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In The

Supreme Court of the United Stutes

In re: Gordon Wayne Watts
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Petition for the Extraordinary Writ of Habeas Corpus

Gordon Wayne Watts, Amicus Curiae*
http://GordonWatts.com / http://GordonWayne Watts.com
821 Alicia Road, Lakeland, Florida 33801-2113

H: (863) 688-9880 ; W: 863-686-3411 ; 863-687-6141
E-mail: gww1210@aol.com ; gww1210@gmail.com
Gordon W. Watts, PRO SE / PRO PER, in persona propia

* Watts, acting counsel of record, is not a lawyer.
Per RULE 34.1(f), Watts, appearing pro se, is listed.




[image: image2.jpg]PETITION PTROPER: I am petitioning This Court for the Extraordinary
Writ of Habeas Corpus to test the illegal deprivation of certain liberties
guaranteed me by the U.S. Constitution. To justify the granting of any such
writ, this petition will show that the Writ:

1.) Will be in aid of the Court’s appellate jurisdiction, due to helpful

information contained in the proposed amicus: I'm the guy whose petition to
proceed as Terri Schiavo's 'Next Friend' was almost granted, and defeated by a
slim 4-3 margin in State Court (see proposed Amicus brief for proper citations),
and as well, T was helpful to a Federal Appeals Court, as evidenced by the fact that
while that court —and the district courts below — routinely denied all other Amici,
they allowed me to proceed in Bremner v. Armstrong, 11th Cir.,, 2014, and
Grimsley v. Armstrong, 11th Cir. 2014, where my briefs are the most recent items
on docket. NOTE: The proposed Amicus is an 'improved version' of those that I
filed in Federal Appeals Court, and thus may be in aid of This Court’s

appellate jurisdiction.

2.) Exceptional circumstances warrant the exercise of the Court’s

discretionary powers, which should be obvious in the proposed amicus.

3.) Adequate relief cannot be obtained in any other form or from any

other court: The deprivation of my liberty emanates from a Rule of This Court,

and no other court has jurisdiction, here.

Statement of the “reasons for not making application to the district
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[image: image3.jpg]court of the district in which the applicant is held”: This District Court does
not have jurisdiction to grant Injunctive relief when a rule of This Honourable
Court has deprived me of liberties. The relief sought is not from the judgment of a
state court, so I have no need to set out specifically how & where I've exhausted
available remedies there. Since this is a time-sensitive issue, I respectfully ask
that The Clerk promptly distribute the documents to The Court for its

consideration, since no brief in opposition is due ex parte proceedings.

Contentions in support of the petition:

##% Jf you entertained the petition to intervene by the guy who wanted to “marry
his computer” (see e.g., Mr. Chris Sevier's petition in Tanco, et al., v. DeBoer),
surely you can countenance this most noble petition.

##% ['m the guy whose petition to save Terri Schiavo was defeated by a slim 4-3
margin, and getting 42.7% of my panel, doing even better than those of Jeb Bush
(defeated 7-0) or Schiavo's blood family (defeated 2-1 in Federal Appeals court,
getting only 33.3% of their panel). This implies that, perhaps, I might know
something about law, and thus not be a waste of This Court's time.

#%% In al] four (4) recent Gay Marriage cases in the 11" Cir., my briefs are the most
recent items on docket, and I've done extensive news coverage of each and every
brief in the Brenner and Grimsley cases, which forced me study up, and thus, the
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[image: image4.jpg]proposed brief is an “upgraded version” of what was submitted in the court below.
This implies that, perhaps, I might know something about 'Gay Marriage'
case & statutory law, and thus be able to add something unique to the review
of this perennially tough legal question—which can only be possible if you

Grant the Writ.

PETITION PROPER: This Petition seeks the Extraordinary Writ of Habeas
Corpus, but since the clerks of this court have routinely told me that This Writ will
not issue to test this particular deprivation of liberty (my inability to proceed pro se
to file an amicus brief, due to Rule 37 of This Court), I must, perforce, show that, a
Grant of This Writ is, indeed, the proper (and only) remedy.

PROOF: “Potentially, any deprivation of personally liberty can be tested by
habeas corpus, and for that reason it is often called the Great Writ.” (The
Operation and Jurisdiction of the Florida Supreme Court, Gerald Kogan and
Robert Craig Waters, 18 Nova L. Rev. 1151, at 608. (Fla. 1994); Accord: State ex
rel. Deeb v. Fabisinski, 111 Fla. 454, 461, 152 So. 207, 209 (Fla. 1933) Emphasis
added). “The alleged harm must be actual or imminent, not 'conjectural' or
'hypothetical.” Whitmore v. Arkansas, 495 U.S. 149, at 155, 110 S.Ct. At 1723. The
alleged harm of inability to file an amicus in these time-sensitive cases, one of

which has blanket consent from both sides for amici filers supporting either or
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[image: image5.jpg]neither party, is indeed “actual [and] imminent, not 'conjectural' or 'hypothetical.”

What's more, there's going to be a bum rush on the court of many litigants
filing amici, since there's 'blanket consent' from both Defendants and Respondents
in DeBoer; et al. v. Snyder, a highly-controversial (and thus popular) 'Gay Marriage'
case. But, while many who can afford a lawyer are able to get access to The
Courts, I am not: I can not afford a lawyer, and things are looking grim for me, as
the time-deadline looms near.

Should This Court only be open to those who are rich and connected, and
can thus have access to SCOTUS-barred lawyers? (I have called, visited, or
emailed hundreds of lawyers, and most aren't barred in This Court. Moreover, the
few that are barred are either too busy to take on a “new case,” or already with a
client in DeBoer; et al., and thus unwilling to take on a 2™ client. In fact, most
SCOTUS-barred attorneys don't even know how to file a case, and merely wear
their “bar” status as a status symbol, and do not have the time to learn “from the
ground up” how to file. By contrast, I do know how to file: even though I clearly
stated on the front cover of a proposed amicus that I was not a lawyer, my amicus
was so accuratly in compliance (looked like that of a real lawyer) that it was
erroneously filed in Hodges, et al., v. Obergefell, and listed me as a party on the

online docket. (See the enclosed screen shot). This, alone, proves that I must have
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done something right. However, the clerks have said that all 40 of my 6'%-by 9V-
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[image: image7.jpg]inch booklet format briefs will be returned. While I initially was very mad that the
clerks deprived me of my Due Process to access of the courts, I owe a public
apology to all the (unnamed) merit's briefs clerks in This Court: had they submitted
my brief, then, I would have “made history,” as the 1* pro se amicus; however, it is
good they stopped me in my tracks, because the brief attached is an “upgraded
version” of the brief they rejected, and thus more complete & comprehensive in
addressing this case: I made updates and am s#ill slightly under the 9,000-word
limit, even when counting total words, and not just those “not excluded.”

The only thing that prohibits my amicus curiae brief in DeBoer from
“automatic acceptance” is the fact that I'm in very deep Credit Card debt (read:
qualifies for in forma pauperis), due to the huge service & printing costs associated
with my participation as an Amicus by right & with consent in Brenner and
Grimsley, and thus can't afford to hire a lawyer to “rubber-stamp” the instant brief,
as Rule 37 requires. Besides, Rule 37 is inconsistent with both the pro se apparatus
(which allows an ax-murderer to proceed pro se) as well as R.12.6 (which entitles
all parties to lower ct proceedings to file in this court, and not just lawyers
accepted to This Court's bar). Am I not as important as an ax-murderer? The 1st,
5th, 9th, & 14th Amendments are clearly implicated in denial of a way for a poor
litigant (such as myself) to participate: Thus, I move This Court, for good cause, to

issue “all writs necessary” to aid your jurisdiction—including, of course, this writ.
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Gordon Wayne Watts, Amicus Curiac*

http://GordonWatts.com / http:// GordonWayneWatts.com
821 Alicia Road, Lakeland, Florida 33801-21 13

H: (863) 688-9880 ; W: 863-686-3411 ; 863-687-6141
E-mail: gww1210@aol.com ; ewwl1210@gmail.com
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Gordon W. Watts, PRO SE / PRO PER, in persona propia

* Watts, acting counsel of record, is not a lawyer. Per
RULE 34.1(f), Watts, appearing pro se, is listed.





