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QUESTION(S) PRESENTED

What constitutes the \ega\ meaning o}
the word “ Active” ?

and

Does a Double ]eopardy\fio‘ ahon
and Due Brocess Violation Occur
Whenever a Dep‘t.o-f Corrections or
the/a Courl Chanqes an original
\mgose& senfence hy Increasing

it to a @QLQD@ 19ye3rs later P



LIST OF PARTIES

[ All 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:

James v. Dixon, Ma. 24-13743 US Court ofAﬂ;eals for the UTH Circuit,
Judgment entered July 22,2025

James v. Dixon,No. 4:22-¢v-00158-WS-%CB,US Districi Court for the Northern
District of Florida. Judoment eatered October 22,2024.
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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 _A  to
the petition and is

[ 1 reported at N/A ; or,

[ ] 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[ 1 is unpublished.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 B to
the petition and is

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[ 1 is unpublished.

[ 1 For cases from state courts:

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

[ ] reported at ; OF,
[ ] 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[ ] is unpublished.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 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[ 1 is unpublished.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 JUlv 22,2025

[T 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 exténsion 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).

[ 1 For cases from state courts:

The date on which the highest state court decided my case was
A copy of that decision appears at Appendix

[ 1 A timely petition for rehearing was thereafter denied 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. 8. C. § 1257(a).



CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS INVOLVED
Violation of the Fifth and Fourteenth Amendments



STATEMENT. OF THE CASE
_M&Mmﬂﬁﬂﬁﬂouhqhqmu@p&&_
sondominium uni in Miami- Dade County,case no. F98:28342, While facing this
pending charge Blitioner was accused of having violated his communily
~ control in Broward Couaty, L., case no. 9416096 CF10A. Tn Octoker of 1998,
Pelitioner was fouod quilly of baving wiolated bis commuorty control apd

Mﬁﬂ;ﬁﬁﬂi@r&n@mﬁﬂi.Lsmleggﬁ_expr_eﬁ_onﬂdahﬁﬂi?ﬁaﬂ” ,
In December 0£1998, Peditioner Proceeo\e& todrial on the Miami-Dade case

.ﬁBﬁ.ﬂM&wsﬁun@ﬂ@ﬂaﬁn@ﬁﬁﬂﬂMMﬁ.&Mﬂ

203y ears consecitive 1n Fn'son {o the 3 Syear seatence, Afler kavim} been found

gruiHy in Miami- Dade of an unoccuPieo] condomnum ‘our(}‘ary Blilioger was)re}
aqain with awar unty, Case

ﬂﬂ.ﬂﬁﬂbﬂ%&dﬁﬂﬁﬂﬂiﬂdﬂaﬂa}ﬂjnﬂndﬁ_ by i early
1999. Then On“AU(}USl 13,1999 the Stale {rial court OrR“}r mioosec; he ?o\iowinq

sentence: . 30},9;“'9 consecubive Jto“zmy aclive senlence curkemlly ,oe.'n%

Served B}r the defendant” T November of 2001, Bohibioner was sent off (‘o_Pmﬁon

:\a/}wI'J_e_aﬂheﬁmibﬂmidaﬁgc@;b&ﬁedﬂdlaﬁiﬁmwﬁfjmh%_
jiwd_md_&ii}_@_uLMxmdeﬂbmmien_ce_{o_‘ogj35W. Redibioner was
erroneously informed by Classification thal the 30yrears sentencia _cour} had ook
Lﬁ.en_SP_egL&:_as_{o_wllid)_s.ejﬂmc.e,.LLBio.r_ZQ}LejJ:s_AM_ar_e_ﬂu.ej.O.y_gaLs_er_[o.e_t;aﬂn.e.J

consecutive to due 1o the court kavim} used the wod‘any’wken oral\y gen}_en.cing

Pebibioner Classification Further stated that since the 3Syear sentence was

imiooseJ before the 20 year sentence that the 30years would onl}r be ranned

consecuhive 40 the 35 years Then_in Am)nﬂ of 2018, TLDOC o}mmjzeol ids initial
Senlencin% S“’rUFl‘Ure by Nowr: rUnnin(} {Le 20}/eﬂr$ Consecu#ive n04’ Dﬁ‘}l +O ‘l‘k?
.5 years but also 1o 1he 30years for a 1otal Pru'son lorm of SB.Syears‘Pe’rilioner

filed administralive aPPeals an}uim} Dauble IeoParJY a0d Due Process Violadions.

1.




Re]_igf_mas_d_en_{.eJ,_Ee}.i}_mm.r_‘r_&en_P_r:o_c_e_eie_J_ﬁo_’che_s;ia}.e_@_om}_&:y wway. of

filing a_Maodamus Petition to fhe Second Judicial Court in Leon County, Tall,
FL.,case_numbers_2018 CA2108 and 2018CA1820. FLDOC Genera) Counsels 0ffice

arguecuha}_.{he_Sia}_e_s.en}.eg.c.l'_n.c)_co_u.r_‘r.‘s_:'nie_nLw:a.sjo_s.en}_e.n_c_e_f_)eiiii_on_gr_}o 30

years consecutizre Yo the 3,_S_a.n.&_ZO_;ea_r_s‘enience.s_aQ.J._{Ba.Jr_wlL,ai_ifs_wB_a’r the

senien_cmq_,co.u.r:]'_J[J_adually_c{o_wk_en_ii_impasng}s_s_eni.en_ce..feh‘}_ion_er's Rlition

was_then_ denied_ on June 75,2019._Ap 39?931 was_tiled_to dhe Birst DistrictCoud
QiApf_eAaJ,.a_n.oLaﬂ_‘In_i_ﬁa;LBu'_ef_was.?.iJ_e.J,_A_.q.ajnJlD_O_C_a_nggedJ}m.UBQ.SMe

sentencin q_go_u_r:L&j d_sentence_Bhidioner ts serve dF e_30ye ar sentence conseartive

Yo both 35 anJﬁo_fear_s.eml.an,c_es..A.Pf_e.aJ_c.a.s.e_nloJ-NA"_'ﬂa.e_E'm}_D‘(Ajff 'rmed the

Mandamus_Court_relief denral.

Pedidioner then Filed a_Federal 2254 Podition,case number 4:22-cv-00158-WS

-7CB. On Tuly P5;2.023,_{he_o_?ﬂ_c_e_of_Cjen.emLCo_un.s.e_L{n'J.e.c]_&is_r_e.s_[mns.etS_e_e_Doc 23
On P_a.9.e_G.q£8Jh.e_G.e.n_e.r_aLC_o_un_s_eJ_r_e_PLes_e_n_{aii_we_tE,en.mg[e_and[ar_Pu_’:_ForHa a

fJ_i_r.e.c}_and_s_P_e_c_l'_{u_'c_af_gﬂmen}_w:[u‘_cb_w_a_s.,ihaj_lo.o}b_’a'_.,S_anJ_Z_O.y_e.a.r_s.e.n_{eg,c_es

we r.e‘lﬁd%adme.ﬂmle.nceimb_eﬂ_{he_io_y:e_a.r_s.e_n_{enc_e_was.mp_qs.ed_on_84/_13[99"

Af_’r.e.r_n_oii_cJﬁn.q_}L_n;s_{n'_ts}_hne_e_\r_e_r_u%.umenLanJ/er_s}_a_Jc.emen_’r_\oy_’r_h.e_ﬁesP_ogé ent

R4t Qn.e_r_%_en_c_a_cef_u:U_y_r_e.ac[_a_nﬂ_r:e_v_i_eMeJ_‘t‘n_e_en_{.f_tg_o:_a.I_Iy_ioLo_npy_n_c,e.cLB.O
y e_a_r..s.enj_e_n.c.eJ[Le_,n_l:e_al_i_ze.J..’r.haJ__JL‘J.e_s.eg_{e,n_c.in.q_w;m:{é_omjLy_P_cop_qu nced

senben c_e_fn_a.J_lhf_a_c}_{v_e.en_s.[o ecific
On_10/18/2023, Pedidioner $h en_F_‘iJf.J_a_Ma}jnn_F_o_LL.e_a_\Le_To_E_I_e.S_Uﬂolgme nfal

AD.J/_QLE)qqand_eAALq umenJlIo_Eciih_o_n_eL‘s_Er;loJ_y_To_Res_lo ondent’s_Answer
To Pe}_l'}.!'_O.D_Eo.r_\[r:i_)r_o_maJu_e_a.S_CQLP_US..D_o_c,n_umjo_e.\ﬁ_&Aﬂa_ched_{o SUJ} “'se

arg umeaby_iihm.{[z.e._al.c.c.ompjnjn‘qap.ehj‘.l‘_onsz_’rha}_}he_onl_w/_a_cbve sentence

that was_actualls _lb_em3_Sﬁr_v_eghyjn_en_&e_B_O_y_ezr_S.e_niED_c.eJMJ5_impgﬁ_ejms

the_3.5 year s_en}_en.c_e,L.e.iﬂ_g_J:L.az‘_mlLﬂ_ZO_y_e.a.r_smienJ:_e_w_as_o_cdﬁne.J_{o_L.e.r_am.eJ

cons e.CH}_IISLeiLH]ﬁ_3..5_}7_8.31’_5_8!’}.@.0_C_@:_O.Q_O.Q}.O.[)_G.LZ,O., 2023, Document pumloer 37
the M 39 ishrate Ju Jgﬁ_GRAMJ_E_D_Ee}_ihon_eLS PetitionTo SUPPI ement And/Qr

B x PgnJ_Bj.s realy

" Adtorney General's Obfice. 5.




On_S_C_PLQm‘O_e!:_LQ,_Z_QZi,ﬂj_eJ\ﬂ_ag:l.s}_lia}ﬂ_lu_d%ﬂ_iSAS,U,Eé_M.S_B,E{o.o_&_a_n_&
Bs_co_mmen&a{ion_reques_i ng demal of Pebitioner's 2254 Polition and adensal of

4 C0A. Doc.pumber 45.7 On_October 72024, Petitioner $iled an Olojection to the
R&Ba_Do_cinumlo_e_r_._‘l_&_me_i\ﬂaqj.s}_a}_eS.B_&_B_a_clmla‘cecl the reasoning and/or

conclusion of the Mandamus State Court which concluded fhat fhe Stale sen%enc{na

court’s_intent was Yo sentence Poli honer_{ojoy,ea_,s_con_secuhve Yothe 3.5and

20year se ntences. Within Petdioner LOL_J_e.c_’r_»_ons_As}ies[_\Lﬁiaie_, 850 So. 241265
(F13.2003) where the F og.d_a_S_u_1o.r_e_m£_Cg_ur}L‘ad_s’ra ted fhat a0t ent mushyield

to_an_oral_pronouncement. See also Fla R Crim P 3 7_0_Q(lo)_0ra\{u-_on ouncement.
Additionally, aHached Yo Petitioner's Objections a Mobion for Leavre was

¥'|e(}_r_e.ct_v.es} n'm)Jo Submit Relevant Evidence which would have _clearly refutted
¥he_l\ﬂaq|s+ra{e udqes_mcorrec‘r assersion_of this_issue of the word» achve

hawin g_lnad _alrea Jy been aJ.JLessegUo . the_Stale Courtwhom had_ lmPoseJ {030
year sen tence. Doc._numbers 49,50 & 51. _Oﬂ_Oﬁo]o_er_ZO 2024, the District Court

ad o.lo’reJ_{he_Magis..’f;a}_e_'s_BA&,RanJ_an.ilejpjng_SD_n.ey_e.Lme,niJlQn_e;o]_n_qr_r_u.l_e_J_on
Doc.numbers 49, 50 & 51, The Diskrict Court also denied_a _COA request. Doc.

numbers 52 and 54. The US Eleventh Circuid | Cour}_ﬁAfPeaJs_also denied a COA
request SAeeAPPenJu A -




REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION

Tobave 4 c.\ ea r\y es&abl ish e& meauinq o? erwo r&
“Active”

when bei 0g orally Pronounced Jur{ng sen{encing,



CONCLUSION

In Colling v. Hacker Heights, 503 US. 115,125,112 S.0t.1061,1068-69,417
L.Ed 261(1992) this Court held that Due Bocess Clause protects individual liberty against

certain Qoverment achians reciardless of the Fairness af the gmcedures used ko implement them ¥kxxxx
even qood faith cannet obviate fundamental structure errar and such is harmiul error Quoting Dansels wWilliams,

The peétition for a writ of certiorari should be granted.

Respectfully submitted,

N oenwel A Jam
rd / L2 .

 Date: _Seplember 15,2025



