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QUESTION(S) PRESENTED

Question Dae
WHETHER FLORIDA'S SUSPENSION OF THE PRIVILEGE OF THE WRIT oF HABEAS

CORPUS VIDLATES ARTICLE |, SECTION 9, 0F THE UNITED STATES cansTiTuTion {

-’

Ruestion Two 4

WHETHER FLORI DA% SUSPENSIoN OF THE PRIVILEGE OF THE WRIT 0F HABERS
CLRPUS NOT (NCASES OF REBELLION OR tnv Asi1alN iN THE INTREST oR REBLUIREMENT OF PURLIC

SAFETY y A GREAT PUBLIC INTREST ?

Guestion Three

whether FIoRIDA'S SusPensiont oF THE PRIVILE GE OF THE WRIT OF HABEAS
CorPus NVOT 148 LASES OF REBELLLON DR IAIVASION , BUT I CASE LAWS ; ADORTED TO ABRIDGE THAT
FRIVILEGE 4 A VIOLATION DF AMENDMENT FOURTEEN 4 SECTION ONE , TOTHE LINITED STATES
CONSTITUTION THAT EXPLICITLY PROMIBITS SUcH LAWS ©

Buestion Four »
' (WHETHER FLORID A'S PRESUMING SPEEDY TRIAL VIoLATIoN CLAIMS RAISED /N A

PETITIDA For WRIT oF HABENAS CoRPUS To HAVE BEEN WAIVED BY INACTION TO RAISE THE CLAWA
onN DIRECT APPEAL A WAIVER FORBIDDEN BY THE SUPREME CourT of THE unNited sTATES 2

Auestion Eive

WHKETHEA FLORIDA’S SusPENSION oF THE PRIVILEGE 0F THE WRIT OF HABEAS CoRPUL FROM
PETITIONERS SEEKIN G REMEDY FOR ILLE GAL IMPRISONMENT FRom consTITUTIoNRL SAEEDY
TRIA vioLaTions DEMYIKNG EQUAL PROTECTION OF Laws ENACTED AND ADOPTED To ENFORLE

THE RIGHT To A SPEED Y TRIAL 5 IN VIOLATION OF THE EQUAL PRETECTION OF LAW CLAUSE OF
AMENDMENT 14, SECT1ON 1, To THE UmTED STATES ConsTiTuTlon €

Buestioh Six 7

iP BNY OF THE ARV E QUESTIONS ARE AVSWERD " YES" SHouln'Ar THIS SUPREME
COWRY ORDER. FLORIDA T GRANT THE LAIT EXHIBIT A DENYS To Do 2
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LIST OF PARTIES

-[VrAll 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:

RELATED CASES

Triod Coust ) as éa‘)ﬂoned onthe Face of Exhibit A ; which is From the Fifth Judicial
Circutt Court, Inond For Macian Coudly,Flocida. ; Caso no.4a-3006-cF-15-AX .
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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

[ 1 For cases from federal courts:

to

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

[ ] reported at ; Or,

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

[ ] 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.

[ﬂ/ For cases from state courts:

The opinion of the highest state court to review the merits appears at
Appendix _ A to the petition and is

[ ] reported at ; Or,

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

[ is unpublished.

The opinion of the court

appears at Appendix to the petition and is

[ 1 reported at ; Or,
[ 1 has been designated for pubhcatlon but is not yet reported; or,
[ 1is unpubhshed
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JURISDICTION

[ 1 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

[ 1 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 jurisdiction of this Court is invoked under 28 U. S. C. § 1254(1).

[»/f For cases from state courts:

The date on which the highest state court decided my case was _L/1a /3024 .
A copy of that decision appears at Appendix _A____.

[v/f A timely petition for rehearlng was thereafter denied on the following date:
' , and a copy of the order denying rehearing
appears at Appendix A

[ ] 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 jurisdiction of this Court is invoked under 28 U. S. C. § 1257(a).
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CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS INVOLVED

Actice | ?Secﬂoh 9, united States Constitution * “ (sic) The privilege oF Yhe writ of Habeas Borpus

shall not be suspended junless when {6 Cases of Rebellion of Tavasion the Riblic Sm'le_f\/- may
“e‘\“‘ re .

W
Aeneadment I {, Sect ion | y Uaited Stokes Constibution (sic) An persens boen o naturalized inthe
waiked Staes, and sub ject o the jurisdidtion theresf , ace eitizens of the United Stodes and of The.

Stake uwherern Haey reside . No State shall make or enforce anylous which shall abeidg e He
pPriuileges ar immunities of citizens of the United States | nor shall any slale deprive any person of

life loerty | or property ; witholl due process of faw ; nor deny to any person within ifs
jurisdictionthe equal profecticn of the laws i
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STATEMENT OF THE CASE

The instant cavse exists as inspired by Vachon V. New Hampshire , 414 us U18, 478, headnote | L14~

&) el Y. is the Bowrt ok s option may adlice plainetror ,..the Supreme Lo’ disardtion exlends
4o reuiaws of Trial Boust’s ertor ) and Exhibit A explicitly cogWonsFrial Coust Ha-300L-¢F-15-AX os
he'ing Laser Tedownal ¢

Exhibit & ckes 56191466 as law of the case theXalso ,iike Exhibif A, uses Topps v. State , 65 so.
ad 1353 (Fiad00Y) 05 axthorily , nsinuaXing there fo exist adecision anthe merits of ?e‘\'?fim\gr '5

Speedy el Violokian Cloim. In cenlity,there. exists No decision onthe merits . The petition Exhibit
A deni s explictly ; inthe Basis for Iwrisdiclion Saction advised the Cowt of this fadl.

Bosis Por Jurisdidion id, included Articlet, Sectien 1oF the uaited Stafes Constitution and“%b_
VW eob , 451 us 443,499 N\ 6, b8 LiEd, A 393.,398, 01 5.1, 1839, — (@ag()"

This is ndt an oppeal of Exhibit A . Exhibit A acerues Florida’s suspension of the wril.

ExhibitA , justiike every Coud i Floride is using Judge rmade. laws to bor Speedy Trial Viokstion Llaims
Vot coised an direct oppeal . Exam ples include > |

On August o ; 20, Triok CourT (4-3006 - ¢F-15-Ax supren) denied Petifiener’s Tnitial Colfofaral
Motiion under Florida. Rule of Criminal Frocedure , Rule 3:350 ; Growad 5, orderiag 3 (sid) Inthis
9round ; Defendant Claims his speedy trial fights were Violated . The speedy trial argument

cotld and should owe. been ca'sed on direct appeal and ) Canseguently ,1s impropecly caised
pursuani o Rule.2.850 4 Gordnec v. Stale (550 80 hd 176,176 [ Fla 157 DLA 1989) . Thig claim is
proceducally bosred Y Cunderline anded). :

The Disteick Cowet of Appeal aftirmed thot bar id. ; wWithout opinion N rﬁ,'ud\‘caitf) ;

madking € the lan of fufure coses (oKa* Collsteral estoppel?) estopping /beering ver fen
?dﬂ'{ms’pdiﬁﬂﬂs Por writs of habeas Corpus § leading up tothe instanl Exhibit Ao .

Teial Coutv even Sanctioned Petitioner an 10113/ 301 | bocting Wim From Filing Fibuse. prose.
Filings y fesponse to tepefitive. petitions For wrilsof habeas Corpus \o\l bacred [estogped by
Cioeida’s Duclge,-md& * Gosdner Law"5v?rm basting merit Ceview 50 Spg@l y Triad Violiien cases,

Eunther, the petition Exhibit 4 dentes invdked binding precededt Negron J. Stde , 30¢ 50,30
(04 CFla(@TH) exnd Butterwocth vi Fluellen , 389 So.3d 6% , 96A -To (1 .1950) Ceollodera] -
proceeding \osa]sateguard "ng the. Constitudicnal SFea_aly Teial Rig ht(os opposed fo “Procedusal
Right “mechanisme) ol discharged Ms.Negron ; From pricon,dueto the state’s Aelay of trial
less thon 8 (elght )-Times it delayed the instant Retitioner’s drial .

Moreover, Exhibit A thanges Pelitioner’s taptioning Respondent as \* Sate oF FLoriDA“to
the Secretay of Depcu‘fmad' of Corrections ¢ sva. sporte ;bgainst Pefitioner’s will, |
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REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION
The. Due-Process Clonse. dictles o, Seperolion of powers fo suspend the. privilege fothe. wril of

Habeas Cotpus , From evecy laus ot cequired by Ruls\(c Safety s and only incases of Rehelfion o
Irvasion, by imposing Atticle [,Sectiond, of the United Sfales Constitution upon the shides Bul Florida.
elCloaches upon Rublic Sofety's power %osuspend sxd*privilege'idds by makiag andenboreing Gacdner -
Yile 55050, 3d 176 (lo\ST 0x1284) ; keeping Bilalic Un- Safe. Pront Fundamental Consttifronal apeely
¥l violatians thik dtherwise be remedied loy the Wieitof Habeas Corpus.
“Fromihe sound premis thoX peogle incarceraled in Flaggrant vidation of Hheir constitutional

Cights have o Cemedy ; Hermon V. Lloudy 250us 116 ythe Supreme Court oMtne Unifed Stdes had long
held s Wokaeas Corpus Provides avemedy fur jurssdictional and tonstitionol ercors ,withoul
limit of X ime.”, United Shafes o, Senitin 330 US Heh , 415, .

Petitioner officmaXively aversthaX in violation of the Due Process Qlawse didfoding the G Anendment,
ond Florda’s Lowa eFFeefuﬁiﬂg ‘\‘he.(‘(‘9m‘, Medy Shepoedizing Yhe Goedner Low supa Shaws maty Cases
where preseadtion continues in vidlaticn of the *Right”, thot ore votd and withend Jurisdidion ofthe aceused,

and (0 fepugnance tothe 14T Amendment. Andthen presumed to be waived Frem inadion ta faise it
on dired appeal i The instant Retitioner is one o those vidiims,

“Excess of jurisdichion os distinguished From entive absence of jurisdiction means that the act; although
withinthe general power of the yudge., is not auifhorized , and therefore voidy with resped-to fhe.

pecticular case ate wadting  and hence the judicial power is ndt in fact fasoFully invokeel,” Me
Glasker v. Calfon, 397 FiSupp.525,530 (W*Tir.1975).

Further, I lightof the policies wnder! yingthe right to a speacdy rial ,disnissal oF the indidment
Must remain , 0s néteel i n Borker v.ublinga the onl y possible remedy Forthe deprivation afhis
Constitutional Right " Struak v. United Stfes 1. uiS. H3¢; ecenting animmunity foom prosecud ion,
Porasver, " e CPAmendment. QMA«+M¢UFMn‘mJ defendont Spfdg‘fn‘al « The Due Pracess Cuuse
of +he ™ Amerndaent didides Hhal Phe sttes effeduates Hais Constititiond Guarastee ", KlopFer ¥ Nerth
Lavohina 386 us 213,326,18 Led. 2d |, $7 5.0 955 (1867 youd Florida did ! See Negron v. State supra§
up uatil 1389 with the odeption of the Gardner Lo suprathal” eFFecTuo.‘ks o waiver sfany speedy

1rial vicloXion nat raised intinme. For d?rec'\'appenl M Bluchoa approach, by Presum«‘.ag A wankr
oF & Pundumedtal tight Brom inadtian  is inconststetwiththis cowrt's pronawncements on waiver

of constiubional righs - 52z Barker v Wingo o7 us 514,525, ni5-16, — (19720 ) qusting
Johasen v. Zesost 30 s 458 1ok, . (1938) .
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Mqt(mls)_daexﬁsb.i.hitﬂmu&.ﬁ(mﬁa[a’s_smpms:bn_a£ﬂeﬁmd_wa7:aﬂlab@_$_&qpus tnthe

fnshr_vtw_bﬁ_itiwi_es.e;lahcmf(ion_m_‘the,.m%ifs_of_ﬂeiﬂflbjeﬁgg_dﬁ;fob_eP1(Den’tf’(\emm‘f

o the-Fgual Orelection of State. Laws . and. (&) Due Process of Federal (auws Hhat provides all

sVi¥es_twust adhere o the Constitution of the tinited Stifes.,

Thak i, Exhibit A breaks the Lacs b keep Potitioner illegally jmprizoned.
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CONCLUSION

The petition for a writ of certiorari should be granted.

Respectfully submitted,

Date: _ﬁlamh 828/, 2024
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