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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Can the Younger abstention be ignored when it is clear that federal proceedings began before
State and should an injunction have been/be granted to prevent arrest and/or stop prosecution? See
Younger v. Harris, 401 U.S. 37, 41 (1971).

2. Can the Heck bar have an exception made when the government violated federal law to obtain an
illegal conviction for grant money as proven by newly discovered evidence and destroyed exculpatory
evidence (thus committing fraud) particularly when claims of corruption are made with actual innocence?
See Heck v. Humphrey, 512 U.S. 477 (1994). T

3. When Acts of Congress prove that state actions are illegal and unconstitutional; doesn’t the
Supremacy Clause, Necessary and Proper Clause, Contract Clause, Compact Clause, and due process
violations as well as the First, Fourth, Fifth, Sixth, Eighth, Ninth, Tenth, and Fourteenth Amendments
require nullification and vindication of a conviction obtained by fraud due to actual innocence?

4. Isn’t it a violation of due process to state or imply what someone else believed over conduct that
was not even their idea and then lie to the public, destroy evidence, and prosecute and illegally convict
him by hiding the fact the State was under contract by the federal government not to do it and are
members of a federal agency that prohibit such actions?

5. Don’t exceptions in 28 U.S.C. §2283 apply when ICAC and SORNA are Acts of Congress and
suit was brought to challenge those Acts? See Piasecki v. Court of Common Pleas, 917 F.3d 161 (3rd Cir.
2019). Do

6. Shouldn’t counsel have been appointed during the proceedings before the lower courts as
Petitioner’s liberty is clearly at stake and was illegally detained like he stated he would be in Case No.
3:22-cv-00067-MMH-LLL and shouldn’t counsel be appointed now as he has been refused effective
representation because former representation has committed a crime against him by violating F.S. §
843.0855 to keep him in jail and sabotage relief?

7. Even if an exception cannot be made in Heck, Id despite government fraud; isn’t Petitioner
entitled to other relief (particularly the relief from judgment) as he is specifically asking for any other
relief deemed just and proper including declaratory relief?

8. The State of Florida has clearly consented to suit by joining the ICAC Task Force in which
Congress has abrogated sovereign immunity as proven by federal law and the Memorandum of
Understanding (see App. H) so shouldn’t this Court have original jurisdiction as the holding in Hans v.
Louisiana, 134 U.S. 1 (1890) is no longer valid as the Eleventh Amendment became obsolete when the
State of Florida joined a federal agency and agreed to supremacy of federal law but then violated that law
and the Fourteenth Amendment as well as other amendments and articles?

9. Isn’t SORNA unconstitutional pursuant to illegal ICAC tactics as in Piasecki, Id because
Petitioner was framed and is NOT trying to have sex with minors as falsely alleged by the government?
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CITATIONS OF ORDERS

I To the extent that these motions seek reinstatement of this appeal and suspension of the
requirement that Appellant file an appendix, the motions are GRANTED. This appeal is
reinstated and Appellant may proceed without filing an appendix. The motions are otherwise

DENIED.

IL Upon consideration of Petitioner’s Response... it is ORDERED that this original proceeding is
dismissed. It is further ORDERED that Petitioner’s Emergency Motion for Stay... is denied as

moot.

JURISDICTION

Judgment was rendered on Oct. 2, 2024, by the Eleventh Circuit and jurisdiction is conferred

pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 2101(b); Younger, Id; and Bousley v. United States, 523 U.S. 614, 622 (1998).

Jurisdiction is also conferred pursuant to 28 U.S.C. §1254(1) & 2101(e) under Rule 11 as the Younger

abstention is being misapplied as it is inapplicable in this situation. Le. The lower _coufts-;fé—ignoring this

Court’s rulings, the Supremacy Clause, and the Bill of Rights in general and it must be corrected. See
App. C. (Note: The same judge that dismissed the lawsuit denied habeas relief and the appointment of

counsel.) Also, Rule 29.4 (b) & (c) do not apply as the government is a party. Finally, App. D from

Crosby v. United States, Case No. 24-1323 (10th Cir.) is merely being provided as an example (as well as

other Apps.) to prove the merits and provide supporting facts to show actual innocence, not for certiorari.

CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS INVOLVED

U.S. Const. Amend. I, IV - XI, & XIV §1

U.S. Const. Art. 1 §8 CI. 18, §10Cl. 1, §10 C1.3, & Art. VICL. 2

5U.S.C. §702

18 U.S.C. §1964(c)

18 U.S.C. §3006A

28 U.S.C. §2283

34 US.C. §§21111 - §21117: §21111(a), §21113(4), 34 U.S.C. §21114(7) & (11)
42 U.S.C. §1983 & §1985(3)

Memorandum of Understanding (MOU)



STATEMENT OF THE CASE

This case started on April 1, 2007, when Petitioner was framed as a child predator because the.
government destroyed evidence and had adopted illegal tactics from a telévision show cancelled for
framing men'. Petitioner made the mistake of trusting counsel who lied to him about sex offender
registration as well as probation and he involuntarily accepted a plea that was also violated due to serious
Brady violations. Counsel was supposed to withdraw an involuntary plea but obviously did not and a 15-
year court battle began.

During the war after being illegally denied relief in Jan. of 2015 by the M.D. Fla (Tampa Div.)
because Petitioner’s actual innocénce claim and newly discovered evidence were ignored, he had since
discovered through his non-profit called “Florida Scandal” that law enforcement were framing men. This
is how the story “How law enforcement turns law-abiding men into sexual predators” came about by

Noah Pransky. See Ex. 3, Crosby v. Florida, et al, 23-11112-D. See also Ex. 1 for other facts concerning

the illegal conviction. Essentially, Petitioner’s innocence has been buried under years of lies that were |
created and spread into a national epidemic over paranoia and fear created by MSNBC with
sensationalistic, false, and certainly exaggerated claims about men using the Internet to prey upon
vulnerable children.

Petitioner really was framed as proven by the facts in the Initial Brief and exhibits below (as well
as the jurisdictional statement and brief Petitioner was prevented from filing with this Court) but there
was nothing he could do about it. However, this did not stop the assault and harassment by the population
at large causing Petitioner to literally fight for his life. So as not to repeat the voluminous record,
Petitioner was forced to gue Iover the harassment and his sting? particularly because his confidential

informant had found two more documents proving that the government is knowingly engaged in

1see “Suicide of Bill Conradt” (Wikipedia) that essentially details how television was using fantasy for ratings and
none of the other arrests were prosecuted over his suicide.

2 petitioner sent a picture of his genitals to an undercover officer on an adult website pretending to be a minor and
antagonized him or her to get them to try to attempt an arrest.



racketeering’. Basically, what the government did was hide federal law that proved what they were doing
was/is illegal to make it legal. In the meantime, Petitioner’s innocence was slowly being illegally
destroyed while he was trying to prove it. The stings the governments are performing are illegal under
federal law and illegal and specious under states laws including CO.

The government wanted to prohibit speech that appeared to have an interest in adolescent sex
(whether fantasy or not) and Florida is the State that convinced the entire nation to do the same even
though it was/is common khowledge that adults do fantasize about having sex with teenagers even if they
actually want to or not. Grady Judd (with the former Central Florida ICAC Task Force that lost his host
status due to violating federal law) professed on national television that criminals hid behind the First
Amendment and begged the nation to use his tactics that were adopted from the illegal television show all
the while everyone knew they were illegal under federal law. By using adult websites where men are
looking for sexual encounters which is prohibited by App. I; law enforcement are actually tricking men in
violation of the Necessary and Proper Clause, Commerce Clause, Compact Clause, and Supremacy
Clause and First, Fifth, and Fourteenth Amendments. The right to peaceably assemble, speech, freedom of
the press*, due process, and equal protection were violently attacked in the name of protecting children
and the disgust about using the Internet to find sexual encounters and fantasize about illegal sex which is
exactly where such fantasies are supposed to be professed®. These exact same tactics used by the illegal

television show known as “To Catch a Predator” were already declared illegal in Colorado without the

violations of federal law through the due process provision of the Constitution in People v. Grizzle 140
P.3d 224, 227 (Colo. Ct. App. 2006) (cert. denied)
(It is, perhaps, inevitable that such an operation will ensnare an otherwise law-abiding citizen

with sexual fantasies — involving conduct which is illegal, immoral, taboo, or all three — upon
which he or she would not otherwise act were the opportunity not presented to them.)

3 Exhibit 16 in the case below (App. | herein) on the last page proves that if law enforcement are enticing men with
sex and violating the terms of use for websites they are engaged in racketeering.

4 The Internet has made it possible for everyone in the world to be a broadcaster and/or reporter of news, events,
views, etc. that the press held captive before its inception.

S The Internet was, is, and always has been “virtual reality” where people go to fantasize about things that are not
considered moral or legal to escape from reality.



(cited in People v. Aguirre, No. G045009 (CA 2012))6. So what do these facts and the footnotes prove:

The law is being violated and suppressed over fantasy for political and monetary gain!

Grady Judd tried to ban sexually explicit websites (particularly those used for sexual encounters)
but couldn’t, so he convinced the nation to frame men with them. The government is without a doubt
practicing the Communications and Decency Act of 1996 this Court struck down in Reno v. ACLU, 521
U.S. 844 (1997). Why? Because people could not figure out how to keep their teenagers from looking for

sex on the Internet as proven by Ashcroft v. ACLU, 542, 542 U.S. 656 (2004). This Court kept protecting

the First Amendment (peaceable assembly included) so the States violated federal law to usurp this
Court’s and United States Congress’ authority. Ashcroft was decided in 2004 and the illegal stings started
at the same time on MSNBC!

Petitioner is sick and tired (exasperated in fact) of getting followed around and losing jobs
because he was framed. Therefore, he sued pursuant to 28 U.S.C. §1332(a), 28 U.S.C. §1331, 18 US.C.
§1964(c), 42 U.S.C. §1985(c), and 42 U.S.C. §1983. He did not sue just because of his sting but because
of the years of assault and harassment over lies that violated his right to due process and the conviction
itself also violates due process as he is actually innocent. The newly discovered evidence specifically
states the government is engaged in racketeering thereby making Petitioner’s conviction invalid. The
evidence also proves that this Court has original jurisdiction but the clerk of this Court refused to docket
the case. See attachments to “Initial Brief” below. Simply speaking, Petitioner is highly intelligent and has
overcome/discovered the greatest fraud in human history but he’s so stigmatized he’s “railroaded” and
dismissed as crazy. This is why appointed counsel in the criminal case below illegally committed him to a
state hospital. Counsel was actually preventing his release and making him serve time for falsely alleged
crimes (that are not even crimes except under SORNA) and the only reason why he pled out to a false
misdemeanor was to get out of jail to locate witnesses to prove his innocence. See United States v.

Cronic, 466 U.S. 648 (1984). As stated in several previous documents below: Society is knowingly

§ Both of these decisions were decided not to be published and a current presidential candidate known as Kamala
D. Harris was Attorney General for CA when the Aguirre decision was rendered.



breaking the law because they think they are protecting minors and the courts are shirking their
responsibility because the government has deliberately amended statutes to violate the constitution and

the law! See Sherman v. United States, 356 U.S. 369, 381 (1958). The problem is that Congress was NOT

silent and stated what were acceptable means for enforcement but the States and the U.S. Attorney
General decided to violate that mandate because of television. See MOU (App. H). See also Sorrells v.
United States, 287 U.S. 435, 445 (1932)

(when the criminal design originates with law enforcement the government is “estopped by sound
public policy from prosecution therefore”).

However, because horny teenagers pretending to be adults are the topic the law is not just being ignored
but violated!

Petitioner repeatedly requested assistance of counsel in all collateral attacks of the criminal
prosecution and to present his actual innocence claim in the lawsuit but was repeatedly denied only to use
his allegedly deficient complaint against him because it was not drafted properly. His liberty was at stake
as he made clearly evident but was accused of being a liar by the district court because he was not being
arrested! He was not arrested because he was avoiding all people, particularly law enforcement, and was
illegally confined to his house due to stalking because society is acting like his probation officers. Law
enforcement before they illegally breached his home to arrest him actually stated that they were his
probation officer! Petitioner’s liberty was at stake (and still is) over lies and an illegal conviction obtained
by fraud because society and law enforcement were following him around trying to arrest him over a
falsely alleged fear of child predation because he was framed by the government. Petitioner repeatedly
motioned for preliminary injunctions before and after his arrest that used SORNA as an excuse to violate
the Fourth Amend. because SORNA actually is a punishment in this situation as Petitioner is NOT a child
predator as falsely accused over violations of federal law and does NOT try to have sex with minors.
While trying to prosecute the lawsuit and avoid arrest someone stole Petitioner’s mail notifying him of his
requirement to file an appendix in the appeal with the Eleventh Circuit so the case was dismissed AFTER

his arrest.



Thinking that the appeal was still active, Petitioner repeatedly motioned the Eleventh Circuit for
preliminary injunctions, habeas corpus, and to join the falsified criminal case where SORNA violations
were manufactured to illegally breach his home to arrest him over a note placed on a patrol car basically
stating his disapproval over the stalking. The note was only written because the Eleventh Circuit
REFUSED to grant a preliminary injunction to protect him despite him repeatedly stating that he was
being illegally stalked! The appeal was only necessary because the district court did not see any reason to
grant a preliminary injunction nor to appoint counsel despite Petitioner REPEATEDLY BEGGING for
counsel and protection as he was and still is under attack!

SUMMARY OF ARGUMENTS

Counsel has been refused to be appointed in violation of federal law and Younger is being
misapplied that caused Petitioner to be illegally arrested and the courts are refusing to intervene. See

Lassiter v. Dept. of Social Servs., 452 U.S. 18 (1981); App. C. (“Emergency Motion for Appointment of

Private Counsel...”). Appointed counsel in 2024CF101 illegally committed Petitioner to keep him from
getting out of jail and caused the Fifth DCA and Tenth Circuit to deny relief. See Apps. B & D — G. The
Middle District of Florida is protecting the racket and will not follow Younger; 18 U.S.C. §3006A;

Bousley v. United States, 523 U.S. 614, 622 (1998); or the constitution and any other case law pertaining

to actual innocence, the First Amendmeht, and habeas corpus. Congress has abrogated sovereign
immunity and given this Court original jurisdiction to fix this problem. See MOU (App. H).

As proven by the “Motion to Dismiss...” for 2024CF101 (App. E) and other documents;
Petitioner was illegally in jail for over 289 days for standing up for himself and over things that never
occurred. Warrants were falsified not to protect children but to harm Petitioner, violate the Fourth and
Eighth Amendments, and retaliate over the lawsuit. Moreover, Petitioner involuntarily pled to z; lesser
included charge just to get out of jail as the Public Defender’s Office lied to him yet again about the plea
agreement that he was accepting. The lawsuit was supposed to fix his life, not make it worse. However,
the courts are not following the law because they don’t know how. This is why Petitioner pled to a crime

he is innocent of again just so that he could get out of jail to find witnesses and file this petition. This



Court has still not decided what to do about Younger when claims are alleged and proven before arrest.
This Court has still not decided what to do concerning Heck when the government is the cause of an
illegal conviction due to violating federal law. Petitioners’ actual innocence is being ignored and this
Court has original jurisdiction to fix these issues. Fuﬂherrqore, the States have joined a federal agency
and agreed to follow federal law but instead decided to engage in racketeering so Hans, Id is no longer
valid nor is the Eleventh Amendment. See 34 U.S.C. §§21111 - 21117.

REASONS FOR GRANTING THE WRIT

Federal law and the constitution are clearly being violated to oppress Petitioner because this
Court has not established what to do in this situation and nobody really cares that his rights are being
violated. The Younger abstention is REPEATEDLY being used against Petitioner despite the lawsuit that
was specifically requesting relief from the stalking and repeated assaults on his liberty and person. The
Heck bar is being abused because Petitioner specifically stated in his complaint that he was not only
seeking monetary damages but any other relief deemed just and proper to stop the constitutional
infringements and mental (and physical) torment and anguish over the original frame orchestrated by the
government. The courts are shirking their responsibilities as warned about in Sherman, /d because the
government has adopted illegal methods on how to frame men as child predators as proven by an Act of
Congress. See 34 U.S.C. §§21111 - §21117.

The problem is that society, the government, and the judicial system are trying to tell Petitioner
what he believes over something that was not even his idea and was executed in violation of federal law.
In fact, federal, CO, and CA law pro'ves that what was done to him is illegal. Petitioner does not run a
daycare center and he certainly doesn’t expect a minor to be looking at porn and soliciting him for sex by
pretending to be an adult! Essentially, the government committed a crime and blamed it on Petitioner and
he is still suffering for something that he didn’t even do nor was he planning to do! See OIS pg. 15, (App.
I). Before the arrest, Petitioner was approached by an undercover officer in the same adult chat room that
he was in when he got arrested in which he deliberately antagonized the undercover officer and admitted

that he did not believe that he/she was a minor looking for sex with random men. After the sting arrest



detective Vickie Callahan actually told Petitioner that she had talked to him previously and knew that he
“talked trash” but law enforcement still decided to frame him as a child predator simply because he was
curious to see who this person actually was after playing THEIR ILLEGAL GAME and illegally tracking
his phone after he decided not to show up at all. Nobody is going to tell Petitioner what he believes and
that is the whole premise behind this case and is why the methods used to arrest him are illegal under
federal law and several states in the Union. Petitioner is actually innocent, has proven his claims, and
deserves relief as he is only convicted of the crime requiring registration under SORNA due to
government created crime and fraud as prohibited by Apps. H —J. Finally, and most importantly, if
Petitioner was in CO in 2007 he would have never been framed as the stings were not occurring and the
illegal tactics were already declared illegal under CO law and due process. Thus, Petitioner is also entitled
to relief under CO law as proven by App. D.

CONCLUSION AND RELIEF SOUGHT

Petitioner is seeking relief from illegal convictions obtained by government fraud and destruction
of evidence by means of actual innocence for the reasons stated herein, in the Appendix documents, and
in the Initial Brief with attachments below. The underlying conviction requiring registration needs to be
vacated as well as the recently obtained one by means of an involuntary plea that resulted because the
lower courts are violating his rights and applying inapplicable law that has not yet been resolved by this
Court. See also 28 U.S.C. §2283. This Court should issue this writ as the federal laws at issue in this case
clearly do not prohibit the relief that Petitioner is seeking and Petitioner was entitled to counsel to help
resolve the dispute that ultimately did result in his illegal arrest and conviction due to the unresolved
issues of this Court. This writ should also issue because the State of Florida and several states in the
Union have joined a federal task force and are now susceptible to suit pursuant to an Act of Congress that
has abrogated sovereign immunity and nullified the Eleventh Amendment.

This writ should also issue as actual innocence and newly discovered evidence are being ignored
and unresolved issues of federal law apply. Petitioner respectfully requests this relief as well as any other

relief deemed just and proper as due process of law and effective assistance of counsel have clearly been
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violated and Petitioner is both factually and legally innocent under federal and CO law. Moreover,
Petitioner has been repeatedly “knocking on this Court’s door” since the lawsuit was filed as his life has
been ruined over government fraud and the Court’s are allowing the violations of his rights because they
think he is a scumbag over said fraud! Simply speaking, the Supremacy Clause, Contract Clause,
Compact Clause, Neceséary and Proper Clause, Equal Protection, Séparation of Powe(s Doctrine, and due
process of law are being violated because the States have been allowed to frame people as child predators
in violation of federal law but said violations prove Petitioner is both factually and legally innocent as the
only people that broke the law are government officials as proven by newly discovered evidence.

Crimes are illegally being created by .govemment officials in clear violation of an Act of
Congress because the government wanted grant money and were concerned about minors searching for
sex by posing as adults on websites used for sexual encounters. Essentially, the government created all the
elements necessary for a crime to occur, orchestrated the crime (because Florida was paid to do it), and
then framed Petitioner by destroying evidence and hiding the law to force him to involuntarily plea by
slandering and libeling him on NATIONAL TELEVISION! Then, when he repeatedly raised his actual
innocence claim with newly discovered evidence he was rebuked and called a liar over something the
government did to him and the lower courts were allowing the government and society'to illegally stalk,
harass, and assault him instead of correcting the fraudulent conviction because they are trying to hide and

change federal law!

Date: 1’ /5/30&4

Jamed B. V. Crosby, Petitiong,
7346 Paprika Ct.
Jacksonville, FL. 32244



