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«[VKII parties appear in the caption of the case on the cover page.

[ 1 All parties do not appear in the caption of the case on the cover page. A list of
all parties to the proceeding in the court whose judgment is the subject of this
petition is as follows:
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IN THE

SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES

PETITION FOR WRIT OF CERTIORARI

Petitioner respectfully prays that a writ of certiorari issue to review the judgment below.

OPINIONS BELOW

[ 1 For cases from federal courts:

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

[ 1 reported at ; OT,
[ 1 has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,
[ 1 is unpublished.

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

[ ] reported at ; Or,
[ 1 has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,
[ ] is unpublished.

[V{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,
[V is unpublished.

The opinion of the _
appears at Appendix to the petition and is

[ 1 reported at ; OF,
[ 1 has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,
[ 1 is unpublished.




JURISDICTION

[ 1 For cases from federal courts:

The date on which the United States Court of Appeals decided my case
was :

[ 1 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).

[Vﬁ‘or cases from state courts:

The date on which the highest state court decided my case was ()Ci/ | l/ 2074
A copy of that decision appears at Appendix

WV A timely petition for rehearing was thereafter denied on the following date:
09 / 24 [zozY , and a copy of the order denying rehearing
appears at Appendix _B

[ 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. §1257(a).




CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS INVOLVED
First Amendment 4o the United Stades Constitotion

Sixth Amendment +othe United Stodes Constitulion

Foqr+een+% Amendment to the United Stotes Constitution

Title 4, Chapter 1, Section 1 of South Carolina Code of Laws




STATEMENT OF THE CASE

The pro se Fetitioner was o civilian - citizen who was
heH in direct criminal contempt By +he Supreme Court of
South Caro“na which sentenced the peﬁﬁoner 40 31X (65
months’ of con-ﬁnemen+, in pefitioners obsence.

The motter ook place ot a coHege — not at a Cour“'nouse,
or in a courtroom — durt‘n\(} o Question and Answer (”Qé/\“>
event — not o‘ur}ng o) Judfcia‘ proceeoling.

On 5ep+ember I, 2024, ‘Hwe_;lg se pe}htior\er drove from home
+o the Cidital Mili+ary College where the Supreme Court of” South (ardlina
wos Sckeduleol 4’0 )’\ear Oral argumen+ in *Huo J'Udicia‘ proceec{r'n
(‘)‘o be held in the auditorivm of the colle3e>, which were 4o be Followed
’:Jy Qa QéA event (kos*l'ecl [3}’ that courts chief J'ucheB dw—ing which
those in attendance ( i.e.y members of the general public, college students,

ec+.> were allowed and encouraged +o ask any question (5) of a
|ega1 nature.,

The peﬁ*ﬁoner wos allowed +o ask ques+ions; ;'\ouuevey; +he.
CHe‘F\jusﬁce held the Pe*HHoner in Criminal Con+emr>+ and ordered
the Peﬁ-Honers' immediate arrestand removal.

Aleougk the chief justice held the petitioner in direct contempt;
he did not ;mmedia','e/y punis’q/Sar\c:*f':'an peJri"Honer. Rather Hhan
fmmeolio&e!\/ fmposing Pw\ishmefvb the court clelayeo‘ punisl—\men+ |
until Comp\e:h‘on of He jud:‘c:‘a"pr‘oceeo’fngs . The court loler |'mposeo'
& sentence of six month confinement in petitioners obsence.

H.




REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION

Tn 1947 +his Court obse~ved. ' Tn a cose where it is asserted
Hhot a person has been deprivecl l:)/ a Stote court of aRindamental
Fiﬁwr Se(:urecj b}’ He ComS‘H”"UfHoh s Q&N :ndependamL Examinahon of
He focts by this Court is often required to be made. This is

)]

such a cose. Cro«tg V. Harney, 331 US. 367 (HW).

Because “Hw'ns PeJthion dEMOns+ra+e -Hwa"' Pe"Hﬁone_r” was clepr‘weJ
Ey o S%-oj-e Cour'l' O‘F Q “Punclameﬂ‘f’a' F}gk‘l‘ (4-0 ‘Free sPee_ci\ amc! -Iu c‘ue.
Pl‘ocess>; an l‘ndep'e/\o‘m"‘ E*xamfna‘Hon O'P-'-hepo\c;fs Ey “Hwn's COUF‘+ IS

rectu}red in this case.

Just as +his Court found in Woed v. Georgia, 370 US. 375, the
First Amendment eavisions that persons be given the Gppor%nH*y +o
inform +Hhe community of both sides of an issue in o communH—)/
ProHem, ond such privilege should not HSM(Y curtailed.

The Q€A Funchion was a Community event of legitimote
interest. The petitioners participation in that puHu’c,Con)MUni+y
event was pro+e,c+eA Ey the First Amendment. See:, US, v. Trump,
33 F H4 990 (D.C.2022> /”To Prov'iole Qde%uafe EreocH\inﬂ Space {or
robus+ puElic.-.PO\r','fcipa“Hon, First Amendment ge/\ero\ll}/ shields

insulting, and even outrageous, Speech. ). Because petitioner

was an outsider to the 'fﬂgoxﬁan " befare Hhe stte court, +hat
court had very limited au-HmrH—y +o restrict petitioner ‘H’\rouglf\

5‘,




use of +he courté contempt power. US. v. Trump, Supra ("Tke_
Constitution gives courts Very limited QU%othy +o restrict speech
of Press and O*H\EF outsiders o “‘ﬁjo\‘ﬁon; Unde:— First AME/\OIME/\+9

“H'\eir Speeclﬁ g&nemﬁy Moy l:e qbridgecf On\y ;Q H‘ presen‘(“ clear
and present olcmger to administration of justice. >, Craig v. Harney,
Supra ( The h’|s+ory of the power +o punish for contempt :«no\ the |
Uneq_u’woml command of the First Amendment serve os constant
reminders that freedom of speech and of the press shaould not be
;mpat'recl ‘H’\rousL\ the exercise of Hhat power, uless there is no

dOUE‘} +hot the utterances In cLuesw‘fon are o Serjous ond imminendt

'Hw—eoc" “f'o "H\e OLCJMI'I\;S"‘FOCHOI\ OFJUS'Hce. ‘\>.

Furthermore, the State. court did not immediately punish the
petitioner but instead Hhat court held petitioner in criminal contempt,
Ordered his immediate arrest and femova' from the college audorforiun.
The State court completed its bu%fness and loter sentenced petitioner;
.fr\ his absence,, to confinement for a period of six months. That woes o

clear dfsr*eﬁarol for both this Courtl Preceofef\Jr and shde law. See,
Trternahional Union, United Mine WorKers of America V. Bagwe\l, 512 us. 82!(]‘?‘7‘0

(” If o court delays Punishinﬂ o direct Cor\+emp+ until the Comp!eﬁon

0‘p "I‘Fia' P ‘R)r EXOW\Ple, Cjue Proc_ess Feqvuires ‘Hf\o& ‘H\e COf\‘{'emnor“.’s

ng)f\ﬁLs o notice and a L\ear'mg be re@pec}ec(. >/ also see, 5.6 Code
of Laws,chon 1H-1-150 (/ no citizen of this State shall be sent
.+0 ;ja” for any Con+emp+ of court or supposed Contempt of court,
committed durfng +Hhe SiH‘mg of Hhe court Qnol in disturbance of
the court, until he be brought before the court and there be
&.




heard Ey himself or counsel or shall stand mU+e.“>. As this

Court ized in Craig v. Harne
our Fecoﬂmze N rous V. arnNey, supra » Due precess COmno-"

be Mmeosured In Minutes and hours or dollars and cents. For Hhe
occused Contemnor ﬁ\cinﬂ o jail sentence, his rlf!)ér""y’ is valuable

Qf\d IY)USWL Ee seen as wi#\}n "l-l'\e-P&ila'sﬁea- Pi‘crl—ec"Hon O?“Pne FOUF‘+E€A‘H’1

Amencdmer\'l’. I+S +e"m;f\0«+f0r\ CQHS 'Fgr sSome: Of‘derl)/ PFOCG.SS} kauuever*

informal. ‘>- Yet, petitioner was not afforded any proeess.

Finally, the State courts imposifion of maximum ISO’CJO\)/JOEI

Sen+ence 'E)r‘ Pe+i+}oner.’s OL' le8ed Ver’aal me‘:e,qu;or was EXCESvae.
See Stote v. Oberton, 10 N.W.2d 64 (Minn, 2024) .

CONCLUSION

The petition for a writ of certiorari should be granted.

Respectfully submitted,

Chtudd Z. Boetar

| Date: December 23rd, 2024 .




