1735
(198r), and the protections of he "Sus;pension Clause, U.S. Const. art. 1,

9 ¢l 2. (see also BOUMEDIENE, et al., vs BUSH et al, 553
US 723, 148 S.CH 4229, 171 LEd2d 41,9008 US LEXTS

4887 (2008).
L of a7
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STATEMENT (OF THE CASE & FACTS

of the Muslim Nation and natursl born citizen of the United States
The, qovernmental action complained of has aliensted and thereby
expatriated Hzt{_{{oner from within the ambit of the Ci{lun'slm‘p Cl&dSe,
of the United States Constitution (XTI USCA.§1) and his detenbin
Violates the Substantive. and procedual dve process guarenjrees of the

Fifth Amendment 4o the, U.S. Conslitition.

On or abou_t :Enuarj,loﬂ, Respondenﬁg), Floeida Department of Agricul{ur&
dgents Seized, arrested and detained fetitioner for the pretetual criminal
O{:Fensg of “EleMarKell((\j Without A Lu'censc,;‘(See Appendixucu)"[:o
be construed m pari materia with its federal countecpart, " Telephone
C onsumer Ro‘re.ct'on Ad:’; 47 US.C.8227 so {}'\at'{kﬁlj illuminate. each

other and ace. harmonized . This ibial .élr(e§t and detention occurred
within the extraterritoral Jurisdiclion of " Bnellas Coun{\j (i.e. a political
Subdivsion of The STATE OF FLORIDA), of whom which subseguently
Yransferred Cus‘coclj of Rtilianer to Pisco Counjtj (i.e. also a political

Subdivision- of THE STATE oF F LORIDA), b‘j process of aHachment

(i.e,., Supervl'SeA proba{jon). Both dre q{t\)reisn S{afen“'erri‘}ories O‘F %e.

United States as defined n the FSTA 28 US.C.8 103,
Y of 27
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-

On Ju ‘\, [yt 20!4,"‘Foreiﬁn 'S{:aic"élgent Detective C. Cougf“
of Fssco Courﬂ'j Sheriff's Office ,acting under the coler of State
law and pretextual extraterritorial jurisdickion, alleged that Petitioner
violated the terms and conditions of the probation (ie. lele=
Markeking Without A License) for allegedly commithing the pretedval
criminal offense of “Lewd or Lascivious Conduct” Fla. Stat.§ 800. 0
(6)(0),See Appendin G ) .

On August nth Jow, the Prosecujtina AH—ornej Charﬁed Rdidioner
with the pre,‘re.x{'uai offense of "ATTEMPTED LEWD or LASCIVIOVS

Molestation = Fla. Stat. 8 800.04(5)(b)/7717.0Y )(Sec hoserdix D).

On :m[y 3|§-T3-Ol5, ‘H\Q Prosecu{:i'on ‘Fur‘“'\er +or’l'urec{ and
éx{:rijud:'cu'allj K‘.llecl)(See 28 U.S.C. 81350 Alien's ackion for Lock) Petidionecs’
n'ghts bj Purpori‘edlj AMending 'Hie Ckaraing m{‘\ormaﬂon 1Crom ) A’c{emp{‘ecl'

Lewd or Lascivioss Molestation” 4o reflect the offense of “Lewd or
LASC(V\'OUS Mo\est.lt{éf\"(se& Appcndfx"E“), élnA &CiCleJ, 4 COUﬂ‘t "WO
é\lleg'mlj the offense of “HARASSING A WITNESS " Fla. Stat. 8

‘Wlll (?)), ém(J enhancinj Jdrue, Senjcr.nc{nﬁ Penal’cj {o manAé{:@ 4 manda{my

LIFE SENTENCE (e, indefinite defention) pursuant to Florda'
recidivist statute 8775.081 (9),(PRISON RELEASEE RE-OFFENDER,

Ad:) On Sep{embef 0T 9015 The Prosecotion aaain Purpor{edl\"
amended the Charﬁfnj mfarma’a'an to w\nic\r\ Rtibioner was Wr‘onﬁ‘ru“«‘

Convicted, adjudged and Sentenced ... .. (see Appendix F")
S of 17 |




Petitioner filed 4 Florids Rule of Criminal Procedure. 3.800(b)(2)
Motion To Correct An Erroneous Senjt,anca.Prior to wq'inj ‘U\is
nitial Appeuatb Lm'd:, PreServinﬂ has constitutional c‘r\a“er\ae ‘l:o

this Honorable (Cpurt B\j review on writ of cectiorari that Fla. Stat §.

775.08l(Q) Vio\ajces U\e Floricla and Uni{:ed Sjcajcﬂs Cons{i{'u{(oms

E%ual Folection Guarantees, As~App(ich to Rhitioner
i



REASONS FOR. GRANTING THE PETITTION

ARGUMETIT & CITATION TO AUTHORTTY

CLAIM ONE
FLA. STAT § T75.082(9) VIOLATES THE EQUAL |
PROTECTTON & COMMERCE CLAUSE GUARANTEES
OF UL.S. CONSTITUTTON AS-APPLTED TO PETTTTONER

STANDARD OF REVIEW
The S‘(Altdard 0{: review umler %Ufﬁeﬁnﬂf\ AmenJmmt e%ulal Pro’(ed:ion
rationalitj analysis without tegard to which branch of state qovernment has
made the leﬂ‘sla{:ive. Judaemm‘é' \$ governed b}j federal constitutional law, and a
State court's” applicalion of that, stindard s ‘Fu“ﬂ reviewable, n the United States

Su%ren'\e, Court on writ of certiorart .(STATE OF"MINNESOTA vs. CLOVER. LEAF
(R

AM)EKY COMPANY et al., 441 U.S. 45k, LU TET 2d 159, 0] SCT 115 lof SET 1735
(1a81) ). '

- ARGUMENT ON THE MERITS

8775.082 (), Fla. STAT, violates the XTIV Fourkeenth Amdt,
and Art 1 C8) cl3 of the E(tual Pl'o{,e_cﬂon

& Commcrce Clause provis(t;ns O? _
the Federal Constitution ,3s-applied 1o L&rrj Bracllej a/k/a Abdul Tdris, an African

American-Muslim , and natural born cibizen of the United States. As wi the conteit
of life felonies, no rational basis exists for classifyng recidivists based on
whether the recidwist has committed or abtempted 4o commit 4 new
Offense. within theee (3) Jears or after three (8) years from his (elease. fom
Custody for pucposes of de{ﬁmimﬁng whether Jc}u:, offender teceives a mandatsry
 lfe Sentence ,and because no rational bass exists for subjecting
fetitioner, 0 a harsher Seatence than offenders befsre the Court fir the.

Sdme OFFenSo who have more egregious criming| tecords \oaSeC\ on
T of 27



nothing more than whether an offense was committed or an attempt

Lo commit an offense was proven Within three (3) Years fom 3 priot
Fe\eaSc 'Prom Custodj oY &Hef -U'\(ec,@ jca(:s- Ag.,o(&'rjl\‘l, ‘%Jﬁ{'{onuj S
entitled to wmediate Yelease from the current continoal , perpetual
and élrb?wa(j detention o 4 new Sen‘tenclng hwcng,whug he 1s net
Subjed' o Sen’(cncivﬁ under 8.775.082 Cq\), Fla. Stat.

A Rtilisner may bring ether & facial or as-applied constitutiona
challenﬂe/h) a si:atu’ce,?See; 3E1cle, V. Saraseta COunPPQ\DB Eaid T, |
(112 v’ 19%0) see also CTTTZENS UNLTED vs. FEb%kAL ELECTTON
COMMISSION, 558 US 310,130 SCT 876, 175 LED 2d 753 (3-010). A facial
C\na\lengc to’q statute 15 more difficutt than an ‘as-applied cka\lense_,
becauvse. the c,\nallenger must establish that no-set-of- circumstances”ewists
under which the Statte would be vald. ConVerselj, when 3 person makes an

3s-applied challenge, he or she 18 attacKing only” the qovernmental decision
+o élp?l\j the S‘[’.a‘blt&, not the Statute ‘Q ge eral. Th '\'»\\S‘ Con‘te)d’,l
er must show that the 3ovemmen‘t action complained of is

the chaﬂaﬁi

“Lrul snal” o
‘ j %ﬁ‘ﬂirida Supreme, Cour‘t has e&plained 'HL& Con&ciex’ahons
(ioVeminj an E%ual Proteckion claim as fallows 2

A s{atu{;arj classification will be deemed Lo violate equal Pra\ecjc»'or\
W & cavses “different trestments So d{spamte, as relates to the_

on Feren S
di éz(enw in Classiﬁcaton So as ta be/ who“ arbi{:rar S In re
{:e; Shriners

Eslate of Greenberq, 340 So.2d Ho (Fle.'(‘lBO)}abroga
Hospitals for Cripplez? Children V- Zrillic, St lSo.;LA L CFla. 1990).
Where no Suspect Classification \s wwvolved “ the statute n

only bear 4 reasonable. relationship o a legitimate  state
'\n‘texe.st,) Ic] Somb \nectua\ljtj or \mpre,a's\on w'm“ no‘t rendﬁr

a statute wnvalid. Jackson v Sta‘tn», al So.3d 423 (Fla. dow).

8 of 27



Under § 775.082.(9), Fla. Stat., he Pison Releasee
Reoffender Act, persons who commit certain enumerated
Offenses within three (3) yeats or after being Teleased
from a State correchional facility opersted by™the. Degartmeit
Df C'D‘rrwhbns, must be Sentenced to ‘H\e Maximum Sentence
for their new offense. Florida courts have repeatw(/y'
l'e:jec‘fec{ f;d&/ Cha//ﬁn eS ‘ILO ’H’If, Pn:g‘on RCIC&SCC RCO‘F‘FCMCJCP
Ad‘ onN &zua/ prm‘ 101 3rounc/6. Seo, 6'3‘3 Grant 770 So. 2d
la555 Ro”inSon V. S‘f’&‘fe, 743 So.2d 595 (Fla. 4th DCA 199‘7)3

Woods v. Sf&?‘e, 74D $o. 24 20 (Fa. Ist DcA 1999). Howemj
b@cauSe = j@)da/ consﬁfuz’;bmf Cha//enje, musT be C/emec/) ijc
Fhere 1S any Set- 0f- circumstances 1‘0 which the Stahde pan
bc C[em'ea/ COnS%'{uzl:éma//j, ‘HIOSO holda'nj_g a/a no”r ‘Fbrec(OSe, d
Tetitioner or sub-sct of Btitioners Jrou drquing “&h&"ﬁ, while
the act may not be unconstitutional i all respects, it 1§
unconstitutional as- app/c'ec/ fo them . S'oo, Eide V. Sarassts
Coum‘j,) 108 F.2d ‘i (it Cir- 1990).
Here, %t[t'{a'oner, Lanj/ Brao//e;z, respecffu/ly Submits that
‘H\c ﬁ‘:{son Releasee Rcoffender Act ( PKR) ) violates the ega&/
Pro{'edllbn clavse 'aS«app/{eJ ' ‘/’o persons Aeﬁ)m ‘Hm court Pac;'nj
lite felonies , and 98-9ppled 1o himsetf personally. The trial
Court denied relief @gpwdzk“g' ,.ﬁnc{frj that “Hhe state has
d legi‘/:}nal‘a INterest In pret/en‘fr'nj Violnl crimes committed
by rau'a’c'wa'YL Who haye, S/wwn either 9 repeaz‘ec/ or dn esw/afa/
paﬁcrn of crimnal behavior, 56?/@65’@ resistance o prisons
PrOSPedﬂ/e/y leterrent effect. As T 8id befow) l: acl(nowleaéc
“HLQJ/' Ie w'n}y )‘%tkl:i//k?% WAO commit new Crimes QHC" ‘Hicfr
release rom cuﬁoa'y 4o Serve 4 mancfafory Maumum Sentence




fér their new dffinse 18 raf:'ona//y related to +the /ejiﬁ}nafc
State 30@/ of c/e‘fern‘nj Ctiminals +1om rwtkf:}eﬁiy ) c?no/ +he
Lourts of this State hape, repeafedfy found Fus 1o be.
true. Howeva; this does nest end the egua/ pro‘fec‘hbn
mguiry : Tnm‘eaa’, there must dlss be 4 faﬁbna‘/ Feason
for olassik .lf\)? Yeeidivists hased upon +he Commission of
3 New 0ffeise withn three (3) Vears OF dftfer three (3)

ears of lelease +rom CUSfod)/ and ‘frca%mj Jhe ﬁrmerﬁ
dhqzermﬂy f{“han Yhe [gter.

In LQZj Y Ranch Hd. v. Bchrwsl, 54k F 34 580
(9+h Cir ;lbof))él Corporation ,Lazj Y Q&nd;,#ﬁempho/ fo
lease graz;)jj lands fron the Stoto of Idaho, 3nd desee{;%e
-'H’Le/ 1£807L ‘H?eyﬂ Were ‘Me hl' A&ﬂL bm’c{ers rgr ‘f/zc /3/'20(5",\ g
the State of Tdahoe reﬁ/&aj 1> lesse the lands 4o thom.
Lazy Y Ronch I4d., 54, F3d ot . 85. The defondants
Claimed the bids Were denied hecavse, the administratyve
CosfS OF ”73/5"’1? “ﬂl@ Jands Suitable )gr Lazy 4 Kanch were
: +01) S{Lfn:ﬁcaﬂf 7l o Jw‘f'{)” ﬁccepf/?\lf eir bid Over & lizy
7%6 /OVJC’“ bd@f ‘Hle/ preVIbUS /eSSee,. fJ ' H()wwer} [,az,y )/
Kanch arqued that varisus State officials yislated +he Equal
Pro*fecjﬁon ' 618066 Wl’lel’l "HLCY X ?jec’(‘eo{ I{Z:S b&S} 36’5‘@-‘{7};1? ‘Hl&f
the bids wete M+u&{/>/ rgjecfeo( becavse Laz)/ Y Ranch (1)

had Percu'vec/ ‘lLf&S ‘!LD cons’en/a‘/':bm(s"fg" dnd (JL) s &8
ashington corporation fhat was afad, oh;

idahbrﬁ;bra z:hj Pmélrkej}' and -that C/agﬁa;&;t%tt[%? a—r’;éle

l‘g‘ecﬁ;f '#leir 6«1(6' on '7%@ {St‘e m'?j bas:s was na‘{' raﬁ‘ma/.

Id. aF §89. The deFenJWS ‘/:/ea(& motion fo dismiss

e
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&'/;quify- ‘Hza‘f -f/)e{r al’ltr‘au /afea/ /?ﬁl%hoa‘/e }eason “H)r _
dec//m}'_l_cf 1"0 /ease ‘Hle /andé’ ‘/? lazy YRémcf; endecf
He Egua/ Fotedhion 1n az)y and meant +hat Laz
YS claims of dctual i'mproper Motives ﬁi led +o lish
an lz;z.ua/ Frstection claim  because, . . . they have 6ffered
d fej{. .ma'fe, purp&sc 7[2»— C{enyfnj ‘fhe /C&SCS 7Lo Wul’//t
their dctions }‘aﬁbm//j Pelate, []" Tof. ut 5 89.

| Tﬁe Couﬂf evamined the claim as ﬁ//owf:

. (') Deﬁndanfs Otfer No geaSon For Treating
Conservationists Difﬁ’e,"fﬁf Frov Other Biddors =

The first Flaw in Defendants al:cfumﬁt is that Htej/ have.
onlj put ~{8r‘ﬂu q rationale f;)r denjmj Lazj Y§ 168565 3 Hlej
hc’iVe, not D‘F‘Fefecf a Yauez'onal basis ﬁr ClaS&‘fﬂ;hﬁ baSecf on
Whether Whether @ Jease pr/f'mf IS 9 Con&‘ervab‘om‘sf, 4s
Lazj Y &Héges. AS Be@nclards KOJCQ,‘U'L& Su»preme Court
‘has often ndicated Hhat rati, nal basis review shovld net
guire \ito the actual purpese of +he, challenged  classification.
ee FCC v. Beach COMmunicaJt{cn‘S, Lne-, Bog LS.
307,315, W3 SCt.209L, 124 LEd.2d 211C1993) 5 United

States RR. Retiement RA. v Frite, 449 U.S. bl 179, 161

S- Ct. 453, Ll LB 2d 368 (1930) 5 See also Heller v Doe,

209 US. 312,321, 13 SCf. 2637, 105 |.Ed.2d 257 (1993)

(a classification “must be. uphe[él 40ainsT chual protecthion

Cha"{ant l‘F *H\erc, B an\J \”easor\ablj Concewvable S{‘a 3

O{j ?ads that covld provide 4 ratisnal basis ‘Fov the. class-
fication” (eitation QT\X %UD'J(a’C wn marks OMIHcA)) 3 M{nneso‘fa
V. Clover |eaf CTCBMJ&I}; CO-) Hdg .S, HElp}L}{ag.. L, 10] St
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15, L L.Ed.2d 1,59 (1a81) (rcjecjn‘aj argumevft that

S‘\-a{—(i "Lad +0 d@mbﬂﬁ‘}f é’d‘e an cmpfr;ca‘ bGSIS i1'g i+6
classification). However, these cases do nt require

us to accept: Defendants’ charaderizabion g{*‘bwhgt
classification -ij made. Tn Beach Communicajrims,
%r CMMP(% there Was wp d(spu‘re over what \ine
Congre,ss hacl érawn . ‘\\’ drew “Q df&‘kncjt;‘an \oe:\weu\
[Cab\e +elevislca —Fac{\i’)t;es ‘\hlﬂ' Serve Sepqrg‘fejj O\NV\ec‘
and managed bui\dif[\?s nd these that Secve one or

More bu;\dlﬂ S  Unaey common ownershd o md. "i’” |
with onlj Jt\(\cg(a%cr bes g exemgt T “‘P nagement,

L Trem Teﬁu\a}c\'on, S08
Uu.S. at Soq) U3 S.CF 3096, The vestion was

N\r\cﬂ\@ g-\\'\i.sd di§1f{nc+{j>ﬂ Swr vf\/ea ( a‘(‘ion&l b@‘SiS
Teview . dee [d. In analyzing whether (1 did , 4he Court
noted thet “because wg ne?er require, & legislature Yo
articolste s reasons %r enacling & 8’@&3@ : it s

enjc{ralj Irrelevarnt {or COr\S’Hu‘Hjmg(‘ -pdr’pose‘s Whether the
Concerved teasen "coi' ‘e chall '

‘ | " egrge& distinctian ”‘élc"l'ua//j
motivated the legislature.” T4 35 13 S.0t 2050
(.CMph&étS adde.a). |

Hero, Bj contrash the nature of 4he classificahion — 6. ,
what line, bcgmdaﬁ‘}s &ww-—-—— s «t ‘Hﬂ@ Cenfer D‘F 'er,
cl{s?ud*b. L&Z.j Y Qﬂeses %a’(‘ be‘?mdaﬁb C\ass'{ﬁccl on-‘H'lE/
basis ot whd\'\er ‘W@ bedder Was &ssof,ia‘fecl with
ConServ&Jr{omsJYs, and pleacls Numerous £ac7f5 that , HZ Proven,
Would Yerd Yo establish thes -Hmeory. lkwjh Defendants assert
that Jyheﬂ classified onlj on the basis of “the costs associated
With prospective lessars' management plans ;nething n Yhe,

%ﬁ. of 17




Cases H\e)j Cite, -ré%uirés us ‘fo &ccept ‘“\eir CXP\analc{Oﬂ,
Simdat’lﬂ , while administrative cols mi_cskf be & valid

Teason o deny & bidder 4 lease | & Simply does nat

offer & basis for Arests nq Conservationsts di{’—&rm‘r\\j
From other biddes.

T\r\b Suprame Caur‘t's Opfn;or\ Vo Olech iuusjrmjres 'HMS
Pc{v\’t, ,Bn O‘ech.‘ 'Hﬂb Pl&lYTh“F‘F &\\ege,c\, “"\(\&'{" he_r{@wn \\ac}
demanded 4 ’53""‘&6‘\-’ easement \ exchen e tor access
to the watey S“PPH; white the eaSement 48 \Ked
of others \Were only \S teel. 528 US 3t 513, 120
S.¢t 1073. TThe Cour'l' did nal ask w\r\e.J(\’\er «H’vefe,
Was A vatona! bass Lor the \ri\\age, é\Skfnj Lor a
33— fosl easement from one of s cihizens . See id.
&t 5U5 120 §.Ct. 1073. Rather, the Court noted the.
Plam*iﬂys al\egajrior\s that there was no ratonal Teason
Why S\r\b/\r\ac\ o provide a larger easement than her
V\eﬁkah\oofs. fW\e/ &\\eaa‘tfbn O’\: \!‘r&‘h'ona\ cliﬂ;@(dtu&\
{reatment preperly stated an Eabua\- Hotedion claim . See d.

g\m(\af ’\'D OQCCL\\‘H\% CBUGGJu'on \(\e,re, \3 nét Si‘“{)\j \del«er ;
ddministrative costs were oo vational {eason +or denying
bxz-sj Y's\\oiclnin S\f\“)(, \-ﬂ?-y Y‘G claims suﬁeéf ‘
thal ddminsteative costs only watter | Seme  cases—

'\*e.a when the \ma\n bidder s a conservationdl, The.

Feal c%ueak{on s whather Al

<fe \3 & vational bas\s —Far‘
this C\iS’\?lné\I;oﬂw n Jr‘ms Yecor ,‘\*kero S nél

Td.af 589-90( ﬁo‘fna‘fe& omitfed

*
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Th Lazg ¥ Ranch, the flaw w 4he de@endm'
al‘gurrvlwn‘r W’e\{s Yhst Jrhe\j had only put Forth a rahionale |

for denying Lazy Y5 leases 5 they had ok offered 4

Ftiond \3836 4:0( Classiﬂwg basec\ on Whether 4 lease
Applicat 5 a4 Conservationst T, of 589 As the Conrt
Stated " while adwnistrabive, cogle migk he 4 vali

teason Yo g:\enj 3 bidder o \eaSe, it &MP\ does nat
O'F‘Fe,r q &)&SlS ‘[20" ‘t{e&h‘n

3 ConServationsts diﬂzu'm*\’l

Brom other bidders Td. 5t 590. Sim}\axlxjtas obseryved

) Lazy N Ranc\n, the. Court in Olecln, "did nat ask
whe?d/w ‘Hl% was 3 l’&Jt{onal basts For ‘er,- vi"afj%

as k(f\ﬁ tor & 33-fost easemedl rom one of &s cilizens.”
Td. (citing, Olech, at 515 115 S 1. 1073) . Rather, the Couit
noted the laintif s Q(ﬂcgajnbns that there was no
Fational teason why ghe |had {‘q‘ Provide 4 (arSef

- €3sement Yhan her he,{ﬁ‘qbofsl. Td.

Here,, while. & may be. retional 4o
Sanctions -Ew recidivigts who eomumit New ‘
telease from ncaccacation ¢ The Respondent(s) have. offered
No rational hasis Lor class‘ncginj recidivisls bhased on
W\(L?Jl’ke_r %\f\fc m;d'\v{s‘\“ CbMM‘f\‘é \'\.IS New O‘FFe,r\se/ W‘IH'\;n
H\ree/ (‘35 y:afs or é\'H'ra' *Hf\rec (35 Nears {:rom \\\6 Telease
‘From QM)DOdjn rlkf"(hﬁfm@g Wh‘\@ "\he-« b\sjtr {C\" C,our‘{‘s
&ﬂd ‘Hf\e_) gupre,me' C/w\f‘t h;we/ '{'\o\md \‘\‘ ‘\‘0 be, T,(foiana\

O provide wieeased Sanchions $ov “adist who
Commit New crimes afley Ther release L

m | goy p
none. of Jr}\& b(sjm‘dt Cou.rts nop ‘U\e, S'APRME, &iﬁ?ahr:m K



Cvey acuress'ecl Jr‘ke -%uzsjt,ioﬂ GF wkejchsr, in ‘H/\e CO’&b)Ct of
an O'?‘FM\C\B( be,?b(% -H'\e. COL\(‘[‘ -Far Sm*encjy\ on 19 \\{:\Q
@e\omj, a tational ‘oaS\S exsts Lor C\aﬁsi*cjinﬂ recidivisT
based on Whether the vecidivist Commids 3 pews offense
Wi‘Hru'n J_(‘(L(ee, C’D \Jeﬁ(s or tter ‘H\re&LB) \Jear S growx k\S
telease -From (LuS"Cod\j' -

- Rkitioner, Larry Bradley, acknswled Jfka&%ome
\mplects (o(::'l j[\lgmpermissl\?\e‘ and, st equal Pro eChan does
net Fequre the leas \etwre to attac L aspects of o

Problem o neb address it at a«\\3and%isf,\;s”weciselj |
wh ?&Jc;-\{onué d\&“ﬁr\(je» to the S’ta:h&e, \$: 36-Gpp\itd Yo :
OF Eﬁnde(s be:Fo( e ‘H\e/ C-aur"t' ‘Fomsen‘te,ncmg onN l(FC/ %lcn \es,
More Speciﬁcallj, in the GOtk of lesser Qe\onies,‘w\e o
dl's’crepancy N reatmegi sed Lpon the dhree (2)
\ear \ine. “of dem :

\Oe, acbitrary. Fe
a7| (Fla.dool FHEYL Suct tound, n per unc‘l‘or\j pash{on,
et L‘m:jrmj Sthe Adk's dpphication 4o veleasess whe
Commit QO%QWI +the. enumerated %{an{eg within three.

TR ‘% .
\ears 3 hprgen telease \o n \¢ ra'hona],n and the

& K Gt
Couﬁ%éﬂ%mfaﬁl' V. ij&t‘e,r”o 06. 3d bSS.Q(_.l(F(Q.JOOO)
tited B '

e “pertunclor Statement, with oval. Hy
In Ro\\iﬁson?‘u\b act VJ\,&S bein ‘;\PP\{Q‘i 'l'o :'{?ir\’,ﬁrcl l('—i\; “iifjc
' r\j)‘\)vnishablﬁx L)':) 'PIV& (6)3 yCaf S \Mpn'sonmevﬁr) 63 n

Grant” the. act was applied +5 a Second degree ?elonj,
Punishable by £ifteen (i5) §rs- imprisenment, Ty the confeyt:
Second and Hhird degree. felonies, where She. agt

15 of 27 |



Creates g potential Sen+encin3 disPariﬂ bedween +he.

“two classes of ecichvist of on\j five (5) or £ifdeen
. (18) Years, the distinctien drown befween the, +wo |
olasses may net be irrational (thevgh Hre Rollinsen
waft nov Jrhe/ Couch n Gr«m‘t Was 3ble, +o aduallﬁ |
drticulate. 3 basis {or J;indinﬂ Yhe classification rations!).

HOk)Q,Vcr, iVL the COnqu(f UF Ihfe/ f@[om'ﬂ,s; whzre +he

three (3) yar line of dmjfé“z}gw medns +he dhpfefz?cef

befween Feceiving 4 mandatary life Seatence. OF possi ‘
rece}v{nﬂa SemLcr‘?ce of On{il I,yarbbéﬂl:é/l, it1s Pa‘feﬂf!yj |
Unteasonablk, 4o 0/1'674' ufsé bez‘Ween Fhose of Fenders ‘
th COMM:"lL o /{Fe, fé/on WI‘H‘W\ 'Hll”ee, Zg) ywrd -)[‘ronq‘
rdw.Sc, OF Cuﬁlocf omd {’{ose, W}lb (ioMMf'} 07'//'](6 ﬁfanj
‘fhrw [3) Yee(d dna 4 C{Q)( ‘F;om #wr l‘(’/(eaS& From Cuﬁfody.

Seey Jackson, 191 $o.54 at 43, (“h sheduder

C(a&g’#éa%@n v will be deemed ‘/?)T//o(/gﬁ, ezua/ ronalc'on
onl\/ it it causes Iifferent treatments “so dt‘spafafe_,
38 Fefates 4o the. drfference. in classiication So gs

o be whilly drbitrary") Simgly put if 15 ng
lH‘JTLl'cnfL/ -Ev “/'/le, S'O(c -Fac‘for deﬂle,rmmm] W}leﬂ’tjc
#tc Sen+en,C¢hj Courl rm{s]L Sentence g reo;'cfc'wsT
o 3 mana’#o {i'pc Scm‘ence, or 1S permiH' ed -rlo Sentence,
the offender 45’4 pro ba’hbnary Senten ce, To be whethe
'fhfb recckl:'V/:Sf Wai% more. %lwn *H’lreo (6) aarsﬁom h:‘s
l‘de(we/ -y(;“om CuS'tOJy 1‘0 cmmi’f' I’Lt'J H;; -ﬁ, on:/» ’/7”18‘ D)
P&rh’cu/&f/f 80 Where',as here,, the classificdion creates
{/m abSufa/ l“efu/f -Hm‘f 07070 enders beacore, -Hle, CAuFC 14}
.‘H% Same C/)argcé ds Pe;ﬁiltbnef, Wh-o hEWz/ mote Cﬁr“ejfous
- Giminal tecords See ) (S-374-15) could be Sentended o
L's:"@ | , 1 of a1




d -l' f ba:b )whi lo Hz‘ﬁﬂl{on' faces 4 life Sentence,
bccjz-: F;:: Cori’:ni‘HeJ his offe;;e writhin (3) Years
From }'lns,releas@ -From CUSi‘ody) J)u’t permijﬁlt'ﬁj’ offenclers

l W"\D Commit “H’lb Same Oﬂeense) Wl"Hl mote cgrejlbuj
Criminal tecords

) Pb{'en‘h'aﬂy Peceve d Sentence

of probation S lonj as 7%(;7 wait three (3) years

| af\d g Ce/dj “ILO CM’MU‘?L 'H’)e,{r new D?c'FeﬁSC IS ™3 l'ona/.
Accow/:‘nj/j, the. application of 4he PRR Statute as-
élpp/lu/ % ) ?Oali}cbner, witheit g Jucf:'ozd/ de/fermtha"//b")-
0\0 probab/c cause -Hmt Fen%bner has Cowwﬁ*f'ec/ Or
Was Commithing dn offense, Is 4me Mational_gnd

en%i%les %[;'zlgoner 1120 Fe//léf:

Coné’ Ueﬂ{'/ , !)&cauSe “H’Lb PRR 3+afu‘fe)<98-q lied
1 of- Fender\s'ezwho yCoMMhL life Jelonies, and gs -applfepd o
Rtitioner PerSoaa(/ ) Violates ‘ch Equal Frotection C{ausf,
016 ch Unfltw( 8751_7%5 O'Iflc{ F /0Ha/8 élond'fhlu%l'dﬂﬁ ) Eﬂtijnbner
(S ef‘rﬁHw( +o,yimmedlé'7£e telease  OF 8 new Sentenc:

hear:'nj,where the Sénfmczizf Court 15 free o mpose, gny

Sentene, [t deems Appropriaty including 4 sanchon of ife
!ng)n%onmmf*’ but s not rczw’rw/ + b so Under the

P 28 )S‘th‘fﬁn SCL JEGKSO ,l‘” 80.30( a’[—"/llp (“A Sfa*flﬂtbtj
c/ass:?ﬂmﬁbn Will be deemed 5 v/ late equal protecton

O/\fy “(’ dauses df‘F‘Fe,rean ’frea‘fmcntf So c/fsp&rafc qS

Velstes 4 +the d;fference In classification So as fo be

Wholy ‘3rbitrary.”); Lazy'Y Ranch, 54, F.3d ot &40 (7,
an ual pﬁb{edlbh C/’)&/é.hjtj ’f‘il\e, %Ued'fibh [S W/

’l'ﬂlcr ACJ’
IS 97 Fatonal bagsis For Yo dishicton o/mwn%. there

N 17 of 11




CLATM  Two

FALSE _ TMPRTSONMENT

'Pe{i{ioncrs' Conjc_{nuz'nﬂ C{e,'l'enjr;oﬂ violates 'Lke Func{amen'ta[ c‘ue | ‘
| process rigkfs durah'ona} limits on dettenﬂon,where, there has been

" ho J'Uc:((c'ual dcwlcrmina-’c{on O‘F "probab‘e/ cavse. 4 Ye%uirec[ 'ov lqw,'}hat'
fetitioner kas committed , Was CommiHs'nj or aHem'ptcd to commit either

of the prefex’cual offenses Rtitioner stands w\rongfuuj convicted of.
The United States Supreme, Court case of Gerstein V. P"’ﬂh Sets
the standard for 4Juc‘a'c;a‘ determination of ~ Robable Caus;e,,M See
Gerstein v. Righ, 420 US. 103, 95 S.Gt 854,43 L.Ed.2d 54 (1975),

See also Director General of Railroads VS Kas’cenbaum, b8 L.Ed |"“o,
263 U.S. 35 (1923).

CUSTODY

Petitioner, Larry Brad[ej a/k/a Abdol Tdris 15 in the physical
custody of Respondent Robert Flores Warden of Holmes Correctional
Tnstitution, and Ricl(y Dixon, Secre'télrj of the Florida Department of
Corvections | a detention faci\'lrj and "fofe{ﬂn state aqency " within the
extraterritorial jurisdiction of the "United States’ (see Foreign Sove(e

Lmmonitios Act “FSTA" 28 USC § 1403 (b)) and the direct contra| of Respandents.
18 of 17




Rlitioner 15 Similarly ~situated to other MUS[t'm.men before the
Court of whom are or have been un(awﬁx[[j detained at Guantanamo
witheut " Robable Cause,” charge or drial, many of them for nearly 15 years
or more,See. Kasul v. Bush, 542 US. 4bb (2004) also Boumediene v.

Bush, 533 US. 723 (2oog). The arbitrary executive mprisonment
O‘F Pe{;ih’cner ViOla{ieS the “Due Process " and “Liber{’j“ Provisions of

the C:’J[izensk{p C|3use,,anci Said aovernmenfal conduct further

Wrongpal[j concludes Felitioner 1o be un{’airlj discriminated aganst 4s q
nori- citizen detainee held ex{ratem‘torialI(j,wiich;n the United States
Jurisdietion.

The Citizenship Clavse, (i.e. XTI US.CA 8 Dapplies +o the,
Foreign State "teritory of Holmes County,a political subdivisien
of the STATE OF FLORIDA and de facto U.S. {:em‘{or\j, See.
Mohamed Ali Samantar vs Bashe Abdi Yousof et al., 560 US.
305, 130 S.Ct- 2478, Ik L.Ed.2d 104752010 US. LEXS 4378).
fetitioner 1s a natual born African American Muslim , entitled o
the Same pri’v’ileges and 1mmuni{;.';5 of other natural born ov ‘
naturalized citizens within the meaning of the Fourteenth Amendmedt

More, Specif.‘callj, when clevtermimnﬁ what constituliona)
standards QPPH when‘ the aovemmen{? acts with respect to

cXpatria‘Lec{ non-citizens outside the “de féch " dervitorial
| 19 of a7 ‘




lines Of demarcation Of the United Statcs, when none of
the District Courts nor the Supreme, Couct, has ever éldd(eﬁSeA

4 “pure question of law"reqarding an “alle,gccl” non-citizen of
a de facfo,n ‘ﬁ)re[gn state. within the “de facf:o " eytraterritorial

,imif.s of’#le/ Uni{'ed St&tcS Pe.i:i'l:ione( ac\(nowlecfaes again,{ha't
DLIe, Process does not re%uire) ﬂle, 163{5 l&fure) 'l:o &“H,ack, all .QSpechS

of 4 problcm or not address it &t all | and that Some ImpreciSien

I8 permissible,. This 1s preciselj Whj Retitioners Challengo to the
“pact" and “ lengﬂ\“ of kis impr(sonmen‘b,'\s 4 proposg{;iom,mo

Course,, not that the Constibulion does not appij’ per Se OVerseas,
but that there, are provisions n the Constitutions which Simply do

net necessarihj appl*j n é\u circumstances in eVe(j ‘Fore(\cln Place,' See
Reid V. COVert) 354 U.S. 1, T4 (1857) (['{éhrlélﬂ,\J.J Concurr(v‘_}ﬂ).

Petitioner has been detained for eiﬁl—d' \ears (8): withost &
J'udfcia( determination of “Robable Cause.” 44 believe, Bt

‘E; onex

has Committed, was cOmmiH{e\j y OF even Jttempted to commit a
crime. and has reached the outer limits of that durational limit
to do So. Perpe*l:ual de‘(enjoion on U‘Le, b&S(S‘ 010 no -more., '\'haﬂ

executive decree Cornpe|s relief reaardless of the oriaina[ basisof
the defention. The arbitrary restraint on Retitioners liber%\j
| 10 of 217



must be remedied by the judicial loranch, Hamdi v. Rumsfeld,
su2 U.S. 507 (dood). Freedom from bodily restraict 15 the
‘most elemental of libcr{y intecest” and has always been at the,
core, of |i‘:cx’rj pro‘redec{ b}, the dve process provis;ms of the
Citizenship Clavse. {rom arbibrary qovernmental action .

Even more Specif‘icalltj, In Looi, Conaress passed the Author-

1zation for Use of Mili{;arq Force,,Pub. L. No. 107-40,8 L(a) 115 Stat.
24, 324 Qoo ( “AUMF"). Petitioner further Con%enc{s that this

Statute Wwhen read pucsuant to the doctrine of in pari_materia (which
re%uires courts to construe related stabutes {:oﬁei-her so that H\uj

illominate, each other dand are harmonizecD) 13 Very Similar‘lj related

N 4 Fonctional: Y test " Lo Floridas Prison Releasee Re- Offender
Act (ie "PRR."), the burdens Gie. Txatwns){hese, statutes mposes
upon Petitioner and Similacly situated Muslims within Guantaname

based on undifferentiated Suspicion of, and antipathy toward Muslims.

—

The érb;-krarj government conduct COmplamed of expands the.
the Subjeri-maﬁttrjurisé.'cjc{on ds in CHARLES WILLTAM LEDFORD

V. UNTTED STATES, 297 F.3d 137832002 U.S.App. LEXTS I57p;
2003-) U.S. Tax CJS)((&. Jc,rulj' iveational ).

Petibioners continved defention unrelated 4o any actua|

- ostensible need for the continuved detention violates pracjn'cal
21 of 21



“Foreign Islamic Tnternational Law"(l‘lo'g Qur'an Surah%:1);and
Yhe sentence of indefinite in‘Voluntary Servitude,,f la. Stat. 877s.
081 (Ci) ViO(élteS the SUSpens{on Clavse of #le_ Unilceﬂ States

Constitution Acticle 1 89¢l.3, as-applied £o Retitioner, and 15 manifest
Wh‘,"l Presicjen{ T!:umps' rel-'gous dnimus dnd éIVoweJ def:e.rmina{{m and

proclamation to not relesse detsinees from Guartanams. As a sample,,
Fumé has called for “a complete Shuldown of Muslims " entering the
Couﬂ"(fj@j and argued that all Muslims svffer from a sicKness.... Ltheres
a Siekness going onZsee Abdullsh v. Obama, 753 F 3d (43 198-92(b.C. |

'Cir.JOIL‘).,C[Car Violaﬁons Of ‘”lc First Gene,va Com{en'l;ion Art\?)(d)o

DURATION & CTRCUMSTANCES OF PETITIONERS
DETENTION VIOLATE PROCEDURAL & SUBSTANTIVE DUT PROCESS

buex orocess (s & Concep+ that re%uives rc‘-\’o(ona(f{y and
proportionality n qovernment action. Btitioners claim of “false -
IMPn'Sor\meﬂt turns on the tiuest(oq ot “Robau& Cause.:‘&nci 4 l‘ev(ewing
Court's Scope of review limits ths m%u{fj 4o ‘U«c "'Four Corners of an

&rresjfir\j officers” arrest a‘ﬁeiéavitﬁe@ Tkeresa ST. Gcorge/ V. P{ne,uas Cow&};',

285 F.3d 13345 Joog US. App LEXIS 4515 (11T Cir. 2ool ).

€\
Ress Releasa,'ﬁump"Pence,,DonaH J. Trump Statement on R‘eqenhnj Muslims

\m:nigraﬁon (Dec?, 2,015), h{fp'//bi‘}'ly/&%Kﬂ Dm

Q) Dan F}ieAman,TFump Cites “SicKness” i Defense. of Muslim {mmtﬁratt'on
Ban Foposal, Fox News (Bec.lﬁ)ZOIS), H.’cp :/fen.ws /2 m7 Bn Dh.
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Respondent sy have no legitimate or bonafide qovernmental
ol?J'e,c.che, for ‘.‘den\jmﬂ " Rhitioner the Mine mum re%u;mmm{s of due,
process, and rational basis review shovld not inquice ke the gectos)
pufpose. of the Ckau:ngeJ decision to detain Rtitioner. The %uesﬁon
heve 15 not Simply whether Ritioner is anatual born citizen of
the United S{a&s or a natwalized -Foreisn Mustim. The real
%uesh'on 1S whether there s 4 rationsl bas;s B this distincbion!
On this vecord  there s nst.

Even assuming arquendo that tetitioner was &n“él“egeq{
enemy combatanf,a cout that receives a petition from Such 4
person must itsetl ensure that the minimum re%uiremrfts st due
process dre achieved See Baumediene, V. Bosh, 533 U.S 713
_(M' Rlitioner s \n his eigh“’\ (81) year OF indefinite detention:

‘Hkrough Several preSn'clen'li\.al ‘Eerms ) Several Sessians o‘? Congress,

dnd 4 Cor\S'lTan'Hj Shi{’h‘nj contlict between Americs and A(-Qaeda
(Foreiﬁn Muslims). Rlitioners Perpetual UnCQ_r‘tAinfbj aboqt his
ﬁto, mcludinj whether he will ever be released 15 r'e';swcinj in
Severe psychological torture  on top of the Systematic qhuse,
Cruel {rea’cmen‘t,and extrajud;'c{al Killin of an innocent Musl{m.
(Exkajudical Killing and Totuwe defined n 18 US.L § 1350)

! 13 of a7 |




Medical expetts liken prolonged mdeflnite detention +o
Sensory deprivation — @ recognized form of psychological tarture. .
The arbitiary evecutive, mprisonment, driven by religoss animus,
15 unlawful. When compared +o Sim, lar'j’ situated detainees
dt Guantanomo n a material aspect; the pl\jsfcal indefinite
c{ejrenjr{on manifests clear violatians of internaticenal law. The
arrest of g ‘Un%nﬁ 1® to obtain lef{SC\fc‘h'on over the Pexsen.

A distinction s taKen between civil and territorial Sudsclcckon,

civil 3ufisd\‘c:f{on 15 veferred o consenty ¥ binds all who havwe
(‘,onSen‘\'ecl. ﬂErri Lor al ")uu isdiction qoes %r-H\ex‘) Y O.?e,(ajtes
lpon dhose who have nst assemted- Such a5 aliens- but Yhe,
a\ién must do Some:‘(\mms. But W an glien be %(cib\j or
fraudvlently  carried within the territory,(e g,y a5 Rikioner),
then no consedt \mplied and Conse%uerﬁ:\j there s nod
groond Br :\)m\'sd:diaﬂ. Sovereigns are equal. Tt s the duty of
3 Sove/(c\'sn net to Submi s r{gk‘(s 1o the decision of a

€))
C heyette, Cara, Rnishment Before Justice. : Tndefinite. Defeation n the
S USy P\\Ss(mans for Human Rights, pg; 1 (Jone l.o&h, hitp: // bif.ly/&%ZmTK\,
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Co- Sovereign. He 15 the Sole arbiter of his own riﬁh{s, He
JCKnow‘eSes no Soperior, \)u‘bAAHal‘\ (m@o&) a\one, without a
P&f"'ﬂeﬁ ”ro h"s 6%03\5, \\0 shows (CSP&CJ‘(, \)u’\l ot Submission,
See The, Schooncf E‘Ac\'\anso vs. M'Faddon and Oﬂndé) 3 LEd

9_87 The Fowjtecn*\r\ Amg,nAme,n‘k C"\‘\iz.ens\\ip (m USCA § 1_
The Citizenship Clavse) s one which a citizen Keeps unless he,

’\rolun‘r,aruj \’elln$uxskes t,and ance aguiced, cannst e shifted
(‘_ancdc,ci) or diluted at the will of the Federal Government,
the states or any other Governmental unidy Beys Afroyim vs.
Dean Rusk 387 US. 153, 18 LEd 1d 157, 87 5.t lbbd (19w,
See also Reynolds v. Sm\s 377 uS. 533 W L.ed.ad Se0, 84 S.¢k.

13,2 (19064). Accorolmg‘j. the C{"ZG“S"UP Clause,, contans 4
Substantive, COmPOY\eXT\: Yhat berg cectan é\(&)i’\:’(al’}j ,\N(OY\S?LN\

government  actions,
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CONCLUSTON & RELTEF SOUGHT

Rased upon the aforementioned material -Fa#‘l:sf citations to

&Ufkori’c\y, Relitioner has demonstrated how RcsPonden‘}@)‘haVe) c‘epar{ecl
| from the essential elements of law, which has resulted in the Injurious

unlawful detention where adequate relief cannet be obtaif\ec‘ in the
Singular form of procedural vehicle Habeas Corpus., Article 1892
Exceplional eircumstances exists of which 4o aid +his Honerable
Coourts appellate .J'urisc({ct(oﬁ pursaant to 18 US.C. 8 1257 @),

and +this Courts Rule 3.'0.( of wLick fur{hcr relief’ may be aFMforded in
the furtherance oFJust{ce,See L8 U-S.C.§1b51(a).) as no other Court ¢an
extend the remecl\J Ae[{ef Souﬂkt without this Honorable Courts inibial
review, by a writ of cectiorac’,see STATE OF MINNESOTA vs. CLOVER

LEAF CREAMERY COMPANY et al, Y43 US H5b, Ll LEd 2d 1,59, 10}
S.Ct 115, reh den (US) L8 LEdId 222 \ol SCF. 1735.

Wherefore, Felitioner Seeks from this Court w the alternative :
(1). Assume ‘jurisdfc{{on over this ma{’cgr:

(1) Tssue an Orc{e'r direcJ(m Responclen'ts to show Cause wkj this writ or
any other writ un the interest oq" Justice should nat be grantedo

(3) Tssue 2 Writ of Habeas Corpus orc(eﬂ'nj Re,s‘aonclerits 1o release Retitioner.
M) Award  Ritioner veasonable costs and attocneys fees, and. |

6) Cirant any other @lief which this Cout dems just and propery as'A theeat to
JUS“C& Anywhe,rex (s d threat to jus‘t(ct CVer\jwhcre.>(tbuo{{nj Dr, .Ma'fjc'fn L.K.3F).
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