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~ IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE
NINTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT, IN AND
FOR ORANGE COUNTY, FLORIDA

WILLIAM WINDSOR, | CASENO.2018-CA-010270-0
Plaintiff, a : '

Vs,
ROBERT KEITH LONGEST, an individual, and BOISE CASCADE BUILDING MATERIALS

DISTRIBUTION, L.L.C., a Forelgn L1m1ted Liability Company,
Defendants.

MEMORANDUM OF LAW REGARDING
PLEADINGS SIGNED BY A MEMBER OF THE FLORIDA BAR

1. William M. Wlndsor (“Windsor”) ﬁles this Memorandum of Taw Regardlng

Pleadings Slgned by a Member of the Florida Bar. ,
2. Windsor’s research indicates there have been 74 appellate court decisions
| .containing the phrase “signed by a member of the Florida Bar.” Windsor attempts‘to read
EVERY case that may be applicable to any issue he is faoing As he was about to complete
| analysis of the 74 decisions for this Memorandum of Law, he dlscovered that some courts use.
“signed by a member in good standmg of The F londa Bar.” ‘Windsor will try to complete the

review, but he has reviewed all cases that could be relevant:to’the instant case.

3. In the history of the State of Florida, there appear to have been 172 people denied
the rlght to file anything unless signed by a member of the Florida Bar. It is, however, unknown
how many issued a Show Cause Order were ultlmately restricted. EXHIBIT 2464 is a

spreadsheet listing all 172 148 of those requlred to have pleadings signed a member of the
F lorlda Bar were prisoners. 5 of the 177 ‘were attomeys limited by The Florida Bar while

disbarred. So, 19 were not prisoners or attorneys.



4, Nineteen (19) Florida citi'zens »in the entire history of the state! Windsor has
summarlzed below the opinions in each of the 19 cases [EXHIBIT 2463.]

S. The cases reviewed show there isno Way in the world for this Court or any court
to require Windsor to have his pleadmgs 51gned by a member of the Florida Bar.

6. EXHIBIT 2464 isa spreadsheet listing them all. The first column numbers them. /
The second column shows the Case Style. The third column shows if the Plaintiff was a
Prisoner. The fourth column provides a brief summary of the Issues. The fifth column indicates |
whether the Plaintiff had been ruled to be a Vexatious Litigant under Florida law. The sixth
column indicates whether the case was further addressed below in this Amended Memorandum
of Law. The seventh column indicates Whether the opinion indicated a Show Cause Order had
been issued. The eighth and ninth columns provide the remainder of the citation (in addition to
the‘first column).

7. Three of the 19 had been declared Vexatrous L1t1gants pursuant to Florida
statutes Windsor cannot be so declared. He s never lost a Florida case. |

8. The 19 penalized people included a frivolous and flagrant attempt to circumvent
the Court’s preyiously entered sanction order. One plaintiff ﬁled‘ identical petitions in multiple
| cases in violation of a court order. Windsor has not violated any court order, and he has never -
filed an identical petition. | |

9. The other penalized Plaintiffs had 17 cases filed with no re_lief and determined

frivolous; 85 cases filed; multiple meritless petitions;:'22 cases showing a profound lack of

understanding of the court system in general and of the appellate system in particular; 45 cases
dismissed; 26 baseless Florida pleadings; Four different Florida courts ordered pleadings signed

by an attorney; numerous pleadings devoid of merit and failure to properly pursue actions; ,



numerous metitless ﬁhngs 25 appellate proceedmgs .found to have no merit; relitigating matters
decided earlier and 12 federal court actlons agalnst Judges Windsor has never had anything
declared frivolous or baseless; he has never been fo}und to have filed a meritless petition. He has
had one case wrongfully dismissed, aod it_:is. on' apoeal; Windsor has an excellent understanding -
of the court system; he has never ﬁlegl an appellate proceeding found to have no merit.

10.  In one case, Humes v. Solanski, the alopellatevcoqrt overturned the order as
Humes’ due process rights were violated §Vhen there was no show cause order. Windsor

assumes this makes the count 18, not 19. There has been no show cause order in this case.

11. - Ardis v. Pensacola State College, 128 So.3d 260, 38 Fla. L.l Weekly
D 2635 (Fla.App. Dist.1 12/17/2013).

12. Robeﬁ Michael Ardis is not a prisoner.

13. Mr. Ardis has not obtained any relief in the 17 pro se cases he initiated in the
court. |

14.  InArdis v. Ardis, 130 So. 3d'791, 39 Fla L. Weekly D 260 (Fla. App Dlst 1
02/04/2014), the Court stated: “Due to his incessant meritless filings in this court, Ardis was
directed to show cause why he should not be barred from future pro se appearances in this court.
Aurdis filed a response to the order to show cause.”

15.  InArdis v. Pensacola Sz;are College, the Court said:

“Mr. Ardis is the poster-child for Vexatlous lltlgants he consistently responds to this
court’s adverse rulings with derogatory rhetoric and additional frivolous ﬁhngs His pro
se status might explain his unorthodox and 1neffect1ve litigation strategy in this court, but
it does not excuse his excessive or frivolous filings or his Vlolatlons of this court’s ordets.
He has been warned in this case (and others) that his conduct is unacceptable appellate
practice and that he may be barred from proceeding pro se in this court if he persisted in
his frivolous and excessive filings. Mr. Ardis failed to heed those warnings. Moreover,
his current motion is patently frivolous and was filed in direct contravention of an order
directing him not to file any further motions in this case and 1nform1ng him of the -
consequences of a violation of the order



“We have tolerated Mr. Ardis’ excessive and frivolous filings pertaining to his firing long
enough. The time has come to back up our warnings with action.” o
“Accordingly, for the reasons stated above, we hereby prohibit Mr. Ardis from
proceeding pro se in this court in any case pertaining to Escambia County Case Number
2011-CA-2412 his firing from PSC. The Clerk is directed not to accept any filings from
Mr. Ardis related to these matters unless they are signed by a member in good standing of
The Florida Bar.” '

16.  Windsor should easily win aﬂ of his cases. This case has no relevance to the

instant case.

17.  Arzoumanian v. U.S. Bank Nationavlv Association, 293 So0.3d 6

(Fla.App. Dist.4 02/05/2020).

18. Mark P. Arzoumanian is not a prisoner.

19.  The Court said:

“Because the instant appeal is nothing more than a frivolous and flagrant attempt to
circumvent this Court’s previously entered sanction order barring Appellant from filing
_pro se appeals relating to lower tribunal case number CACE03-1122, we dismiss the
appeal. :

“By way of background, a final judgment of foreclosure was entered against Appellant
over a decade ago in lower tribunal case number CACE(03-1122. After the final judgment
was affirmed, Appellant embarked on a mission to challenge the judgment by filing
several frivolous pro se appeals and petitions in this Court. In one of those appeals, we
entered an order to show cause why Appellant should not be precluded from filing

further pro se appeals. Appellant failed to respond, prompting the entry of a sanction
order barring further pro se filings relating to lower tribunal case number CACE03-1122
unless the document has been reviewed and signed by a member in good standing of The
Florida Bar who certifies that a good faith basis exists for each claim presented.

“Notwithstanding the sanction order, Appellant filed the instant pro se appeal requesting
that this Court declare the final judgment of foreclosure entered in lower tribunal case
number CACE03-1122 void. Accordingly, although Appellant is technically appealing
from a judgment entered in a-different lower tribunal case number, the relief sought in
this case clearly relates to lower tribunal case number CACE03-1122. In fact, Appellant
brazenly represents in his brief that the “genesis” of this appeal is found in case number
CACEO03-1122. As no signature and/or certification from a member in good standing of
The Florida Bar appears on the initial brief, the instant appeal clearly violates this Court’s



sanction order and must be d1sm1ssed See Lussy v. Fourth Dist. Court of Appeal, 828
So0.2d 1026, 1028 (Fla. 2002). S

“Based upon his repeated abuse of the Judlc1al system Appellant shall, within ten days of
issuance of this opinion, file a response and show cause why this Court should not '
1mpose the sanction of permanently barring h1m from ﬁlmg any further pro se documents
in this Court in any case.”

20.  Windsor has never been'aecused of attemptihg to circumvent a Florida court

order. This case has no relevance to the -instant case.
21. bay v. Department of Health Board vlof Chiropractic, 790 So.2d 1212
(Fla.App. Dist.1 06/21/2001).

22. Roy A. Day is not believed to be a prjsoﬁer.

“In the fall of 2000, the Department of Health, Board of Chiropractic, filed an
administrative complaint against Roy A. Day. Although no final order had yet issued in
the proceedmg, Day subsequently initiated nine cases in this court. Some of these seek
review of interlocutory orders in the administrative proceeding and others are appeals
from circuit court orders where his claims against persons involved in the admlmstratlve
case were found to be without mer1t

“These cases have been characterized by extensive motions and other filings in which
Day viciously attacks the integrity and motives of the executive branch of government,
the lower tribunals, this court, the trial bench and the bar. These filings persisted despite a -
warning from this court that their continuance would result in the imposition of sanctions.
Ultimately, an order was issued directing Day to show cause why he should not be
prohibited from appearing before this court unless represented by counsel. In his response
(wherein he refers to the Board of Chiropractic as the “Board of Con Artists and
Quacks™), Day complains that the show cause otder indicates “this court is seeking a
fraudulent excuse to “illegally’ dismiss appellant’s appeal to conceal and cover-up the
fraudulent affidavits of the government-employees . . . . It is self-evident the ‘real motive’
of the [show cause] order is deny [sic] appellant meamngful access to this ‘licensed
‘attorney court of law’ and to ‘railroad’ appellant with a fraudulent charge at the
Department of Health'. . . .” Ours is not the first court to prohibit Day from appearing pro
se. See Day v. Day, 510 U.S. 1 (1993); Day v. Vinson, 713 So. 2d 1016 (Fla. 2d DCA
1998). We conclude that Day’s activities have substantially interfered with the orderly
process of judicial administration and it is appropriate that he should be prohibited from
appearing before this court in proper person as appellant or petitioner in this or any other
case. See Jackson v. Florida Department of Corrections, 26 Fla. L. Weekly S169 (Fla.
March 15, 2001); Attwood v. Eighth Circuit Court, Union County, 667 So. 2d 356 (Fla.
1st DCA 1995); Peterson v. State, 530 So.2d 424 (Fla. 1st DCA 1988). Roy A. Day shall
have 20 days from date of this order to ensure the filing of a notice of appearance in this
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. and all other active cases in which he is appellant or petitioner by a member in good
' standing of the Florida Bar, failing which the cases will be dismissed. Additionally, the
clerk of this court is directed to refuse any document submitted for filing on behalf of Mr.
Day as appellant or petitioner unless signed by a member of The Florida Bar, effective
upon issuance of this published order.” R

23. . Roy Day also initiated at least 38 pro‘v sé cases in the Florida Supreme Court. (See

Day v. Sz‘ate‘, 903 So.2d 886, 30 Fla. L. Weekly ‘S34’6 (Fla. 02/21/2005).)

7/

24. Windsor has initiated nbne.- This case is not relevant.
25. In Day v. State, the Cdurt said:

“...the instant case was the thirty-eighth pro se case initiated by Roy A. Day in the Court
since 1989. The Court further noted that it has never granted Day the relief he has
requested in any of the various proceedings. :

“...in the November 1, 2004, denial order, Roy A. Day was directed to show cause why
this Court should not impose a sanction upon him for his litigiousness, such as directing -
the Clerk of this Court to reject for filing any future pleadings, petitions, motions,
documents, or other filings submitted by him unless signed by a member of The Florida
Bar. i ‘ ‘ -

“On November 4, 2004, Day respbnded to the Court’s order. In his response, Day
flaunted his disregard for this Court by making insulting and offensive statements:

“It is self-evident that the November 1, 2004 show cause order issued by this
‘SCDUILA’ (sleazy, corrupt, dishonest, unethical, illegal licensed attorney) court
is a sham of the first order and issued solely for the purpose to further conceal and

- cover-up the illegal, corrupt, dishonest, and unethical conduct of this licensed
attorney court of law .... THE PRESENT ‘licensed attorney’ COURTS OF LAW
ARE ‘MONEY COURTS’ AND NOT ‘COURTS OF JUSTICE!’ The aforesaid
‘MONEY COURTS,” AND THE ASSOCIATED ‘KING AND QUEEN-
PRIVILEGE CLASS’-’licensed attorneys,” are being protected by
‘MYRMIDONS,’ specifically, the ‘lackey, obsequious, toady, servile’ (‘L-O-T-
S?) bailiffs, U.S. Marshals, and other law enforcement ‘spineless cowards-peer
pressure-government employees’ (the aforesaid ‘spineless cowards-peer pressure-
government employees” make one dollar an hour, and the licensed attorneys make
$300 an hour-speaking of being idiots;, stupid, morons, and the list goes on and on
and on), specifically, the aforesaid ‘L.-O-T-S’ attack the poor citizens using
“licensed attorney law’ but will not attack the KING AND QUEEN-PRIVILEGE
CLASS— ‘licensed attorneys,” who make $300 an hour. IT IS AN ‘ECONOMIC
WAR’ and ‘licensed attorneys,” and their co-conspirators, MUST BE STOPPED
BY ALL MEANS AND COST AVAILABLE!” : ‘

~



“...the Clerk of this Court is hei’eby _insﬁug:te_d to reject for filing any future

pleadings, petitions, motions, documents, or other filings submitted by Roy A.

Day unless signed by a member of The Florida Bar.” ’ '

26.  Windsor has done nothing like thls ._'This case‘is not relevant to the instant case.

27.  Fayigav. Cassagnol,_9’8_‘__So;3'd 1249, 37 Fla. L. Weekly D2381
(Fla.App. Dist.3 10/10/2012).

28.  Adebayo O.T. Fayiga, M.D. is not an attorney or a prisoner.
29  The appellate court issued this Opinion:

- “On July 28, 2012, this court ordered Adebayo O.T. Fayiga, M.D., to show cause why
the court should not impose sanctions against him pursuant to Florida Rule of Appellate
Procedure 9.410(a), including prohibiting Dr. Fayiga from filing further appeals. Dr.
Fayiga filed a timely response. ' : -

“Upon consideration of the response and this court’s indépendent review of Dr. Fayigé’s
multiple filings in this court, Dr. Fayiga hereby is barred from filing further pro se

- proceedings in this court arising out of lower tribunal number 06-27890. We direct the

- clerk of this court to reject any further filings on Dr. Fayiga’s behalf arising from lower
tribunal number 06-27890, unless signed by a member of the Florida Bar.” ’

30. There is insufficient detail in the Opinion, but there’s no way a court could deny

Windsor’s response to a show cause order.

31.  G.W.v. Rushing, 22 So0.3d 819, 34 Fla. L. Weekly D2433 (Fla.App.
Dist.2 11/25/2009).

32.  Thisis a paternity case. |

33.  Judge Donnellan signed an order on December 29, 2006 that decreed G.W. to be a
- vexatious litigant as authorized by sectioﬁ 68.093, Florida Statutes (2006), and instructed the
clerk “not to accept any pleadings, notices 6_r othef décumenfs from Petitioner [G.W.] unléss
signed by a member in good standing of the Floridd'Bar;” Judge Donnellan’s order determining

G.W. to be a vexatious litigant, sixteen pages in length, chronicles in exhaustive detail his long



and unusually abusive history in the matter of G W V. L.M. and 1ncludes as one of several
appendices thirty-five pages of docket entrles in that 01rcu1t court proceeding.

34.  Windsor cannot be declared a vexatious litigant as he has never lost a single case

in Florida. The law requires five. o
35.  Humes v. Solanki, 3D19_V-06‘01' (Fla.App. Dist.3 04/08/2020).

36.  Sonnett Humes is not a priéonér.

37.  This case provides an important precedent to show that a Show Cause Order

is required prior to sanctioning a litigant and prohibiting litigant from future pro se filing§

“The issue presented is whether Ms. Humes was afforded adequate notice and due
process before being denied her right to represent herself in the case. In criminal
post-conviction cases, the format and grounds for an order to show cause for such a bar
order are well-settled. Spencer, 751 So.2d at 48. Several of our sibling district courts have
followed the same procedure in civil cases when such a bar order appears to be
appropriate. Bolton v. SE Prop. Holdings, LLC, 127 S0.3d 746, 747-48 (Fla. 1st DCA
2013); Harris v. Gattie, 263 So0.3d 829, 831-32 (Fla. 2d DCA 2019) (Spencer process
applies to pro se bar orders in civil cases, and an appeal from such an order should be
treated as a petition for writ of certiorari); Testav. Testa, 171 S0.3d 244 (Fla. 4th DCA
2015).

“In several civil cases, the Florida Supreme Court has also followed Spencer before
issuing an order barring a pro se civil litigant from further pleadings in a case before that
Court unless such filings are signed by a member in good standing of The Florida

'Bar. Rivas v. Bank of New York Mellon, 239 S0.3d 614, n.2 (Fla. 2018) (“See State v.
Spencer, 751 So.2d 47, 48 (Fla. 1999) (stating that a court must first provide notice and
an opportunity to respond before sanctioning a litigant and prohibiting litigant from
future pro se filings).”); Lomax v. Taylor, 149 So0.3d 1135, 1136 (Fla. 2014); Riethmiller
v. Riethmiller, 133 So.3d 926 (Fla. 2013); Stein v. Nationstar Mortgage, LLC, 148 So0.3d
773 (Fla. 2014) (citing Spencer and d1rect1ng a party to show cause why a bar order
should not be issued). , .

“Concluding that the order sought to be rev1ewed is not an appealable final or non-final
order, we treat the notice of appeal and brief as a timely petition for a writ of certiorari
(as in Harris and Testa). We grant the petition and guash the order insofar as it
imposed a prohibition on further pro se filings without the issuance of an order to
show cause to Ms. Humes, on reasonable notice and with an opportunity for her to
respond. In all other respects, the order below did not depart from any essential
requirement of law or result in any matenal injury to Ms. Humes, as the stricken notice




!

was unauthorized (and resulted in the inadvertent issuance of the uniform orders setting

trial and mediation).

“The petition for writ of certiorari is granted, and the order under review is quashed in
part, insofar as the order stated, ‘No further motions/pleadings or filings shall be
permitted by Plaintiff without being done by a member of the Florida Bar who is in good

" standing.””

38.  There has been no Show Cause :Order in Windsor’s case, as is required.

39.  Huminskiv. Town of Gilbert, 2D20-1557 (F la.App. Dist.2

07/08/2020).

40. Scott Huminski is not a prisoner.

41.  'The appellate court’s unhappiness with Scott is that he continued to file identical

petitions in multiple cases in violation of a court order. These were frivolous and repetitious

~ filings.

“Early in the course of this proceeding, we ordered the petitioner to show cause why the
court should not direct the clerk of the court to reject new cases filed by the petitioner
associated with two trial court cases, as well as further filings in the present case. We did
so because it appeared that the petitioner was abusing his right of access to the court, as
reflected in the following history recited in the order to show cause. :
“About three months before filing the petition in this case, the petitioner filed an identical
petition, initiating case 2D20-650. The court denied that petition and the petitioner’s
motion for rehearing. Following that denial, the petitioner continued to file motions in
that case, including successive motions for rehearing, that were not authorized by the
Florida Rules of Appellate Procedure. The filings included motions concerning another of
the petitioner’s cases, 2D19-1914, that were irrelevant to case 2D20-650. Finally, the
court issued an order to show cause why the petitioner should not be prohibited from
making further filings in case 2D20-650. In the absence of a response from the petitioner
justifying such filings, the court by unpublished order directed that no further filings
made in case 2D20-650 would be given judicial consideration. Nevertheless, the
petitioner continued to file motions in that case.

“When the petitioner filed the identical petition creating the present case, it appeared to
the court that he was attempting to circumvent the cut-off order issued in case 2D20-650.
In response to the court’s order to show cause, the petitioner claimed that he did not
know how the case was initiated; ‘it just popped up.” What this appears to mean is that
the petitioner was attempting to electronically file yet further material in closed case

2D20-650 but failed during the filing process to specify that case number as the one in
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which to file the material, with the result that a new proceeding was created. If the
petitioner’s intention was to continue filing material in case 2D20-650, he was violating
the cut-off order issued in that case. Otherwise, the petitioner was improperly filing a
duplicative proceeding after being warned about inappropriate filings in case 2D20-650.
Either way, the petitioner availed himself of filing numerous motions in newly created
case 2D20-1557, once it had “popped up.’ ' :

“Having reviewed the petitioner’s response and other filings in this case, as well as the
procedural history of case 2D20-650, the court concludes that the petitioner has not
provided adequate justification for the initiation of new case 2D20-1557. The petitioner’s
frivolous and repetitious filings burden the limited resources of this court, resources that
are better reserved for the resolution of genuine disputes. See State v. Spencer, 751 So0.2d
47, 48 (Fla. 1999) (holding that ‘any citizen . . . abuses the right to pro se access by filing
repetitious and frivolous pleadings, thereby diminishing the ability of the courts to devote
their finite resources to the consideration of legitimate claims’). As such, we direct the
clerk of this court to place in an inactive file any original proceedings filed by petitioner
Scott Huminski involving Lee County cases 17-MM-815 and 17-CA-421, as well as any
further filings in case 2D20-1557, unless the filing is signed by a member in good
standing of The Florida Bar.”

42.  This case has no relevance to the instant case. Windsor has never filed identical

petitions in multiple cases, much less in violation of a court order.

43.  Jenkins v. Motorola, Inc., 62. So.3d 1210, 36 Fla. L. Weekly D1202

(Fla.App. Dist.3 06/08/2011).

done.

44.  OzaB. Jenkins is not a prisoner.

“...this court ordered Oza B. Jenkins to show cause why she should not be precluded
from filing further pro se appeals in this court, arising out of lower tribunal number 04-
1420. Ms. Jenkins timely filed her response, and Motorola, Inc. its reply.

“Upon consideration of Ms. Jenkins” response, the reply of Motorola, Inc., and this
court’s independent review of the many filings made by Ms. Jenkins‘in this court, Ms.
Jenkins hereby is barred from filing further pro se proceedings in this court arising out of
lower tribunal number 04-1420. See Sibley v. Sibley, 885 So.2d 980, 985 (Fla. 3d DCA
2004). We direct the clerk of this court to reject any further filings on Ms. Jenkins’

behalf, arising out of lower tribunal number 04-1420, unless signed by a member of The
Florida Bar.”

45. There is insufficient information in this Opinion to know what Oza may have
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46.  Johnson v. Bank of Ne_w‘Yofk Mellon Trust Co., 134 So.3d 448
(Fla. 12/18/2012). |

47.  Frank C. Johnson is not a priSOHer. v

“Since 1982, petitioner has initiated multiple other cases in this Court. More recently,
petitioner’s cases have been related to a foreclosure case that is now closed in the Eighth
Judicial Circuit, in and for Alachua County, Florida. See Johnson v. Bank of New York
Mellon Trust Co., Case No. SC11-1752 (Oct. 24, 2011) (mandamus petition transferred
to the circuit court); Johnson v. Bank of New York Mellon Trust Co., 70 So0.3d 587 (Fla.
2011) (unpublished table decision) (prohibition petition dismissed in part pursuant

to Pettway v. State, 776 So.2d 930 (Fla. 2000), and dismissed in part without

prejudice); Johnson v. Bank of New York Mellon Trust Co., Case No. SC10-1472 (Sept.
27, 2010) (prohibition petition transferred to the First District Court of Appeal).

- “It appearing that petitioner has abused the judicial process by filing multiple pro se
petitions in this Court that are either meritless or not appropriate for this Court’s review,
and by filing excessive amounts of paperwork in his cases, the Court now takes action.
Frank C. Johnson is hereby directed to show cause on or before J anuary 8, 2013, why he
should not be barred from filing any pleadings, motions, or other requests for relief
related to his underlying foreclosure case, unless such filings are signed by a member of
The Florida Bar in good standing. See, e.g., James v. Tucker, 75 So0.3d 231 (Fla. 2011);

Johnson v. Rundle, 59 S0.3d 1080 (Fla. 2011); Steele v. State, 14 So0.3d 221 (Fla. 2009);
Pettway v. McNeil, 987 S0.2d 20 (Fla. 2008).” ~ >

48.  Windsor has never filed anything meritless or not appropriate for a Court’s
reView, though it is hard for Windsor to decipher which appellate court mi‘ght apply in different

scenarios.

49. Johnson v. Wilbur, 981 So.2d 479, 33 Fla. L. Weekly D493

(Fla.App. Dist.1 02/13/2008).

50.  Frank C. Johnson, Jr. and Ruth B Joimson are not prisoners.

51.  On January 17, 2008, the appellate court issued the folldwing order to show
cause: “ . o » | |

“The Court, on its own motion, finds th.at',the Johnsons’ pro se activities before this Court

have substantially interfered with thé_ orderly process of ] udicial administration. See
Jenkins v. State, 756 S0.2d 1119 (Fla. 1st DCA 2000) . Since 2003, Frank C. Johnson, Jr.,
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has filed twenty-two cases in this Court. Ruth Johnson has been an appellant or petitioner
in nineteen of those cases. Sixteen of the cases Mr. Johnson has filed have been.
dismissed for lack of jurisdiction or failure to pay filing fees. Mrs. Johnson was an
appellant or petitioner in thirteen of those cases. The Johnsons have six cases pending in
this Court, all of which appear to be without merit. A review of the records in those cases
reveals that the Johnsons have a profound lack of understanding of the court system in
general and of the appellate system in particular. The Johnsons have filed numerous
frivolous motions in this Court, and Mr. Johnson repeatedly calls the Clerk’s office
requesting action by the Court, despite the fact that he has been admonished on numerous
occasions that any request for action by the Court should be in the form of a motion.

“Upon consideration of the above, the Court finds that the Johnsons have unjustifiably
imposed a substantial burden on the finite resources of this Court. Accordingly, the
Johnsons are ordered to show cause within ten days of the date of this order why they
should not be prohibited from appearing before this Court in proper person as an
appellant. , :

“On January 24, 2008, the Johnsons filed their response. The response, like all of the
Johnsons’ filings with the Court, is difficult to comprehend. The response, which is
largely unresponsive to the Court’s request, demonstrates the Johnsons’ continued lack of
understanding of the judicial system. It begins by listing motions that the Johnsons have
filed. Much of the response is devoted to listing the facts of cases the Johnsons have filed
and noting the decisions of this Court. By their response, the Johnsons attempt to reargue
the merits of motions that have already been adjudicated by the Court. They also assert
that the Court is holding the Johnsons to a higher standard than that which it is imposing
on the attorneys involved in this case. ‘

“After considering the Johnsons’ response, we are convinced that they have abused the

~ judicial system and will continue to abuse the judicial system if they are not sanctioned.
Accordingly, in the exercise of our inherent power to prevent abuse of court procedure, it
is ordered that Frank C. Johnson, Jr.,-and Ruth B. Johnson are prohibited from filing any
document in this Court on their own behalf, in this or any other case, as appellants or
petitioners. The Clerk of the Court is directed to refuse any document filed by the
Johnsons unless signed by a member of The Florida Bar. All motions the Johnsons have
pending in this Court are denied.” '

52.  Windsor has not filed 22 cases showing a profound lack of understanding of the
court system. Windsor ﬁnderstand the coin:t “syste,fn as We‘ll as a non-member of the club can,
and he has giyen speeches and was host of ;‘ra‘dio program for several years that helped pro se
parties with their court cases. |

53. kLomax v. Taylor, 143 SQ;3d'920 (Fla. 04/29/2014).
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54.  Mattie Lomax a/k/a Tama Twynette is not believed to be a prisoner.
55. ° Over 10 years, Mattie Lomax a/k/a Tama Twynette has initiated 45 cases in the
Florida Supreme Court that the Court has either transferred or dismissed.

“This Court has chosen to sanction pro se petitioners who have abused the judicial
process and otherwise misused this Court’s limited judicial resources by filing frivolous,
non-meritorious, or otherwise inappropriate filings. Such petitioners have been barred

~ from initiating further proceedings in this Court unless their pleadings, motions, or other
requests for relief were filed under the signature of a member of The Florida Bar in good
standing. E ' '

“It appearing that petitioner has abused the judicial process by initiating numerous
proceedings in this Court that are either meritless or not appropriate for this Court’s .
review, the Court now takes action. Therefore, Mattie Lomax a/k/a Tama Twynette is
hereby directed to show cause on or before May 14, 2014, why she should not be barred
from filing in this Court any future pleadings, motions, or other requests for relief unless
such filings are signed by a member of The Florida Bar in good standing.”

56. - Windsor is yet to file one case in the Florida Supremé Court. Windsor has never

been accused of filing anything meritless. This is not relevant to the instant case.

57.  Lussy v. Fourth Dist. Court of Appeal, 828 So.2d 1026, 27 Fla. L.
Weekly S788 (Fla. 09/26/2002).

58.  Lussy v. Fourth Dist. Court of Appeal is not at all on point with this éase.
59.  Rick C. Lussy, also known as Richard C. Lussy is not a prisoner.

60.  The Lussy Court said: | | .

“On December 20, 2001, issued an order to show cause, dismissing the petitions as
facially insufficient and requiring Lussy to show cause why he should not be

prospectively denied the right to file pro se petitions with this Court. [!!

"IlIn addition to the pleadings and papers filed in these consolidated cases, Lussy has
filed similar pleadings in [24] related cases.”

61. Windsor has not had any petitions dismissed as facially insufficient EVER, much i
less 27 as Lussy did.
62.  The Lussy Court also said:
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“On January 11, 2002, Lussy ﬁled his ‘Reply & Motion To Strike Show Cause Order.’
The Court hereby denies the motion to strike and i imposes sanctions on Lussy for his
contlnued abuse of the Jud1c1a1 system S -

“Abuse of the legal system is a serlous matter, one that requires this Court to exercise
its inherent authority to prevent. As we held in Rivera v. State, 728 So0.2d 1165, 1166
(Fl1a.1998): “This Court has a respon51b111ty to ensure every citizen’s access to courts.
To further that end, this Court has prevented abusive litigants from continuously filing
frivolous petitions, thus enabling the Court to devote its finite resources to those who
have not abused the system.”” L

63.  The Lussy Court also hoted-: ‘

“Although rare, we have not hes1tated to sanction petitioners who abuse the legal
process by requiring them to be represented by counsel in future actions. In Jackson v.
Florida Department of Corrections, 790 So.2d 398 (F1a.2001), the sanction of ; requiring
a member of The Florida Bar to sign all of pétitioner’s filings with this Court and ‘
dismissing all other pending cases was imposed on a litigious inmate who repeatedly -
filed frivolous lawsuits that disrupted the Coutt’s proceedings. In Martin v. State, 747
So.2d 386, 389 (Fl1a.2000), the sanction was imposed against a petitioner who, like
Lussy, repeatedly filed lawsuits that included personal attacks on judges, were

‘abusive,” ‘malicious,” ‘insulting,” and demeaning to the judiciary. In 4ttwood v.
Singletary, 661 So.2d 1216 (Fla.1995), the petitioner was sanctioned for filing
numerous frivolous petitions, including one that was filed shortly after the Court’s order
to show cause was issued.

“Like the individual in Attwood, Lussy has abused the processes of this Court with his
constant filings. Accordingly, a limitation on Lussy’s ability to file would further the
constitutional right of access because it would permit this Court to devote its finite
resources to the consideration of legitimate claims filed by others. See generally Ir re
McDonald 489 U.S. 180, 184, 109 S.Ct. 993, 103 L.Ed.2d 158 (1989) (finding that

[e]very paper filed with the Clerk of this Court, no matter how repetitious or frivolous,
requires some portion of the institution’s limited resources’).

“Ours is not the only judicial system that Lussy has assaulted. In the' 1980s, he
erroneously filed meritless claims in the State of Montana. In Lussy v. Davidson, 210
Mont. 353, 683 P.2d 915, 915-16 (1984), the court found: ‘Appellant Richard Lussy is

“no stranger to this Court.... In the words of Judge Sullivan, this motion and
accompanying brief ‘amount to little more than incoherent rambling.” In Lussy v.
Bennett, 214 Mont. 301, 692 P.2d 1232, 1234 (1984) the same court indicated that it
had issued a restraining order against Lussy, ‘enjoining him from proceeding pro se in
any Montana court without requestmg a Jeave to file or proceed, and staying all pendlng
actions brought by him pro se. The court further commented:

“Richard C. Lussy, by his various pro:se actl_(_)_ns’, has caused the courts of Montana
some considerable difficulty. He has sued judges, attorneys and others left and right,
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charging conspiracies; abuse of ‘Justinhoard',’_'-and expounding like theories of law.
While his misdirected efforts have caused the courts difficulty, the real tragedy is that
he has cost himself a considerable amount of money and wasted time in his vain
pursuits. However much we desire to keep the courts open to all persons seeking to
adjust their rights, duties and responsibilities, we must also take into‘account the effect |
that his actions bring on other parties to his suits. Id. at 1236.

“Lussy’s abuse of the judicial system has drawn the ire of at least one federal court as
well. In Lussy v. Haswell, 618 F.Supp. 1360, 1360 (D.-Mont.1985), the court found
Lussy to be ‘a disgruntled litigant who has filed these 13 separate federal cases against
the named state and federal judicial officers, each of whom has ruled adversely to him
in previous suits.” In Haswell, the court ordered Lussy to pay his opponents’ litigation
- fees and expenses as a sanction for his abuse of the justice system.

“As we said in Attwood: “We find that Petitioner’s pro se activities before this Court
have substantially interfered with the orderly process of judicial administration....’

“Therefore, we deny Lussy’s motion to strike our show cause order and direct the Clerk
of this Court to reject any civil filings from Lussy unless signed by a member of The
Florida Bar. Any other cases that may be pending in this Court in which Lussy is
proceeding pro se will be dismissed unless a notice of appearance signed by a member
in good standing of The Florida Bar is filed in each case within thirty days of this
opinion becoming final.” ' o

64. .v The Lussy Court identified 26 baseless Florida pleadings. Windsor has none.

65.  The Lussy Court issued an order to show cause. While it sounds like Lussy’s

claims in Montana were meritless, Windsor notes that his nationwide study of corruption in

courts resulted in naming Montana the most corrupt state in America. Montana officials seem

to have authorized Sean Boushie to attempt to murder Windsor, and their denial of his

statutory right to seek and obtain a personal order of protection was, in Windsor’s opiriion, a

criminal act by the Montana Supreme Court.

66. In this case, the appellate court concluded that Lussy’s pro se activities before

this Court have substantially interfered with the orderly process of judicial administration. Not

whatever happened in Montana!

67. . May v. Barthet, 934 So.2d 1184, 31 Fla. L. Weekly S407 (Fla.
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06/22/2006).

68.  George May is not a prisoner.

69.  This is a case cited by Attomey Russell E. Klemm. This is an appeal involving

George May, a man found tobe a vexatious litigant under Florida law. May does have a
sense of humor, which Windsor appi*eciat_es in this corrupt world. He filed a “Petition for
Extra Ordinary Writ Awarding Treble the Amount of All Contract’s that are Pending in All |
Case in All State of Florida Courts in vDa;tvnageS' for George May, and his Joint Venture
Partners and Against All Defendants IncludingCase Number Case No. CA 04 8739 AN,
Which is Part of this Case Herein.”
- 70.  The Court said: -

“Due to his numerous meritless petitions filed in the Court, May was ordered, on April

25, 2006, to show cause why this Court should not find that he has abused the legal

system and impose upon him a sanction for such abuse, including but not limited to

directing the Clerk of this Court to reject for filing any future pleadings, petitions,

motions, letters, documents, or other filings submitted to this Court by him

unless signed by a member of The Florida Bar.”

71. - The Plaintiff is not a vexatious litigant. Florida Statute 68.093 is the “Florida
Vexatious Litigant Law.” Itreads, in pertinent part:

“(d) ‘Vexatious litigant’ means:

“l. A person as defined ins. 1.01(3) who, in the immediately preceding
5-year period, has commenced, prosecuted, or maintained, pro se, five or
more civil actions in any courtin this state, except an action governed by
the Florida Small Claims Rules, which actionshave been finally and
adversely determined against such person or entity; or

“2.. Any person or entity previQuSIy found to be a vexatious litigant
pursuant to this section.” ' .

72. In the immediately preceding S—year period, Windsor has commenced this case,

Case No. 2019-CA-001871, Case No. 20‘20-CA—0(:)1436, Case No. 2029-CA-001438, and
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Case No. 2020-CA-001647 in a Florida. c.o_}_l_ljt.,.(éase No 2620-CA-001436 was dismissed by
Windsor after the Defendant agreed ‘tovrenflove an improperly-obtained judgment of
approximately $400,000. Major victory! The- éthers. are all pending. Nothing has been ﬁnally-
and adversely determined against Wiridsgr; Windsor also took over personal injury Case Né.
2018-CA-01270-0O in the Ninth Judicial Clrcult in Orlando in March 2020. It is pending.
Windsor has not commencéd any actions that have been finally and adversely determined
against him by a Florida court.

73.  May v. Barthet is not applicable to this case.

74.  Owens v. Forte, 135 So.3d 445, 39 Fla. L. Weekly D 563 (Fla.App.
- Dist.2 03/14/2014).

75.  Kevin M. Owens is not-a prisoner. -
76.  There is insufficient information to know what Kevin M. Owens allegedly did.

“Kevin M. Owens files this petition for writ of certiorari, seeking to quash the circuit
court’s order that precludes him from filing any further pleadings, motions, documents
or papers with the Hillsborough County Clerk of the Circuit Court unless they are signed
by a member in good standing of the)Florida Bar. Upon review of the petition, we
conclude that Mr. Owens’ arguments that the circuit court departed from the essential
requirements of law in barring him from future pro se filings are without merit. See
Parkway Bank v. Fort Myers Armature Works, Inc., 658 S0.2d 646, 649 (Fla. 2d DCA
1995) (explaining that in order for an appellate court to grant a petition for writ of
certiorari, “ [a] petitioner must establish (1) a departure from the essential requirements
of the law, (2) resulting in material injury for the remainder of the trial (3) that cannot be
corrected on postjudgment appeal” ). Accordingly, we deny Mr. Owens’ petition for writ
of certiorari.

“Although not raised by Mr. Owens, we note that the documents filed with this court
suggest that the circuit court failed to provide him with notice or an opportunity to
respond before it entered the order barring him from future pro se filings. See State
v. Spencer, 751 S0.2d 47, 48-49 (Fla. 1999) (requiring that pro se litigants receive notice
and opportunity to respond before restricting their access to courts); see also Delgado v.
Hearn, 805 So0.2d 1017, 1018 (Fla. 2d DCA 2001) (applying Spencer to civil causes of
action filed by pro se litigants); Bolton v. S.E. Prop. Holdings, LLC, 127 So.3d 746, 747 .
(Fla. 1st DCA 2013) (same). To ensure that Mr. Owens receives his right to due process,
we encourage the circuit court to review its prior procedure. If appropriate, it may
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reconsider the order after providing Mr. Owens notice and an opportunity to

respond. See Delgado, 805 So.2d at 1018 (“While it is clear that a litigant’s right to
access the courts may be restricted upon a showing of egregious abuse of the judicial
process, . . . due process requires that courts first provide notice and an opportunity to
respond before imposing this extreme sanction.” (internal citations omitted)).”

77 The appellate court noted that a show cause order should have been issued.

78.  Olga Maria Aguirre v. In Re: the Estate of Efrain Aguirre, 112
So.3d 650 (Fla.App. 04/24/2013).

79.  Olga Maria Aguirre is not a prisoner.

80. Olga Maria Aguirre filed 20 meritless filings in the appellate court.

“In Aguirre v. In re Estate of Efrain Aguirre, No. 3D12-1954 (Fla. 3d DCA Jan. 17,

2013), this court dismissed Olga M. Aguirre’s appeal and simultaneously ordered her to

show cause why she should not be precluded from filing further pro se appeals in this

court, arising out of lower tribunal number 09-2280. Ms. Aguirre has failed to file a
response as directed.

“Based upon the copious meritless filings in this court, Aguirre is barred from filing
further pro se proceedings in this court arising out of lower tribunal number 09-2280. See
Jenkins v. Motorola, Inc., 62 So. 3d 1210 (Fla. 3d DCA 2011); Sibley, 885 So. 2d at 985.
We direct the clerk of this court to reject any further filings from Aguirre, arising out of
lower tribunal number 09-2280, unless signed by a member of The Florida Bar. Any
other cases pending in this court in which Aguirre is proceeding pro se will be dismissed
unless a notice of appearance signed by a member in good standing of the Florida Bar is
filed in each case within thirty days of this opinion becoming final. See Lussy, 828 So. 2d
at 1028. So ordered.” : ’

81. Windsér has never filed a meritless filing. This is a Trial De Novo Appeal, a case

authorized by Florida statutes.

82.  Riethmiller v. Riethmiller, 133 So.3d 926, 38 Fla. L. Weekly S 884

(Fla. 12/05/2013).
83.  Annamarie Riethmiller is not'a pris'onér. |
“Due to her numerous meritless and inappropriate filings in this Court pertaining to her

dissolution of marriage proceedings in the Circuit Court of the Twelfth Judicial Circuit,
in and for Manatee County, Riethmiller was directed to show cause why she should not
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be barred from filing in this Court any_fl_;tliir,e pro se pleadings, motions, or other requesfs
for relief. S ‘

“Since 2010, Petitioner Riethmiller has initiated:numerous [14] proceedings in this Court
pertaining to her divorce proceedings in the Circuit Court of the Twelfth Judicial Circuit,
in and for Manatee County, Florida. o

“After considering Riethmiller’s response, we conclude that it fails to show cause why
she should not be sanctioned. Riethmiller has compiled a history of pro se filings in this
Court that were devoid of merit or inappropriate for review. Her filings, in part, also
reveal a pattern of instituting proceedings and then failing to properly pursue them.
Accordingly, the Clerk of this Court is hereby instructed to reject any future pleadings,
petitions, motions, documents, or other filings submitted by Annamarie Riethmiller
pertaining to her dissolution of marriage proceedings in the Circuit Court of the Twelfth
Judicial Circuit, in and for Manatee County (case number 2009-DR-10430), unless such
filings are signed by a member in good standing of The Florida Bar. Counsel may file on
Riethmiller’s behalf if counsel determines that the proceeding may have merit and can be
brought in good faith.” -

84.  Windsor has never filed a pleading devoid of merit. He has never failed to

properly pursue anything he files. This case is not relevant; none of them are.
85.  Rivas v. Bank of New York Mellon, SC17-1934 (F‘la. 03/22/2018).

86.  Armando Rivas is not a prisoner.

“Due to his numerous meritless and inappropriate filings in this Court pertaining to his
foreclosure proceedings in the Circuit Court of the Fifteenth Judicial Circuit, in and for
Palm Beach County, Florida, during the pendency of his petition for jurisdiction in this
case, Rivas was directed to show cause why he should not be barred from filing in this
Court any future pro se pleadings, motions, or other requests for relief pertaining to his
foreclosure proceedings in the Fifteenth Judicial Circuit. See State v. Spencer, 751 So0.2d
47, 48 (Fla. 1999) (stating that a court must first provide notice and an opportunity to
respond before sanctioning a litigant and prohibiting litigant from future pro se filings).

“Rivas has filed a response to the order to show cause.

“In 2017, Rivas filed five other a@tions in this Court against The Bank of New York
Mellon, four of which were filed in November alone.

“After considering Rivas’s response, we conclude that it fails to show cause why he
should not be sanctioned. Rivas has compiled a history of pro se filings in this Court that

were devoid of merit or inappropriate for review.
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“Accordingly, the Clerk of this Court is hereby instructed to reject any future pleadlngs
petitions, motions, documents, or other ﬁhngs submitted by Armando Rivas pertammg to
his foreclosure proceedings in the Circuit Court of the Fifteenth Judicial Circuit, in and
for Palm Beach County, Florida, unless such filings are signed by

a member in good standing of The Florida Bar. Counsel may file on Rivas’s behalf if
counsel determines that the proceedmg may have merit and can be brought in good faith.
It 1s so ordered.”

87.  Windsor has never filed (_)n'e_meritlevss and inappropriate filing, much less

“numerous.”

88.  Sibley v. Sibley, 885 So.2d 980, 29 Fla. L. Weekly D2449, 29 Fla. L.
Weekly D2755 (Fla.App. Dist.3 11/03/2004).

89.  Inthis Sibley case, the Court said:

- “The fact that the former husband is an attorney does not insulate him from this analysis.
On a proper showing, an attorney may be barred from self-representation. See Slizyk, 734
So.2d at 1167. :

“The parties were divorced in 1994. Several years later, post judgment disputes arose,

- leading to litigation of increasing intensity. The former husband was eventually
incarcerated for civil contempt for failing to pay child support. See Sibley v. Sibley, 833
So.2d 847 (Fla. 3d DCA 2002), review denied, 854 So.2d 660 (F1a.2003), cert.
denied, 124 S.Ct. 1074, 124 S.Ct. 1074, 157 L.Ed.2d 895 (2004). In correspondence
between the former husband and the former wife, the former husband stated, “And if you
want to attempt to squeeze me until I am dry, we will litigate until I am disbarred and
bankrupt if necessary for you leave me no other choice.”

“The former husband, an attorney, has initiated twenty-five appellate proceedings in this
court in which he has represented himself, and has filed two more in which he was
represented by counsel. These are listed in the Appendix to this opinion. The former
husband prevailed in an early appeal to this court. See Sibley v. Sibley, 710 So0.2d

1017 (Fla. 3d DCA 1998). However, the former husband’s subsequent pro se proceedings
in this court have been found to have no merit. As is shown by this appeal, the former
husband has repeatedly tried to re-htléate matters demded in earlier proceedings, without
any legitimate basis to do so.

“In addition, the former husband has filed at least twelve actions in federal court against
judges who have been assigned to his cases, the court system, and the former wife.

In Sibley v. Wilson, No. 04-21000-CIV-MORENO, the federal court catalogued the
former husband’s federal litigation history as follows: The Plaintiff’s divorce case from
ex-wife Barbara Sibley ... has been ongoing since 1994. The case appears to have been
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bitter, as evidenced by Plaintiff’s numeroils;ﬁli_ngs of separate actions related to issues in
the divorce proceeding. ' ' '

“We direct the clerk of this court to reject any. further filings in this court on the former
husband’s behalf unless signed by a member of the Florida Bar (other than the former-
husband). Any other cases that are pending in this court in which the former husband is
representing himself will be dismissed unless a notice of appearance signed by a member
in good standing of the Florida Bar (other than the former husband) is filed in each case
within thirty days of this opinion becoming final.

90. - In Sibley v. Sibley, No. 3D06-348 (Fla.App. 05/31/2006), the Florida Supreme
Court noted that an order to show cause had been issued in this case.

91. Sibley v. Sibley, No.‘3DO3-2083 (Fla.App. 12/08/2004) also mentions the filing
restriction. Yet again, this case has no relevance to the instant case. It is a case of a divorced
couple and res judicata, neither of which apply. The husband argued that the trial court
should not have heard the motion because his motion to disqualify was pending. That does
apply to this case. The court discussed “frivolous petitions.” The only frivolous pleadings in
this case are from Attorney Russell E. Klemm. The Sibley Court said a Florida court must
consider vexatious, harassing, or duplicative lawsuits. There are none in the instant case.
The Sibley Court said a Florida court must consider the motive in pursuing the litigation.
Windsor’s cases are very straightforward, and there is nothing improper in his motive. There
is no allegation that Windsor has caused needless expense to other parties or posed an
unnecessary burden on the courts. Every case cited by the Sibley Court is a Florida case, and
the Court said they were vexatious and meritless. There has been no such finding with

Windsor’s cases, and there cannot bebeoaps‘e'. the Defendant is the evildoer.

92.  The Plaintiff’s divorce case from ex-wife Barbara Sibley ... has been ongoing
since 1994. The case appears to have been bitter, as evidenced by Plaintiff’s numerous filings of

separate actions related to issues in the divorce proceeding. 10 cases were identified. The
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Plaintiff has also filed a lawsuit against his wife in federal éourt in Delaware which was
dismissed for lack of subject matter jurisdiétibn '(Cas_e No. 8:60-0V—OZ§§7-JFM), and has filed a
number of appeals and/or petitions before Fiéri_da’ state'cdurts as well. |

93, Sibleyis not at all rel__e'vant‘tc;‘ this case. Windsor has never filed one meritless

- appeal, much less 25.
94.  Smith v. Allstate Ins. Co., 925 So0.2d 474 (Fla.App. Dist.3
04/12/2006). o | |

95.  Marilyn A. Smith is not a prisoner.

“This court issued an order to the petitioner Marilyn A. Smith to show cause why she
should not be barred from filing further petitions for writ of habeas corpus in this court. ‘
In the instant petition, and previous ones, the petitioner has attempted to use the petition
for writ of habeas corpus as a mechanism to bring before this court a dispute between
herself and respondent Allstate Insurance Company. The apparent purpose of invoking
habeas corpus is because a petition for writ of habeas corpus does not require a filing

fee. See Art. 1, § 13, Fla. Const. :

“The peﬁtioner is not incarcerated. It is impermissible, and frivolous, to attempt to litigate
an insurance dispute in a petition for writ of habeas corpus. See 28 Fla. Jur. 2d, Habeas
Corpus § 3 (1998). L ‘ :

“We conclude that the petitioner qualifies as a vexatious litigant under the authorities
summarized in Sibley v. Sibley, 885 So.2d 980, 985-88 (Fla. 3d DCA 2004).

- “We direct the clerk of this court to reject any further petitions for writ of habeas corpus
in this court on the petitioner’s behalf unless signed by a member in good standing of the
‘Florida Bar. See id. at 988. To the extent that the petitionet’s filings were intended to be a
motion for rehearing of this court’s order denying the petition for writ of habeas corpus,

rehearing is denied.”

96.  Smith was declared a Véxétidﬁs %itigantlbased on Florida Statute 68.093. This
meané in the immediately preceding 5-year period, she had cbmmenced, prosecuted, or
maintained, pro se, five or more civil actions 1n any éoun in Florida, which actions had been'

finally and adversely determined against her. ‘Windsor has none and does not qualify.
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97.  Stanley v. Ramsay, 3D19-166, 3D19-167, 3D19-168, 3D19Q170,
3D19-171, 3D19-204, 3D19-205, 3D19;2\06, 3D19-207, 3D19-208, 3D19-209,
3D19-210, 3D19-211, 3D19—212,‘3D1:9+21-3, 3D19-214, 3D19-215, 3D19-217,
3D19-218, 3D19-219, 3D19-220, _31)19_421, 31)19-22_2,3 3D19-223, 3D19-232
(Fla.App. Dist.3 04/24/2019) |

98.  Skip Stuart Stanley is a prisoner.

“Following the issuance of this Court’s Order to Show Cause requiring the appellant,
Skip Stuart Stanley, to show good cause why these cases should not be dismissed as
frivolous and an abuse of process, the appellant has not made such a showing. As such,
these appeals are dismissed. -

“Addltlonally, we hold that the appellant has repeatedly abused the judicial system with
his frequent, frivolous filings. Accordingly, the appellant is hereby barred from filing any
additional pro se filings in any case before this Court. The Clerk of this Court is directed
not to accept any future filings from the appellant unless they are reviewed and s1gned by
a member in good standing of The Florida Bar.

‘ “Consolidated cases dismissed; appellant barred from future pro se filings.”
99.  Wetzel v. State, SC19-7 (Fla. 06/06/2019)

100. Larry R. Wetzel is a prisoner.

“In June 2019, Wetzel was charged with five counts of filing a false statement against
real or personal property in pending Santa Rosa County case number
572014CF001456CFAXMX. Since 2017, Wetzel has filed five pro se petitions with this
Court seeking relief related to those criminal charges. Each of Wetzel’s petitions has been
accompanied by a plethora of documents that are rambling, indecipherable, and irrelevant
to his pending criminal case. Two of those petitions were voluntarily dismissed by
Wetzel, but the remainder, including the instant petition for writ of quo warranto, have
been dismissed as unauthorized because Wetzel is currently represented by counsel in the
above-noted criminal matter and is not entitled to combine self-representation with
representation by counsel. See Logan v. State, 846 So0.2d 472, 475 (Fla. 2003).
Furthermore, based on Wetzel’s vexatious filing history, we issued an order directing him
to show cause why he should not be prohibited from filing any further pro se documents
in this Court related to circuit court case number 572014CF001456CFAXMX.

Wetzel filed a response to the order to show cause in which he argues that the order is
moot and void because this Court lacks subject matter jurisdiction over his case. Upon
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due consideration of his response, we conclude that Wetzel has failed to show cause why
sanctions should not be imposed. Based on his persistent history of filing pro se petitions
that are frivolous, meritless, or otherwise inappropriate for this Court’s review, Wetzel
has abused the judicial process and burdened this Court’s limited judicial resources.

“Accordingly, the Clerk of this Court is hereby instructed to reject any future pleadings,
petitions, motions, documents, or other filings submitted by Larry R. Wetzel that are
related to case number 5 72014CF001456CFAXMX unless such filings are signed by a -
member in good standing of The F lorida Bar. Counsel may file on Wetzel’s behalf if
counsel determines that the proceeding may have merit and can be brought in good faith.

101.  Prior to this, there was We_izel v. The Travelers Companies, Inc., SC18-2109 (Fla.

04/04/2019).

“Wetzel was the defendant in two civil actions for fraud, injunctive relief, and damages
brought by The Travelers Companies, Inc., in the First Judicial Circuit (Santa Rosa
County case number 572013CA000693CAAXMX and Escambia County case number
172013CA001457XXXXXX). Motions for summary judgment against Wetzel were
granted in each case. See Travelers Companies Inc. v. Wetzel, No.
572013CA000693CAAXMX (Fla. 1st Cir. Ct. Dec. 15,-2014); Travelers Companies Inc.
v. Wetzel, No. 172013CA001457XXXXXX (Fla. 1st Cir. Ct. Apr. 20, 2015).

“Wetzel began filing petitions with the Court in 2015. Since that time, he has filed six
petitions or notices seeking relief related to the above-noted civil cases. See Weizel v.
Travelers Companies, Inc., No. SC18-2109, 2019 WL 757936 (Fla. Jan. 24, 2019). All
six cases have been either denied, dismissed, or transferred. In each case, Wetzel has
filed a litany of indecipherable and misleading documents with this Court. This case
was no exception. Wetzel filed more than one hundred pleadings that were '
rambling, repetitive, and irrelevant. Based on Wetzel’s filing history in this Court, we
issued an order directing him to show cause why he should not be prohibited from filing
any further pro se documents in this Court related to circuit court cases number
572013CA000693CAAXMX and number 172013CA001457XXXXXX.

“Wetzel filed a response to the order to show cause in which he asserts that the order is
null and void because the Court lacks subject matter jurisdiction over his cases and has
acted in a manner that is inconsistent with due process of law. Upon due consideration of
Wetzel’s response, we conclude that Wetzel has failed to show cause why sanctions
should not be imposed. Based on his persistent history of filing pro se petitions that were
frivolous, meritless, or otherwise inappropriate for this Court’s review, Wetzel has
abused the judicial process and burdened this Court’s limited judicial resources.

“Accordingly, the Clerk of this Court is hereby instructed to reject any future pleadings,
petitions, motions, documents, or other filings submitted by Larry R. Wetzel that are
related to cases number 572013CA000693CAAXMX and number

- 172013CA001457XXXXXX, unless such filings are signed by a member in good
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’ standifig of The Florida Bar. Couns_e:_l"{_rgg}é file on Wetzel’s behalf if counsel detefmines
that the proceeding may have merit and can be brought in good faith.”

102. Woodson v. State, SC18-201 (Fla. 02/16/2018).

103.  Carlos L. Woodson is a‘p'risqner'.' This case is not relevant to Windsor’s case.
104.  The Supreme Court said: -

“Since 1999, the petitioner has initiated thirteen other cases in this Court. Six of those
cases have been filed within the last year. See Woodson v. State, No. SC17-2144,2108
WL 456159 (Fla. Jan. 17, 2018) (all writs petition dismissed); Woodson v. Jones, No.
SC17-1702, 2017 WL 4876594 (Fla. Oct. 30, 2017) (habeas petition denied); Woodson v.
State, No. SC17-1089, 2017 WL 3821282 (Fla. Sept. 1, 2017) (mandamus petition
denied); Woodson v. Jones, No. SC17-643, 2017 WL 1788034 (Fla. May 5, 2017)
(habeas petition dismissed); Woodson v. Jones, No. SC17-188, 2017 WL 822369 (Fla.
Mar. 2, 2017) (habeas petition dismissed); Woodson v. State, No. SC16-1406,2016 WL
6584675 (Fla. Oct. 5, 2016) (mandamus petition dismissed); Woodson v. State, No.
SC16-1280, 2016 WL 3918606 (Fla. July 20, 2016) (mandamus petition .
dismissed); Woodson v. Jones, No. SC16-723, 2016 WL 2932002 (Fla. May 18, 2016)
(habeas petition denied); Woodson v. Rundle-Fernandez, 19 So.3d 987 (Fla. 2009) (table)
(quo warranto petition denied); Woodson v. State, 1 So0.3d 174 (Fla. 2009) (table)
(mandamus petition denied); Woodson v. State, 977 S0.2d 579 (Fla. 2008) (table)
(petition for review dismissed for lack of jurisdiction); Woodson v. State, 796 So.2d

539 (Fla. 2001) (table) (notice to invoke discretionary jurisdiction denied); Woodson v.
State, 749 So.2d 505 (Fla. 1999) (table) (notice to invoke discretionary jurisdiction
denied). :

“Through his persistent filing of frivolous or meritless requests for relief, Woodson has
abused the judicial process and burdened this Court’s limited judicial resources.
Woodson’s response to this Court’s order to show cause failed to offer any justification
for his abuse or to express regret for his repeated misuse of this Court’s resources.
Woodson does not appreciate or respect the judicial process or this Court’s limited -
judicial resources. See Pettway v. McNeil, 987 So0.2d 20, 22 (Fla. 2008) (explaining that
this Court has previously “exercised the inherent judicial authority to sanction an abusive
litigant” and that “[o]ne justification for such a sanction lies in the protection of the rights
of others to have the Court conduct timely reviews of their legitimate filings™). We are

- therefore convinced that, if not restrained, Woodson will continue to abuse the judicial
process and burden this Court with frivolous and meritless filings pertaining to case
numbers 131996CF0051580001XX and 3D98-430. Accordingly, the Clerk of this Court
is hereby directed to reject any future pleadings or other requests for relief submitted by
Carlos L. Woodson that pertain to case numbers 131996CF0051580001XX and 3D98-
430, unless such filings are signed by a member in good standing of The Florida Bar.”

105.  Once again, this case has no relevance to the instant case. Windsor has
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never filed anything in the Floridzi Supreine Court

106. Hamilton v. State, 945 So 2d 1121 31 Fla. L. Weekly S804

(Fla. 11/16/2006). -
| 107.  Connie Whigum Hariiilidh' 1s a prisoner.

108. Thisis a_crirh_in_al case; and the case has absolutely no relevance to
the instant civil case. Ii“deals iVith -V_over 130 frivolvous filings in the Florida Supreme
Court and nothing more. An order to shdw’ calise was issiied, unlike the instant case.
Every case had been dismissed, and all 130 motions had been dismissed, denied, or
stricken. May v. Barthet is heavily cited. ‘Windsor has never filed anything in the

Supreme Court of Florida. Nothing Windsor has ever filed in Florida has been

lawfully dismissed.

109. Johnson v. Rundle, 59 So.3d 1080, 36 Fla. L. Weekly S9

(Fla.01/06/2011).

110.  Antonio Johnson is a prisoner.

111.- Antonio Johnson just keeps filing actions in the Florida Supieme Court.
Windsor does not. |

112.  Antonio Johnson filed 16 proceedings in the Florida Supreme Court
regarding his conviciion. The Coiiri said:

“For several years, Johnson has unsuccessfully sought relief from this Court. Undaunted,
Johnson filed a petition for writ of quo warranto (Case No. SC10-35) on January 1, 2010,
and a petition for writ of habeas corpus (Case No. SC10-207) on February 2, 2010.
Spec1ﬁcally since 2004, Johnson has initiated a ‘total of sixteen proceedings in this Court
seeking extraordinary relief pertaining to his conviction and sentence entered by the
Eleventh Circuit in Case No. F97-32329. See Johnson v. Rundle, No. SC09-2150 (Fla.
Feb. 10, 2010) (petition for quo warranto transferred to circuit court) (unpublished);
Johnson v. McNeil, 17 So.3d 292 (F1a.2009) (habeas corpus petition dismissed)

(table); Joknson v. State, 13 S0.3d 1056 (F1a.2009) (mandamus petition dismissed)
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(table); Johnson v. McNeil, No. SC09-53:(Fla. Mar. 12, 2009) (petition for writ of quo
warranto transferred to circuit court) (unpublished); Johnson v. State, No. SC08-1156
(Fla. July 24, 2008) (petition for writ of habeas corpus transferred to circuit court for
consideration as rule 3.850 or 3.800(a) motion) (unpublished); Johnson v. State, 985

, S0.2d 1091 (F1a.2008) (all writs petition dismissed) (table); Johnson v. McDonough, No.
 SC07-2228 (Fla. Jan. 23, 2008) (petition for writ of mandamus transferred)
(unpublished); Johnson v.. Florida Dept: of Corrections, No. SC07-2269 (Fla. Dec. 26,
2007) (transfer of petition for writ of mandamus for consideration in pending case)
(unpublished); Johnson v. McDonough, 969 So.2d 1013 (Fla.2007) (habeas corpus
petition dismissed) (table); Johnson v. McDonough, 966 So.2d 967 (F1a.2007)
(mandamus petition dismissed) (table); Johnson v. State, 962 So.2d 337 (Fla.2007)
(petition for writ of quo warranto denied) (table); Johnson v. Bateman, No. SC07-1018
(Fla. Jun. 26, 2007) (petition for writ of quo warranto treated as notice of appeal and
transferred to the First District Court-of Appeal) (unpublished); Jokhnson v. State, 939
S0.2d 1059 (F1a.2006) (all writs petition denied) (table); Johnson v. State, 881 So.2d
1112 (Fla.2004) (petition for writ of habeas corpus dismissed) (table).

“As we have concluded in similar cases, under the facts of this case, “ [t]here is a strong
inference that unless he is stopped, [Johnson] will continue filing nonmeritorious requests
for relief in this Court,” Pettway, 987 So.2d at 22, regarding his conviction and sentence
in State v. Johnson, Case No. F97-32329. See Lanier v. State, 982 So.2d 626, 627-28
(F1a.2008); Tate v. McNeil, 983 So.2d 502, 504 (F1a.2008); Jackson v. Florida Dept. of
Corrections, 790 So.2d 398, 401-2 (Fla.2001). Accordingly, we hereby direct the Clerk -
of this Court to accept no further pleadings or other requests for relief relating to case
number 97-32329 from Johnson for filing unless submitted and signed by a lawyer in
good standing as a member of The Florida Bar.

“Furthermore, since we have in this opinion found that Johnson has repeatedly initiated
frivolous proceedings, we direct the Clerk of this Court, pursuant to section 944.279(1),
Florida Statutes (2010), to forward a certified copy of this opinion to the Department of
Corrections institution where Johnson is incarcerated.”

113.  This case has no relevance to the instant case.

114. Florida Board of Bar Examiners ex rel. Ramos, 17 So.3d 268, 34

Fla. L. Weekly S483 (Fla. 08/27/2009).

115.  ‘Anthony Eladio Ramos was disbarred for 20 years. Windsor was never an

attorney, but it is surprising that Russell E. Klemm is trying to have him “dis-pro-se*d” with the

FRIVOLOUS BAR MOTION. This case has no relevance to the instant case.

116. The ’Court said:
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“Anthony Eladio Ramos was disbarred: for twenty years, effective December 18,

1997. See Fla. Bar v. Ramos, 717 So.2d 540 (Fla. 1998) (case nos. 91, 562 & 91,564)
(table) Fla. Bar v. Ramos, 703 S0.2d 478 (Fla.1997) (table). Even though the disbarment
is imposed until 2017, Anthony Eladio Ramos petitioned this Court in 2007 for
permission to seek readmission to The Florida Bar. On July 14, 2008, the Court
dismissed Ramos’s petition. Further, on September 18, 2008, the Court denied Ramos’s
‘motion for rehearing. Since that order, Ramos has submitted numerous additional filings.
Thus, the Court issued an order dlrectmg Ramos to show cause why we should not limit
his filings or otherwise impose sanctions upon him for submitting frlvolous filings. We
-now sanction Ramos.

..the Clerk of this Court is hereby instructed to reject for filing any future pleadings,
petltlons motions, notices, or other filings submitted by Anthony Eladio Ramos that are
related to his judgments of disbarment or his potential readmission to The Florida Bar,
unless the filings are signed by a member in good standing of The Florida Bar. Under the
sanction herein imposed, Ramos is not being denied access to the courts; that access is
simply being limited due to his abusiveness. Ramos remains eligible to seek readmission
to The Florida Bar, once he has completed the twenty-year period of disbarment, with the
requirement that the filings be signed by a member in good standing of The Florida Bar.
However, we cannot tolerate Ramos’s continued inability to abide by the legal processes
of the judicial system. If Ramos submits a filing in violation of this order, he may be
subjected to contempt proceedings or other appropriate sanctions, including permanent
disbarment. See R. Regulating Fla. Bar 3-5.1(f) (‘Permanent disbarment shall preclude -
readmission.’)”

117. Mora v. McNeil, 984 S0,2(i 513, 33 Fla. L. Weekly S217 (Fla.

03/20/2008).

118.  Julio Mora is a prisoner. This case is not relevant to the instant case.

“Mora has previously filed twenty-three other cases in this Court, and of these, fourteen
have been filed in just the past four years.

“Of the cases cited above, the only time that Mora was afforded relief was on direct
appeal from his death sentence, at which time he was represented by counsel. Moreover,
this is not the only court that has been abused by Mora’s conduct. The First District Court
of Appeal has recently directed its clerk to reject further pro se filings from Mora. Mora
v. McDonough, 973 So.2d 1161 (Fla. 1st DCA Feb.28, 2007). In the present case, Mora
has filed pro se pleadings containing scandalous and obscene language. Specifically, in
his ‘Petition to Inhibit Jurisdiction From this Very Supreme Court of Injustice,” Mora
maintained that through its show cause proceedings with DOC, the Court has proven
itself ‘to be a pack of incompetent cowards, without balls, testicles, courage or valor.’
Further, Mora urged this Court to take this case and the ultimate decision, if ever, and
please shovel it to the chief justice and every other justice’s a* *hole, in order to have a
common place to store the justices’ crap, together with the justice crap from their’s mind,
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properly disposed through the sewer system in order to prevent the contaminants to reach
the citizen of Florida, and also kiss Julio Mora’s the idiot seeking justice, kiss his a*

*hole every time the justice will retire gomg to their den.... Please kiss my a* * one more
~ time. _ = : : y .
“Ina postscrlpt to the petition, Mora also states: ‘In case you have missed the crux of the
matter in this pleading, please kiss my a* * to inspire you in your daily work, so the
dubious scorn of court of injustice may be a thing of the pass if and only if the justices
decided to be a man and a woman of problty

..the Clerk of this Court is hereby instructed to reject for filing any future pleadings,

- petltlons motions, documents, or other filings submitted by Julio Mora, unless signed by
a member in good standing of The Florida Bar. Under the sanction herein imposed, Mora
is not wholesale being denied access to the courts. He may petition the Court through the
assistance of counsel, whenever such counsel determines that the proceeding may have
merit and can be filed in good faith.”

A

119. You’ve got to admit Julio has a way with words....

120. Walker v. State, 814 So.2d 516, 27 Fla. L. Weekly D921 (Fla.App.

Dist.3 04/24/2002).

121. Lonnie Walker is a prisoner .

122, Walker filed 27 post-conviction actions. Windsor has never filed one. This case
has no relevance to the instant case.

123.  The Court said: .

“The record reflects that appellant has filed approximately twenty-seven various
motions, petitions for writs, and successive appeals from denial of post-conviction relief
with this court since 1984, all of which have been resolved adverse to the

defendant. These various appeals and petitions raised issues which are either repetitive,
not cognizable, or completely baseless.

“Walker was ordered to file a response within thirty (30) days and show cause why this
court should not prohibit him from submitting further pro se appeals, petitions or ’
motions regarding the conviction and sentence imposed in case number 80-21484

unless such pleadings are signed by a member of the Florida Bar.

“We find Walker’s Response 1nsufﬁ01ent

“Accordlngly, we deny Walker’s petltlon for mandamus, and direct the clerk of this
court to reject for filing any notices of appeal, motions, or petitions for extraordinary
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- relief arising out of Walker’s conviéﬁon and sentence in trial court case number 80-
21484 unless such pleadings are signed by a member of the Florida Bar.”

124. Campbell v. State; 296 So.3d 893 (Fla. 06/1 1/2020).

125.  James Bernard Campbeli :is epri-SOrler..

126.  James Bernard Campbell allegedly filed numerous meritless, repetitive, and
inappropriate filings. Windsor has ﬁled rrone., |

127.  The Court said:

“Due to his numerous meritless, repetitive, and inappropriate filings in this Court

pertaining to case number 86-038693, originating in the Circuit Court of the Eleventh

Judicial Circuit, in and for Miami-Dade County, Florida, Campbell was directed to show

cause why he should not be barred from filing in this Court any future pro se pleadings,

motions, or other requests for relief pertaining to case number 86-038693. Campbell has
- filed a response to the order to show cause.

- “Through his persistent filing of frivolous, meritless, and repetitive requests for relief,
Campbell has abused the Judrclal process and burdened this Court s limited judicial
resources.

“...the Clerk of this Court is hereby instructed to reject any future pleadings, petitions,
motions, documents, or other filings submitted by James Bernard Campbell pertaining to
- case number 86-038693, originating in the Circuit Court of the Eleventh Judicial Circuit,
in and for Miami-Dade County, Florida, unless such filings
are signed by a member of The Florida Bar in good standing.”

128.  There isn’t enough factual background to enable Windsor to )determi-ne if this

action was valid.
129. Porter v. Chronister, 295 So.3d 310 (Fla.App. Dist.2 04/08/2020).
130. Aaron C. Porter is a pris‘o‘ner.

131.  Porter is serving a life senfen‘ce in the Department of Corrections. Porter
- committed fraud. Windsor has not. This case is not relevant to the instant case.

132.  The Court said:
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“After extensive proceedings, including several amendments to the statement of claim
and several hearings that Porter attended by phone, the trial court dismissed Porter’s third
amended statement of claim on several grounds, but primarily on the basis that he had
committed a fraud on the court by failing to list all of his prior and pending court cases on
his application for civil indigency. This order, rendered March 10, 2018, dismissed the
case with prejudice and imposed a requirement that any future pleadings or papers filed

- by Porter be signed by a member of The Florida Bar.”

133. Barringer v. Halkitis, 294 So.3d 849 (Fla. 05/07/2020).
134, Jay Barringer is a prisoner.

135.  Jay Barringer was convicted of one count of attempted sexual battery of a victim

less than twelve years old in Sixth Judicial Circuit (Pasco Cdunty) case number

512000CF001041CFAXWS; he was sentenced to twenty-five-years’ imprisonment. Windsor is

not an inmate, and he has never committed sexual battery or any crime. This case is not relevant

to the instant case.

136. The Court said:

“Barringer began filing petitions with the Court in 2011. Since that time, he has filed

twelve petitions or notices, and the majority of these filings have been related to his

conviction and sentence in the above-noted circuit court case. We have never granted the
 relief sought in any of Barringer’s filings, which have all been denied, dismissed, or
‘transferred by the Court. ' *

“...he has failed to show cause why sanctions should not be imposed. Therefore, based
on Barringer’s extensive history of filing pro se petitions and requests for relief that were
meritless or otherwise inappropriate for this Court’s review, we now find that he has
abused the Court’s limited judicial resources. ’

“Accordingly, we direct the Clerk of this Court to reject any future pleadings or other
requests for relief submitted by Jay Barringer that are related to case number
12000CF001041CFAXWS, unless such filings are signed by a member of The Florida
Bar in good standing. Furthermore, because we have found Barringer’s petition to be
frivolous, we direct the Clerk of this Court, pursuant to section 944.279(1), Florida
Statutes, to forward a copy of this opinion to the Florida Department of Corrections’

institution or’faCility in which Barringer is incarcerated.”
137. Barringer v. Halkitis, SC19-1071 (Fla. 11/21/2019).
138.  Jay Barringer is a prisoner. _' | | |
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139.  Jay Barringer was conyicted_ of one 'eount of attempted sexual battery of a victim
less than twelve years old in Sixth Judicial Ci_r_cuit (Paseo County) case number
512000CF001041CFAXWS; he was sentenced to ‘twenty- ﬁve-years 1mprlsonment Windsor is

not an inmate, and he has never comm1tted sexual battery or any crime. This case is not relevant

to the instant case.
140. The Court said:

“Barringer began filing petitions with the Court in 2011. Since that time, he has filed
twelve petitions or notices, and the majority of these filings have been related to his
conviction and sentence in the above-noted circuit court case. We have never granted the
relief sought in any of Barringer’s filings, which have all been denied, dismissed, or
transferred by the Court. :

“...he has failed to show cause why sanctions should not be imposed. Therefore, based
on Barringer’s extensive history of filing pro se petitions and requests for relief that were
meritless or otherwise inappropriate for this Court’s review, we now find that he has
abused the Court’s limited judicial resources.

“Accordingly, we direct the Clerk of this Court to reject any future pleadings or other
requests for relief submitted by Jay Barringer that are related to case number
12000CF001041CFAXWS, unless such filings are signed by a member of The Florida
Bar in good standing. Furthermore, because we have found Barringer’s petition to be
frivolous, we direct the Clerk of this Court, pursuant to section 944.279(1), Florida
Statutes, to forward a copy of this opinion to the Florida Department of Corrections’
institution or facility in which Barringer is incarcerated.”

141. Jackson v. State, SC20-1098 (Fla. 09/22/2020).

i

142.  Carlos Lorenzo Jackson is aprisoner.

143.  This case is not relevant to Wi'n’dsbr’s’ case. Carlos was ordered to show cause,
but there is not an opinion

144. | The Court said:

“Since 1999, the petitioner ha,s -initiated twenty other cases in this Court pertaining to

Eleventh Judicial Circuit Court case numbers 131977CF0347230001XX and
131978CF0017510001XX. ’
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“...the petitioner has abused the jud_jcial _p'rqces_s'by ﬁling numerous pro se filings in this
Court that are either meritless or not appropriate for this Court’s review....

- “Carlos Lorenzo Jackson is hereby directed to show cause on or before October 12,
2020, why he should not be barred from filing any pleadings, motions, or other requests
for relief in this Court related to Case Nos. 131977CF0347230001XX and
*131978CF0017510001XX unless such filings are signed by a member of The Florida

Bar in good standing. The petitioner is also directed to show cause why, pursuant to
section 944.279(1), Florida Statutes, a certified copy of the Court’s findings should not be
forwarded to the appropriate institution for disciplinary procedures pursuant to the rules
of the Florida Department of Corrections as provided in section 944.09, Florida Statutes.”

145. James v. Fox, SC 20-355 (Fla. 04/08/2020).

146.  Alphonso James, Sr. is a prisoner.
147.  This case is not relevant to Windsor’s case.
148.  The Court said:

“Since 1991, the petitioner has initiated thirty-four other cases in this Court. -

“...the petitioner has abused the judicial process by filing numerous pro se filings in this
Court that are either meritless or not appropriate for this Court’s review, the Court now
takes action. Therefore, Alphonso James, Sr. is hereby directed to show cause on or
before April 23, 2020, why he should not be barred from filing any pleadings, motions, or
other requests for relief in this Court related to Case Nos. 361989CF000890000ACH and
361989CF001711000ACH unless such filings are signed by a member of The Florida
Bar in good standing. The petitioner is also directed to show cause why, pursuant to
section 944.279(1), Florida Statutes, a certified copy of the Court’s findings should not be
forwarded to the appropriate institution for disciplinary procedures pursuant to the rules
of the Florida Department of Corrections as provided in section 944.09, Florida Statutes.”

149. Hicks v. State, SC19-1978 (Fla. 02/18/2020).

150.  Victor Hicks is a prisoner. -

“The petition for writ of mandamus is hereby' dismissed because this Court generally will
not consider the repetitive petitions of persons who have abused the judicial processes of
the lower courts such that they have been barred from filing certain actions there.

- “Since 2016, Petitioner has initiated tx;vclvc other cases in this Court pertaining to Case
No. 482013CF016529000A0X. To date, the Court has transferred, dismissed, or denied

eleven of Petitioner’s filings. :

“This Court has chosen to sanction pro se petitioners who have abused the legal process
and otherwise misused this Court’s limited judicial resources by filing repeated frivolous
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pro se pleadings. Such petitioners have been barred from initiating further proceedings in
this Court unless their pleadings, motions, or other requests for relief were filed under the
signature of a member of The Florida Bar in good standing. See, e.g., Steele v. State, 14
S0.3d 221 (Fla. 2009); Pettway v. McNeil, 987 S0.2d 20 (Fla. 2008); Tate v. McNeil, 983
S0.2d 502 (Fla. 2008). _ . ' :

“It appearing that Petitioner has abused the judicial process by filing numerous pro se
filings in this Court that are either meritless or not appropriate for this Court’s review, the
Court now takes action. Therefore, Victor Hicks is hereby directed to show cause on or
‘before March 4, 2020, why he should not be barred from filing any pleadings, motions, or
other requests for relief in this Court rélated to Case No. 482013CF01 6529000A0X,
unless such filings are signed by a membér of The F lorida Bar in good standing.” ‘

151.  Baysen v. State, SC19-693 (Fla. 07/31/2019).

152.  Michael Anthony Baysen is a prisoner.
153.  Since 1998, Petitioner has initiated seventeen other cases in this Court pertaining
to criminal case numbers 501991CF015627AXXXMB, 501992CF 004265AXXXMB, and

501993CF004265AXXXMB.

“This Court has chosen to sanction pro se petitioners who have abused the judicial
process and otherwise misused this Court’s limited judicial resources by filing frivolous,
non-meritorious, or otherwise inappropriate filings related to their convictions and
sentences. Such petitioners have been barred from initiating further proceedings in this
Court unless their pleadings, motions, or other requests for relief were filed under the
signature of a member of The Florida Bar in good standing. See, e.g., Steele v. State, 14
So.3d 221 (Fla. 2009); Pettway v. McNeil, 987 So.2d 20 (Fla. 2008); Tate v. McNeil, 983
S0.2d 502 (Fla. 2008); Rivera v. State, 728 So0.2d 1165 (Fla. 1998).

“It appearing that Petitioner has abused the judicial process by filing numerous pro se
filings in this Court that are either meritless or not appropriate for this Court’s review, the
Court now takes action. Therefore, Michael Anthony Baysen is hereby directed to show
cause on or before August 20, 2019, why he should not be barred from filing any
pleadings, motions, or other requests for relief in this Court related to case numbers
501991CF015627AXXXMB, 501992CF004265AXXXMB, and
501993CF004265AXXXMB unless such filings are signed by a member of The Florida
Bar in good standing. The petitioner is also directed to show cause why, pursuant to
section 944.279(1), Florida Statutes (2018), a certified copy of the Court’s findings
should not be forwarded to the appropriate institution for disciplinary procedures
pursuant to the rules of the Florida Department of Corrections as provided in section
944.09, Florida Statutes (2018).”

154. James v. State, 1D18-3421 (Fla.App. Dist.1 07/09/2019).
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155.  Johnny A. James is a prisoner.

“Johnny James appeals the denial of the rule 3. 800(a) motion in which he argued that his |
30-year habitual felony offender (HFO) sentence on Count II is illegal because the trial
court never properly designated him as an HFO on that count. We affirm.

“The claim raised in the current motion is procedurally barred because James
unsuccessfully raised the same claim— and variations of it— on direct appeal and in
three prior rule 3.800(a) cases that were affirmed on appeal. See State v. McBride. It is
unclear why this pro se motion was not rejected or stricken as unauthorized because, in
the order that was affirmed by this Court in case number 1D12-4742, the trial court
prohibited James from filing future pro se pleadings in the underlying criminal case (case
no. 1998-270-CF) unless the pleading is signed by a member of The Florida Bar and
directed the Columb1a County Clerk of Court to reJ ject all pro se pleadings filed by James
in that case.’

156. Williams v. Inch, SC19-287 (Fla. 05/10/2019).

157. - Donald A. Williams is a prisoner.

“To the extent that petitioner challenges the lower courts’ orders, the petition is hereby
denied. See Jones v. Fla. Parole Comm’n, 48 So0.3d 704, 710 (Fla. 2010); Sneed v.
Mayo, 69 So.2d 653, 654 (Fla. 1954). To the extent that petitioner challenges his
conviction and sentence, the petition is hereby denied. See Denson v. State, 775 So.2d
288, 289 (Fla. 2000); Breedlove v. Singletary, 595 So0.2d 8, 10 (Fla. 1992).

“Since 2014, petitioner has initiated ten other cases in fhis Court pertaining to Eleventh
Judicial Circuit Court case number 131989CF0067160001XX.

“This Court has chosen to sanction pro se petitioners who have abused the judicial |
process and otherwise misused this Court’s limited judicial resources by filing frivolous,
non-metitorious, or otherwise inappropriate filings related to their convictions and
sentences. Such petitioners have been barred from initiating further proceedings in this
Court unless their pleadings, motions, or other requests for relief were filed under the
signature of a member of The Florida Bar in good standing. See, e.g., Steele v. State, 14
So0.3d 221 (Fla. 2009); Pettway v. McNeil, 987 So.2d 20 (Fla. 2008); Tate v. McNeil, 983
So.2d 502 (Fla. 2008); Rivera v. Staie, 728 So.2d' 1165 (Fla. 1998). .

“It appearing that petitioner has abused the judicial process by filing numerous pro se
filings in this Court that are either meritless or not appropriate for this Court’s review, the
Court now takes action. Donald A. Williams is hereby directed to show cause on or
before May 28, 2019, why he should not be barred from filing any pleadings, motions, or
other requests for relief in this Court related to Case No. 131989CF0067160001XX
unless such filings are signed by a member of The Florida Bar in good standing. The
petitioner is also directed to show cause why, pursuant to section 944.279(1), Florida
Statutes, a certified copy of the Court S fmdmgs should not be forwarded to the
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appropriate institution for disciplinary procedures pursuant to the rules of the Florida
Department of Corrections as provided in section 944.09, Florida Statutes.”

158. Harris v. Inch, SC18-'19'_84: (Fla. 02/18/2019).
159.  Gregory Harris is a prisoner.

“Because the Court has determined that relief is not authorized, this case is hereby
dismissed. See Baker v. State, 878 S0.2d 1236 (Fla. 2004). Any motions or other requests
for relief are also denied. No motion for rehearlng or reinstatement will be entertained by
this Court. :

“Since 2011, the petitioner has initiated twenty-six other cases in this Court.

This Court has chosen to sanction pro se petitioners who have abused the judicial process
and otherwise misused this Court’s limited judicial resources by filing frivolous,
nonmetitorious, or otherwise inappropriate filings related to their convictions and
sentences. Such petitioners have been barred from initiating further proceedings in this
Court unless their pleadings, motions, or other requests for relief were filed under the
signature of a member of The Florida Bar in good standing. See, e.g., Steele v. State, 14
S0.3d 221 (Fla. 2009); Pettway v. McNeil, 987 So.2d 20 (Fla. 2008); Tate v. McNeil, 983
So.2d 502 (Fla 2008).

“It appearing that the petitioner has abused the judicial process by filing numerous pro se
pleadings in this Court that are either meritless or not appropriate for this Court’s review,
the Court now takes action. Therefore, Gregory Harris is hereby directed to show cause
on or before March 5, 2019, why he should not be barred from filing any pleadings,
motions, or other requests for relief in this Court related to Case Nos.
132011CF0002020001XX and 132011CF0133700001XX, unless such filings are signed
by a member of The Florida Bar in good standing. The petitioner is also directed to show
cause why, pursuant to section 944.279(1), Florida Statutes, a certified copy of the
Court’s findings should not be forwarded to the appropriate institution for disciplinary
procedures pursuant to the rules of the Florida Department of Corrections as provided in
section 944.09, Florida Statutes.”

160. Jackson v. State, SC18-1531 (Fla. 04/11/2019).

161. Mark C. Jackson is a prisorier.

“This Court has chosen to sanction pro se petitioners who have abused the legal process

and otherwise misused this Court’s limited judicial resources by filing repeated frivolous
pro se pleadings. Such petitioners have been barred from initiating further proceedings in

this Court unless their pleadings, motions, or other requests for relief were filed under the
signature of a licensed Florida attorney. See, e.g., Steele v. State, 14 S0.3d 221 (Fla.
2009); Pettway v. McNeil, 987 So. 2d 20 (Fla 2008); Tate v. McNeil, 983 So.2d 502 (Fla.
2008).
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“It appearing that Petitioner has abused the _]udICIal process by subm1tt1ng AUMErous pro
se filings in this Court that are either meritless or inappropriate for this Court’s review,
the Court now takes action. Mark C. Jackson is hereby directed to show cause on or
before April 26, 2019, why he should not be barred from filing in this Court any future’

. pleadings, motions, or other requests for relief, unless such filings are signed bya -
member of The Florida Bar in good standing. See, e.g., Rivas v. Bank of New York
Mellon, 239 So0.3d 614 (Fla. 2018); Johnson v. Bank of New York Mellon Trust Co., 136
So0.3d 507 (Fla. 2014); Riethmiller v. Rzethmzller 133 So0.3d 926 (Fla. 2013).”

162 Barber v. State, SC18-1739 (Fla. 12/19/2018)

163. Larry James Barber is an inmate.

164.  Since 1998, petitioner has initiated 15 cases in the Florida Supreme Court

pertaining to his criminal case.

“This Court has chosen to sanction pro se petitioners who have abused the judicial
process and otherwise misused this Court’s limited judicial resources by filing frivolous,
non-meritorious, or otherwise inappropriate filings related to their convictions and
sentences. Such petitioners have been barred from initiating further proceedings in this
‘Court unless their pleadings, motions, or other requests for relief were filed under the
signature of a member of The Florida Bar in good standing. See, e.g., Steele v. State, 14
So.3d 221 (Fla. 2009); Pettway v. McNeil, 987 So.2d 20 (Fla. 2008); Tate v. McNeil, 983
So.2d 502 (Fla. 2008); Rivera v. State, 728 S0.2d 1165 (Fla. 1998).

“It appearing that petitioner has abused the judicial process by filing numerous pro se
filings in this Court that are either meritless or not appropriate for this Court’s review, the
Court now takes action. Therefore, Larry James Barber is hereby directed to show cause
on or before January 3, 2019, why he should not be barred from filing any pleadings,
motions, or other requests for relief in this Court related to Case No.
131981CF0242300001XX unless such filings are signed by a member of The

Florida Bar in good standing. The petitioner is also directed to show cause why, pursuant
to section 944.279(1), Florida Statutes, a certified copy of the Court’s findings should not
be forwarded to the appropriate institution for disciplinary procedures pursuant to the
rules of the Florida Department of Correctlons as provided in section 944.09, Florida

- Statutes.”

165. Bacchus v. Jones, 3D17-0866 (Fla.App. Dist.3 10/10/2018).

166.  Cameron D. Bachus is a prisoner.

“On July 18, 2018, this Couirt denied Pe’ﬁ‘_tioner Cameron D. Bacchus’s petition for a writ
of habeas corpus. Petitioner was ordered, within thirty days from the denial of the
petition, to show cause why he should not be prohibited from filing further pro se
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pleadings unless such pleadings were signed by a member of the Florida Bar. Petitioner
responded to the order to show cause, and this Court has reviewed Petitioner’s response.
Having provided Petitioner notice and an opportunity to respond to the order to show
cause, Petitioner is now prohlblted from fi ling any further appeals, petitions, motions, ot
pleadings challenging his conviction and sentence in Eleventh Judicial Circuit case
number 88-32334. See State v. Spencer, 751 So0.2d 47, 48 (Fla. 1999). The Clerk of the
Third District Court of Appeal is directed to refuse to accept any further papers relating
to lower case number 88-32334 unless they have been reviewed and signed by an
attorney who is a duly licensed member of the Florida Bar in good standing. See Whipple
v. State, 112 So.3d 540, 540-41 (Fla. 3d DCA 2013). We further caution Petitioner “that a
prisoner who is found by a court to have brought a frivolous suit, action, claim,

proceeding, or appeal in any court is subject to having hlS gain-time forfeited.” Id. at
541.”

167. Marts‘v v. Jones, SC1i8-1163 (Fla. 09/12/2018).

168.  Sidney Marts Jr is a prisoner.

169.  Since 2008, Petitioner has initiated 28 cases in the Florida Supreme Court
pertaining to his criminal case.

170. A Show Cause Order was issued, and the Florida Supreme Court gaife 14 days.

A

This is consistent with what the Florida Supreme Court has done in other cases. Windsor was
not given a Show Cause Order, and he was not given 14 days.

“This Court has chosen to sanction pro se petitioners who have abused the judicial
process and otherwise misused this Court’s limited judicial resources by filing frivolous,
nonmeritorious, or otherwise inappropriate filings related to their convictions and
sentences. Such petitioners have been barred from initiating further proceedings in this
Court unless their pleadings, motions, or other requests for relief were filed under the
signature of a member of The Florida Bar in'good standing. See, e.g., Steele v. State, 14
S0.3d 221 (Fla. 2009); Pettway v. McNeil, 987 So.2d 20 (Fla. 2008); Tate v. McNezl 983
So.2d 502 (Fla, 2008).

“It appearing that Petitioner has abused the judicial process by filing numerous pro se
filings in this Court that are either meritless or not appropriate for this Court’s review, the
Court now takes action. Therefore, Sidney Marts Jr. is hereby directed to show cause on
or before September 27. 2018, why he should not be barred from filing any pleadings.
motions, or other requests for relief in this Court related to case number 2007-CF-6067,
unless such filings are signed by a memb_er_of The Florida Bar in good standing. The
petitioner is also directed to show cause why, pursuant to section 944.279(1), Florida
Statutes (2017), a certified copy of the Court’s findings should not be forwarded to the
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appropriate institution for d1s01p11nary procedures pursuant to the rules of the Florida
Department of Corrections as prov1ded in sectlon 944. 09 Florida Statutes (2017).”

171. Shlrah v. State, SC18 476 (F la. 07/10/2018)
172.  Kenneth L. Shirah, Sr. is a.‘prisoner.
173.  Since 2000, petitioner has _-inifiéted 14 cases in the Florida Supreme Court.

“This Court has chosen to sanctlon pro se petitioners who have abused the _]ud101a1
process and otherwise misused this Court’s limited judicial resources by filing frivolous,
nonmeritorious, or otherwise inappropriate filings related to their convictions and
sentences. Such petitioners have been barred from initiating further proceedings in this
Court unless their pleadings, motions, or other requests for relief were filed under the
signature of a member of The Florida Bar in good standing. See, e.g., Steele v. State, 14
So0.3d 221 (Fla. 2009); Pettway v. McNeil, 987 S0.2d 20 (Fla 2008); Tate v. McNeil, 983
So.2d 502 (Fla. 2008).

“It appearing that petitioner has abused the judicial process by filing numerous pro se
filings in this Court that are either'meritless or not appropriate for this Court’s review, the
Court now takes action, Therefore, Kenneth L. Shirah, Sr. is hereby directed to show
cause on or before July 25, 2018, why he should not be barred from filing any pleadings,
motions, or other requests for relief in this Court related to Case No.
301992CF000178XXAXMX, unless such filings are signed by a member of The

Florida Bar in good standing.”

174. Schiming v. Jones, SC18¥695 (Fla. 07/10/2018).

175. Ronald K. Schiming is a prisoner.
176.  Since 2003, petitioner has initiated 12 cases in the Florida Supreme Court.

“This Court has chosen to sanction pro se petitioners who have abused the judicial
process and otherwise misused this Court’s limited judicial resources by filing frivolous,
nonmeritorious, or otherwise inappropriate filings related to their convictions and
sentences. Such petitioners have been barred from initiating further proceedings in this
Court unless their pleadings, motions, or other requests for relief were filed under the
signature of a member of The Florida Bar in good standing. See, e.g., Steele v. State, 14
S0.3d 221 (Fla. 2009); Pettway v. McNeil, 987 So. 2d 20 (Fla. 2008); Tate v. McNeil, 983
So.2d 502 (Fla. 2008).

“It appearing that petitioner has abused the judicial process by filing numerous pro se
filings in this Court that are either meritless or not appropriate for this Court’s review, the
Court now takes action. Therefore, Ronald K. Schiming is hereby directed to show cause
on or before July 30, 2018, why he should not be barred from filing any pleadings,
motions, or other requests for relief in this Court related to Case No.
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481987CF005037000A0X, unless such filings are signed by a member of The Florida
Bar in good standing. The petitioner is also directed to show cause why, pursuant to
section 944.279(1), Florida Statutes, a:certified copy of the Court’s findings should not be
forwarded to the appropriate institution for’ d1501p11nary procedures pursuant to the rules
of the Florida Department of Correctlons as prov1ded in section 944.09, Florida Statutes.”

177. Schofield v. State, -S‘C17-2281 (F la. 02/21/2018)'.
178.  Preston Leonard Schofield is a prisoner.

179.  In five years, Schofield filed thirty-six petitions and notices with the Florida

Supreme Court.

“This Court has chosen to sanction pro se petitioners who have abused the judicial
process and otherwise misused this Court’s limited judicial resources by filing frivolous,
non-meritorious, or otherwise inappropriate filings. Such petitioner’s have been barred
from initiating further proceedings in this Court unless their pleadings, motions, or other
requests for relief were filed under the sighature of a member of The Florida Bar in good _
standing. See, e.g., Desue v. Jones, 213 So0.3d 801 (Fla. 2017), Steele v. State, 14 So.3d
221 (Fla. 2009); Pettway v. McNeil, 987 So.2d 20 (Fla. 2008).

“It appearing that Petitioner has abused the Jjudicial process by filing numerous pro se
filings in this Court that are either meritless or not appropriate for this Court’s review, the
Court now takes action. Therefore, Preston Leonard Schofield is hereby directed to show
cause on or before March 8, 2018, why he should not be barred from filing any
pleadings, motions, or other requests for relief in this Court related to case numbers
592011DR0022570000XX, 592011MMO004051A000XX, 592013MM010912A000XX,
292014MMO000070000AHC, 522014CF014665XXXXPC, and
592011MM004272A000XX unless such filings are signed by a member of The

Florida Bar in good standing.”

- 180. Wright v. State, 3D16-2478 (Fla.App. Dist.3 02/07/2018)

181.  Walter Lee Wrightis a priéoner;

182.  Wright’s motion includes the following paragraph: “MOTHAF--K y’all and all
those that’s down with y’all corrupted behavior! You MOTHAF--KS are not GOD and you.
damn sure not right. Fromy this day forward all HELL will come down on y"all until I'm FREE
Wright signs his motion “Lucifer” “Son of i)aVid;”

“Including the underlying appeél, Wright ha's. filed at least thirteen unsuccessful appeals
with this Court, stemming from his 2006 convictions and sentences for first-degree
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murder with a firearm, armed robbery w1th a firearm, armed burglary, and attempted
carjacking with a firearm. When erght has articulated a claim, these claims have all
previously been raised on direct and collateral appeal and have been decided on the
merits against anht :

“Wright is hereby directed to show cause,  within sixty days from the date of this order,

. why he should not be prohibited from filing any further pro se appeals, pleadmgs
motions, or petitions relating to his conv1ct10ns judgments, and sentences in circuit court
case number FO1-7689, unless such pleadings are signed by a member of the Florida Bar.
See State v. Spencer, 751 So.2d 47 (Fla 1999); Walker v. State, 814 So.2d 516 (Fla. 3d
DCA 2002).”

183. Washington v. State, 4D17-3513, 4D17-3514 (Fla.App. Dist.4

02/07/2018).

184. Robert Washington is 2 prisoner.

“Robert Washington appeals the denial of his rule 3.850 motion, as well as the trial
court’s order prohibiting him from filing future pro se pleadings unless signed by a
member of the Florida Bar. We sua sponte consolidate the cases for review and affirm
both orders. The trial court properly treated Washington’s habeas petition as a successive
and untimely rule 3.850 motion. Further, the trial court did not abuse its discretion when
it issued the sanction order barring further pro se filings from Washington. See Fla R.
Crim. P. 3.850(n).”

185. Hickmon v. Jones, SC17-997 (Fla. 09/13/2017).
186.. Levory William Hickmon is a prisoner.
187.  From 1999 to 2017, Hickmon initiated 49 cases in the Florida Supreme Court.

“This Court has chosen to sanction pro se petitioners who have abused the judicial
process and otherwise misused this Court’s limited judicial resources by filing frivolous,
non-meritorious, or otherwise inappropriate filings related to their convictions and
sentences. Such petitioners have been barred from initiating further proceedings in this
Court unless their pleadings, motions, or other requests for relief were filed under the
signature of a member of The Florida Bar in good standing. See, e.g., Steele v. State, 14
So0.3d 221 (Fla. 2009); Pettway v. McNeil, 987 So.2d 20 (Fla. 2008); Tate v. McNeil, 983
So.2d 502 (Fla. 2008); Rivera v. State, 728 So‘2d 1165 (Fla. 1998).

“It appearing that Petitioner has abused the judicial process by filing NUMErous pro se
filings in this Court that are either meritless or not appropriate for this Court’s review, the
Court now takes action. Therefore, Levory William Hickmon is hereby directed to show
cause on or before October 3, 2017, why he should not be barred from filing any

41



pleadings, motions, or other requests for relief in this Court unless such filings are signed
by a member of The Florida Bar in good standing. Petitioner is also directed to show
cause why, pursuant to section 944.279(1), Florida Statutes, a certified copy of'the
Court’s findings should not be forwarded to the appropriate institution for disciplinary
procedures pursuant to the rules of the Florida Department of Corrections as provided in
section 944.09, Florida Statutes.” '

188. Brown v. Jones, 1D16F4480 (F la.App. Dist.1 06/06/2017).
189.  Nathaniel Brown is aprison_er_.

“We note that based on his numerous, repetitive appeals to this court from the trial
court’s denials of postconviction relief after his judgment and sentence were affirmed,
Mr. Brown was sanctioned by this court in Brown v. State, 35 S0.3d 72 (Fla. 1st DCA
2010). Mr. Brown was prohibited from filing “any future appeals, petitions, motions,
pleadings, or filings” challenging his judgment and sentence in case number 2005 CF
001831 (4th Cir., Duval Cnty.), unless such filings

were signed by a member of the Florida Bar.

“Subsequently, Mr. Brown embarked on a course of filing civil actions for extraordinary
- writs, directed towards the Florida Department of Corrections and the State of Florida.
None of his appeals of the denials of these complaints and petitions were successful in
this court. In Brown v. State, 186 So0.3d 625 (Fla. 1st DCA 2016), this court denied Mr.
Brown’s petition for writ of prohibition on the merits and warned him that future
frivolous or successive filings in the court “may result in the imposition of sanctions
against him, “including additional limitations on his ability to file pro se appeals and _
petitions in this court.

“In light of Appellant’s active litigation record in this and the circuit courts of this state,
and of this court’s existing sanctions against and warning to Mr. Brown, in addition to-
affirming the order on appeal, we expressly retain jurisdiction to pursue any additional
sanctions against him pursuant to rule 9410, Florida Rules of Appellate Procedure and
section 944279, Florida Statutes See Steele v State, 998 S0.2d 1146 (Fla 2008); Walker v
Fla Parole Comm’n, 70 S0.3d 665 (Fla 1st DCA 2011).”

190. Kendrick v. Jones, SC17-679 (Fla. 06/02/2017).

191.  Michael A. Kendrick is a priéon‘er.

192.  From 2606 to 2017, Petitioner ihitiated 39 cases in the Florida Supreme Court.

“This Court has chosen to sanction pro se petitioners who have abused the
judicial process and otherwise misused this Court’s limited judicial resources by
filing frivolous, non-meritorious, or otherwise inappropriate filings related to
their convictions and sentences. Such petitioners have been barred from



initiating further proceedings in this Court unless their pleadings, motions, or
other requests for relief were filed under the signature of a member of The
Florida Bar in good standing. See, e.g., Steele v. State, 14 So0.3d 221 (Fla.
2009); Pettway v. McNeil, 987 So.2d 20 (Fla. 2008); Tate v. MecNeil, 983 So.2d
502 (Fla. 2008); Rivera v. State, 728 S0.2d 1165 (Fla. 1998).

“It appearing that Petitioner has abused the judiéial process by filing numerous
pro se filings in this Court that are either meritless or not appropriate for this
Court’s review, the Court now takes action. Therefore, Michael A. Kendrick is
hereby directed to show cause on or before June 19, 2017, why he should not be
barred from filing any pleadings, motions, or other requests for relief in this
Court related to one case unless such filings are signed'by a member of The
Florida Bar in good standing. Petitioner is also directed to show cause why,
pursuant to section 944.279(1), Florida Statutes, a certified copy of the Court’s

- findings should not be forwarded to the appropriate institution for disciplinary
procedures pursuant to the rules of the Florida Department of Corrections as
provided in section 944.09, Florida Statutes.”

193.  Hawkins v. Jones, SC16-1644 (Fla. 11/09/2016).

194.  Geno C. Hawkins, Sr. is a prisoner.
195.  In four years, Hawkins initiated 13 cases in the Florida Supreine Court.

“This Court has chosen to sanction pro se petitioners who have abused the Jjudicial
process and otherwise misused this Court’s limited judicial resources by filing frivolous,
nonmeritorious, or otherwise inappropriate filings related to their convictions and
sentences. Such petitioners have been barred from initiating further proceedings in this
Court unless their pleadings, motions, or other requests for relief were filed under the
 signature of a member of The Florida Bar in good standing. See, e.g., Steele v. State, 14
So.3d 221 (Fla. 2009); Pettway v. McNeil 987 So0.2d 20 (Fla. 2008); Tate v. McNeil 983
So.2d 502 (Fla. 2008).

“It appearing that petitioner has abused the judicial process by filing numerous pro se
filings in this Court that are either meritless or not appropriate for this Court’s review, the
Court now takes action. Therefore, Geno L. Hawkins, Sr. is hereby directed to show
cause on or before November 28, 2016, why he should not be barred from filing any
pleadings, motions, or other requests for relief in this Court related to Case No. 2008-CF-
OOO656A, unless such filings are signed by a member of The Florida Bar in good
standing. The petitioner is also directed to show cause why, pursuant to section
944.279(1), Florida Statutes, a certified copy of the Court’s findings should not be
forwarded to the appropriate institution for disciplinary procedures pursuant to the rules
of the Florida Department of Corrections as provided in section 944.09, Florida Statutes.”

196. Roberts v. Jones, 5016;1150 (Fla. 09/29/2016).

197.  Solomon D. Roberts is a prisoner. -
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198.  Roberts initiated 25 cases in the Fiorida Supreme Court ove\r 16 years. -

“This Court has chosen to sanction pro se petitioners who have abused the judicial
process and otherwise misused this Court’s limited judicial resources by filing frivolous,
non-meritorious, or otherwise inappropriate filings related to their convictions and
sentences. Such petitioners have been barred from initiating further proceedings in this
Court unless their pleadings, motions, or other requests for relief were filed under the
signature of a member of The Florida Bar in good standing. See, e.g., Steele v. State, 14
S0.3d 221 (Fla. 2009); Pettway v. McNeil, 987 So0.2d 20 (Fla. 2008); Tate v. McNeil, 983
S0.2d 502 (Fla. 2008); Rivera v. State, 728 So0.2d 1165 (Fla. 1998).

“It appearing that petitioner has abused the judicial process by filing numerous pro se
filings in this Court that are either meritless or not appropriate for this Court’s review, the
Court now takes action. Therefore, Solomon D. Roberts is hereby directed to show cause
on or before October 14, 2016, why he should not be barred from filing any pleadings,
motions, or other requests for relief in this Court related to Case Nos.
131978CF005774B000XX, 131982CF008169B000XX, 131982CF015413C000XX, and
131982CF009856A000XX unless such filings are signed by a member of The Florida
Bar in good standing. The petitioner is also directed to show cause why, pursuant to
section 944.279(1), Florida Statutes, a certified copy of the Court’s findings should not be
forwarded to the appropriate institution for disciplinary procedures pursuant to the rules
of the Florida Department of Corrections as provided in section 944.09, Florida Statutes.”

199. Desue v. Jones,vSC16—1222 (Fla. 09/29/2016).

200. Michael Charles Desue is a prisoner.
201.  In 16 years, Desue initiated 27 cases in the Florida Supreme Court.

“This Court has chosen to sanction pro se petitioners who have abused the judicial
process and otherwise misused this Court’s limited judicial resources by filing frivolous,
non-meritorious, or otherwise inappropriate filings related to their convictions and
sentences. Such petitioners have been barred from initiating further proceedings in this
Court unless their pleadings, motions, or other requests for relief were filed under the
signature of a member of The Florida Bar in good standing. See, e.g., Steele v. State, 14
So.3d 221 (Fla. 2009); Pettway v. McNeil, 987 So.2d 20 (Fla. 2008); Tate v. McNeil, 983
So.2d 502 (Fla. 2008); Rivera v. State, 728 S0.2d 1165 (Fla. 1998).

“It appearing that petitioner has abused the judicial process by filing numerous pro se
filings in this Court that are either meritless or not appropriate for this Court’s review, the
Court now takes action. Therefore, Michael Charles Desue is hereby directed to show
cause on or before October 19, 2016, why he should not be barred from filing any
pleadings, motions, or other requests for relief in this Court related to Case Nos.
031987CF000155XXAXMX, 031987CF000156XXAXMX, ’
031987CF000157XXAXMX, 031987CF000392XXAXMX,

- 031987CF000393XXAXMX, 031987CF000400XXAXMX,
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031 987CF000401XXAXMX 03 1987CF 00043 3XXAXMX,
031987CF000434XXAXMX, 031987CF000435XXAXMX, and
031992CF000266XXAXMX unless such filings are signed bya

member of The Florida Bar in good standing. The petitioner is also directed to show
cause why, pursuant to section 944.279(1), Florida Statutes, a certified copy of the
Court’s findings should not be forwarded to the appropriate institution for disciplinary
_procedures pursuant to the rules of the Florida Department of Corrections as provided in
section 944.09, Florida Statutes.” - =~ -

202. . Grimsley v. Jones, SC16-1041 (Fla. 08/23/2016).
203. Kenneth L. Grimsley is a pri'soner.

204.  Grimley initiated 12 cases in the Florida Supreme Court. -

“This Court has chosen to sanction pro se petitioners who have abused the judicial
process and otherwise misused this Court’s limited judicial resources by filing frivolous,
nonmeritorious, or otherwise inappropriate filings related to their convictions and
sentences. Such petitioners have been barred from initiating further proceedings in this
Court unless their pleadings, motions, or other requests for relief were filed under the
signature of a member of The Florida Bar in good standing. See, e.g., Steele v. State, 14
So0.3d 221 (Fla. 2009); Pettway v. McNezl 1987 S0.2d 20 (Fla. 2008); Tate v. McNeil, 983
So.2d 502 (Fla. 2008).

“It appearing that petitioner has abused the judicial process by filing numerous pro se
filings in this Court that are either meritless or not appropriate for this Court’s review, the
Court now takes action. Therefore, Kenneth L. Grimsley is hereby directed to show
cause on or before September 7, 2016, why he should not be barred from filing any
pleadings, motions, or other requests for relief in this Court related to Case Nos. 90-2048-
CF, 90-2049-CF, 90-2050-CF, and 96-1003-CF, unless such filings are signed by a
member of The Florida Bar in good standing. The petitioner is also directed to show
cause why, pursuant to section 944.279(1), Florida Statutes, a certified copy of the
Court’s findings should not be forwarded to the appropriate institution for disciplinary
procedures pursuant to the rules of the Florida Department of Corrections as provided in
section 944.09, Florida Statutes.”

205. Pray v. Forman, SC16- 713 (Fla. 06/24/2016).

206. Chadrick V. Prayisa prlsoner
207. - Pray initiated 12 cases in the Florida Supreme Court,

“This Court has chosen to sanction pro se petitioners who have abused the judicial
process and otherwise misused this Court’s limited judicial resources by filing frivolous,
non-meritorious, or otherwise inappropriate filings related to their convictions and
sentences. Such petitioners have been barred from initiating further proceedings in this
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Court unless their pleadings, motions, or other requests for relief were filed under the
signature of a member of The F lorida Bar in good standing. See, e. g., Steele v. State, 14

- S0.3d 221 (Fla. 2009); Pettway v. ‘McNeil, 987 S0.2d 20 (Fla. 2008); Tate v. McNeil, 983
50.2d 502 (Fla. 2008); Rivera v. State, 728 So0.2d 1165 (Fla. 1998).

“It appearing that petitioner has abused the judicial process by filing numerous pro se
filings in this Court that are either meritless or not appropriate for this Court’s review, the
Court now takes action. Therefore, Chadrick V. Pray is hereby directed to show cause on
or-before July 11, 2016, why he should not be barred from filing any pleadings, motions,
or other requests for relief in this Court related to Case No. 00-3032CF10A unless such
filings are signed by a member of The Florida Bar in good standing. The petitioner is also
directed to show cause why, pursuant to section 944.279(1), Florida Statutes, a certified
copy of the Court’s findings should not be forwarded to the appropriate institution for
disciplinary procedures pursuant to the rules of the Florida Department of Corrections as
provided in section 944.09, Florida Statutes.”

208.  Casey v. State, 171 So0.3d 114 (Fla. 05/15/2015).

209. Brian M. Casey is a prisoner.
210.  In four years, Casey initiated 35 cases in the Florida Supreme Court.

- “This Court has chosen to sanction pro se petitioners who have abused the judicial
process and otherwise misused this Court’s limited judicial resources by filing frivolous, -
nonmetitorious, or otherwise inappropriate filings related to their convictions and
sentences. Such petitioners have been barred from initiating further proceedings in this
Court unless their pleadings, motions, or other requests for relief were filed under the _
signature of a member of The Florida Bar in good standing. See, e.g, Steele v. State, 14
So.3d 221 (Fla. 2009); Pettway v. McNeil, 987 So.2d 20 (Fla. 2008); Tate v. McNeil, 983

So.2d 502 (Fla. 2008). ‘

“It appearing that petitioner has abused the judicial process by filing numerous pro se _
filings in this Court that are either meritless or not appropriate for this Court’s review, the

- Court now takes action. Therefore, Brian M. Casey is hereby directed to show cause on
or before June 8, 2015, why he should not be barred from filing any pleadings, motions,
or other requests for relief in this Court related to Case Nos. 10-CF-17674, 10-CF-19724,
10-CF-19726, and 10-CF-19945, unless such filings are signed by a member of The
Florida Bar in good standing. ’

“The petitioner is also directed to show cause why, pursuant to section 944.279(1),
Florida Statutes, a certified copy of the Court’s findings should not be forwarded to the

~ appropriate institution for disciplinary procedures pursuant to the rules of the Florida
Department of Corrections as provided in section 944.09, Florida Statutes.”

211.  Smith v. Jones, SC15-2191 (Fla. 02/04/2016).
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212. - Willie A. Smith is a prisoner. . |
213.  Willie initiated 35 cases in the Floﬁda Supreme Cout.

“This Court has chosen to sanction pro se petitioners who have abused the judicial
process and otherwise misused this Court’s limited judicial resources by filing frivolous,
nonmeritorious, or otherwise inappropriate filings related to their convictions and
sentences. Such petitioners have been barred from initiating further proceedings in this
Court unless their pleadings, motions, or other requests for relief were filed under the
signature of a member of The Florida Bar in good standing. See, e.g., Steele v. State, 14
S0.3d 221 (Fla. 2009); Pettwav v. McNeil 987 So.2d 20 (Fla. 2008); Tate v. McNeil 983
S0.2d 502 (Fla. 2008). -

“It appearing that petitioner has abused the judicial process by filing numerous pro se
filings in this Court that are either meritless or not appropriate for this Court’s review, the
Court now takes action. Therefore, Willie A. Smith is hereby directed to show cause on
or before February 19, 2016, why he should not be barred from filing any pleadings,
motions, or other requests for relief in this Court related to Case Nos. 00-9986 and 00-
15615, unless such filings are signed by a member of The Florida Bar in good standing.
The petitioner is also directed to show cause why, pursuant to section 944.279(1), Florida
Statutes, a certified copy of the Court’s findings should not be forwarded to the
appropriate institution for disciplinary procedures pursuant to the rules of the Florida
Department of Corrections as provided in section 944.09, Florida Statutes.”

214.  McCray v. State, SC15-559 (Fla. 12/01/2015).

215. Martin Luther McCray is a prisoner.
216.  McCray has initiated 17 cases in the Florida Supreme Coutt.

“It appearing that Petitioner has abused the judicial process by filing numerous pro se
filings in this Court that are either meritless or not appropriate for this Court’s review, the .
Court now takes action. Therefore, Martin Luther McCray is hereby directed to show
cause on or before December 16, 2015, why he should not be barred from filing any
pleadings, motions, or other requests for relief in this Court related to Case No. 90-CF-
38756, unless such filings are signed by a member of The Florida Bar in good standing.
Petitioner is also directed to show cause why, pursuant to section 944.279(1), Florida
Statutes, a certified copy of the Court’s findings should not be forwarded to the
appropriate institution for disciplinary procedures pursuant to the rules of the Florida
Department of Corrections as provided in section 944.09, Florida Statutes.”

217. Green v. State, SC15-1473 (Fla. 11/16/2015).
218.  Tommy L. Green, Sr, is a prisoner. _

219. In four years, Tommy Green initiated 23 cases in the Florida Supreme Court.
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“This Court has chosen to sanction pro se petitioners who have abused the judicial
process and otherwise misused this Court’s limited judicial resources by filing frivolous,
nonmeritorious, or otherwise inappropriate filings related to their convictions and
sentences. Such petitioners have been barred from initiating further proceedings in this

- Court unless their pleadings, motions, or other requests for relief were filed under the
signature of a member of The Florida Bar in good standing. See e.g., Steele v. State, 14 '
So.3d 221 (Fla. 2009); Pettway v. McNeil, 987 So.2d 20 (Fla. 2008); Tate v. McNeil, 983
So0.2d 502 (Fla. 2008). o '

“It appearing that petitioner has abused the judicial process by filing numerous pro se
filings in this Court that are either meritless or not appropriate for this Court’s review, the
Court now takes action. Therefore, Tommy L. Green, Sr. is hereby directed to show'
cause on or before December 1, 2015, why he should not be barred from filing any

- pleadings, motions, or other requests for relief in this Court related directly or indirectly
to Case No. 201 1-CF-182, unless such filings are signed by a member of The Florida Bar -
in good standing. The petitioner is also directed to show cause why, pursuant to section
944.279(1), Florida Statutes, a certified copy of the Court’s findings should not be
forwarded to the appropriate institution for disciplinary procedures pursuant to the rules
of the Florida Department of Corrections as provided in section 944.09, Florida Statutes.”

220.  The Florida Bar v. Petrano, 153 So.3d 894, 39 Fla. L."Weekly S 769
(Fla. 12/18/2014).

221.  David Frank Petrano is not a pﬁsoner. He’s an attorney.

“This case came before the Court on The Florida Bar’s petition for interim probation of -
respondent David Frank Petrano. The Bar asserted facts and presented an affidavit that
clearly and convincingly established that restrictions on respondent’s privilege to practice
law are necessary for the protection of the public. After considering filings by the Bar and
Petrano, the Court issued an order imposing interim probation with restrictions on
Petrano. See Fla. Bar v. Petrano, 135 So.3d 290 (Fla. 2013). Due to Petrano’s constant
abusive filings in the Court regarding this ongoing case and other cases, the Court issued
an order on June 9, 2014, directing Petrano to show cause why this Court should not find
that you have abused the legal system process and impose upon you a sanction for
abusing the legal system, including, but not limited to directing the Clerk of this Court to
reject for filing any future pleadings, petitions, motions, letters, documents, or other
filings submitted to this Court by you unless signed by a member of The Florida Bar
other than yourself. ' FA IR ' '

“Fla. Bar v. Petrano, SC13-2004, (Fla. Jun. 9, 2014); R. Regulating Fla. Bar 3-7.17
(Vexatious Conduct and Limitation on Filings); see also Fla. R. App. P. 9.410(a)
(Sanctions; Court’s Motion); State v. Spencer, 751 So0.2d 47, 48 (Fla. 1999) (stating that a
court must first provide notice and an opportunity to respond before sanctioning a litigant
and prohibiting litigant from future pro se filings). Petrano has filed a response to the
Court’s order to show cause. He argues that all of his filings and proceedings were
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presented in good faith and that he is sincerely remorseful. However, in the response he
resumes making the same meritless arguments that he has presented to this Court :
- humerous times. After considering Petrano’s response, we conclude that it fails to show
cause why sanctions should not be imposed. We find that respondent has engaged in
vexatious conduct. See R. Regulating Fla. Bar 3-7.17 (* Vexatious conduct is conduct
that amounts to abuse of the bar disciplinary process by use of inappropriate, repetitive,

or frivolous actions or communications of any kind ditected at or concerning any -
participant or agency in the bar disciplinary process such as the complainant, the
respondent, a grievance committee member, the grievance.committee, the bar, the
referee, or the Supreme Court of Florida, or an agent, servant, employee, or
representative of these individuals or agencies.”).

“This Court has chosen to sanction pro se respondents who have abused the Jjudicial
process and otherwise misused this Court’s limited judicial resources by filing frivolous,
nonmeritorious, or otherwise inappropriate filings. Such respondents-have been barred
from further filings in this Court unless their pleadings, motions, or other requests for
relief were filed under the signature of a member of The Florida Bar in good standing

- other than the respondents. The Court has found that limitations on the abilities of such
respondents to submit any further filings in this Court were necessary to protect the
constitutional right of access of other litigants, in that it permitted this Court to devote its
finite resources to the consideration of legitimate claims filed by others. See Fla. Bar v.
Kivisto, 62 So0.3d 1137, 1139 (Fla. 201 1); Fla. Bar v. Thompson, 979 S0.2d 917, 918
(Fla. 2008); see also In re McDonald, 489 U.S. 180, 184, 109 S.Ct. 993, 103 L.Ed.2d 158
(1989) (noting that “ [e]very paper filed with the Clerk of this Court, no matter how
repetitious or frivolous, requires some portion of the institution’s limited resources™ ).

“Accordingly, the Clerk of this Court is hereby instructed to reject any future pleadings,

petitions, motions, documents, or other filings submitted by David Frank Petrano unless

such filings are signed solely by a member in good standing of The Florida Bar other than -
- Petrano. R. Regulating Fla. Bar 3-7.17(d). Counsel may file on Petrano’s behalf if

counsel determines that the proceeding may have merit and can be brought in good

faith.” :

222.  Aysisayh v. State, 135 So.3d 285 (Fla. 02/13/2014).
223. Waadew Aysisayh is a prisoner.
224. He was convicted of sexual baﬁéry and sentenced as a habitual offender on May

8, 1980. At some point, he was appafently érdered to file no pleadings unless signed by a

member of The Florida Bar.
E 225.  Williams v. Crews, 123 So3d 562 (Fla. 08/28/2013).

226. Donald Williams is a prisoner.
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227.  Inayear, Donald Willia_hgs 1n1tlated 9 cases in the Florida Supreme Court.

“This Court has,chosen to sanction pro se petitioners who have abused the judicial
process and otherwise misused this Court’s limited judicial resources by filing frivolous,
nonmeritorious, or otherwise inappropriqte_ filings related to their convictions and |
sentences. Such petitioners have been barred from initiating further proceedings in this
Court related to their convictions and sentences unless their pleadings, motions, or other
requests for relief were filed under the signature of a member of The Florida Bar in good
standing. See, e.g., Steele v. State, 14'S0.3d 221 (Fla .2009); Pettway v. McNeil, 987
S0.2d 20 (F1a.2008); Tate v. McNeil, 983 So0.2d 502 (F1a.2008); Rivera v. State, 728
S0.2d 1165 (Fla.1998). o ' :

“It appearing that petitioner has abused the judicial process by filing numerous pro se
filings in this Court that contain misrepresentations of fact, are meritless, or not
appropriate for this Court’s review, the Court now takes action. Therefore, the petitioner
is hereby directed to show cause on or before September 12, 2013, why he should not be
barred from filing any pleadings, motions, or other requests for relief in this Court related
to Case No. 02-37491-CF unless such filings are signed by a member of The Florida Bar-
in good standing. The petitioner is also directed to show cause why, pursuant to section
944.279(1), Florida Statutes, a certified copy of the Court’s findings should not be
forwarded to the appropriate institution for disciplinary procedures pursuant to the rules
of the Florida Department of Corrections as provided in section 944.09, Florida Statutes.”

228. Lockhart v. Crews, 134 So.3d 448 (Fla. 06/27/2013).

229. Jerome K. Lockhart a/k/a Gregory Tyrone Harris is a prisoner.
230.  Jerome K. Lockhart had initiated 27 cases in the Florida Supreme Court.

“This Court has chosen to sanction pro se petitioners who have abused the judicial
process and otherwise misused this Court’s limited judicial resources by filing frivolous,
non-meritorious, or otherwise inappropriate filings related to their convictions and _
sentences. Such petitioners have been barred from initiating further proceedings in this
Court related to their convictions and sentences unless their pleadings, motions, or other
requests for relief were filed under the signature of a member of The Florida Bar in good
standing. See, e.g., Steele v. State, 14 S0.3d 221 (Fla. 2009); Pettway v. McNeil, 987
S0.2d 20 (Fla. 2008); Tate v. McNeil; 983 So.2d 502 (Fla. 2008); Rivera v. State, 728
So.2d 1165 (Fla. 1998). - ; '

“It appearing that petitioner has abused the judicial process by filing numerous pro se
filings in this Court that are either meritless or not appropriate for this Court’s review, the
Court now takes action. Therefore, Jerome K. Lockhart A/K/A Gregory Tyrone Harris is -
hereby directed to show cause on or before July 17, 2013, why he should not be barred
from filing any pleadings, motions, or other requests for relief in this Court related to

Case No. 01-CF-019518 unless such filings are signed by a member of The Florida Bar in
good standing. The petitioner is also directed to show cause why, pursuant to section
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944.279(1), F lotida Statutes, acei‘t@ﬁéd;(:@y of the Court’s findings should not be
forwarded to the appropriate institution for disciplinary procedures pursuant to the rules
of the Florida Department of Corrections as provided in section 944.09, Florida Statutes.”

231, Edwards v. State, 96 So.3d 1154, 37 Fla. L. Weekly D2208
(Fla.App. Dist.3 09/12/2012). '
232, Douglas T. Edwards is a pﬁsﬁoner,’ , |
233. Edwards filed 13 cases_._‘ | |

“After carefully considering Edwards’ response to this court’s show cause order, see
State v. Spencer, 751 So.2d 47 (Fla.1999), and this court’s independent review of the
many pro se filings made by Edwards i this court arising out of lower tribunal case
number 94-21946, we conclude that Edwards has reached the point where enough is
enough. We therefore direct the Clerk of the Third District Court of Appeal to refuse to
accept for filing in this court any further appeals, pleadings, motions, petitions or other
papers relating to Edwards’ conviction and sentence in lower tribunal number 94-21 946,
unless they are filed and signed by a member of The Florida Bar in good standing.”

234. Hall v. State, 94 S0.3d 655, 37 Fla. L. Weekly D1871 (Fla.App.

Dist.1 08/08/2012).

- 235.  Wendall Hall is a prisoner.

“Appellant appeals the trial court’s order dismissing his “Petition for Writ of Habeas
Corpus” in which he asserted his convjictions of both burglary with battery and sexual
battery violated the prohibition against double jeopardy. Appellant contends the court
erred by dismissing the petition without conducting an evidentiary hearing. On the merits,
we affirm the trial court’s order in its entirety. We write only to address the frivolous
nature of this appeal and the grounds for directing that a certified copy of this opinion be
forwarded to the appropriate correctional institution, as provided by section 944.279,
Florida Statutes, which states: “ A prisoner who is found by a court to have brought a
frivolous ... claim, proceeding, or appeal in any court of this state ... is subject to
disciplinary procedures pursuantto the rules of the Department of Corrections.” §
944.279(1), Fla. Stat. In addition, we direct that Appellant be prohibited from filing any
additional pleadings in this court unless signed by a member of The Florida Bar.

We note that this is not Appellant’s first foray into this court on this case. He has filed a
total of seven appeals in this matter, three of which concerned the postconviction motions
addressed in the trial court’s order. Furthermore, our reéview of the docket shows that
Appellant has also filed twelve appeals with this court addressing his convictions for
crimes in another case. In virtually every instance, the appeal was, as here, filed pro

se. Appellant’s actions have thus absorbed an inordinate amount of judicial resources



with repeated motions and appeals that have in almost every instance proved meritless.
Such a waste of limited judicial resources serves no purpose other than to delay
resolution of meritorious claims brought by others.

“Even disregarding Appellant’s con't'-i_nual“'abuse of the judicial system, however, we are
authorized tosanction an abusive inmate litigant, regardless of his prior judicial
~ history. See, e.g., Johnson v. State, 44 S0.3d 198, 200 (Fla. 4th DCA 2010) (holding a
claim need not be repetitive to be frivolous or to be an abuse of the postconviction
process). U '
“Here, the trial court commendably took the time and effort to write an extensive order
explaining the reasons why Appellant’s petition was meritless. One of these reasons was
that Appellant had already filed a postconviction motion pursuant to Florida Rule of
Criminal Procedure 3.850, alleging the same double jeopardy ground upon which his
petition was based. That motion was dismissed as untimely, and this court affirmed that
order in Hall v. State, 67 S0.3d 203 (Fla. 1st DCA 201 D).

“As the trial court correctly found, Appellant could show no reason why he could not
have been aware of any alleged basis for a double jeopardy claim either at the time of his ‘
direct appeal of his conviction and sentence, or within the time allowed for filing a '
postconviction motion pursuant to rule 3.850. The court also explained that Appellant -
could not simply “select| ] a new title for his pleadings requesting postconviction relief”
in an effort to evade these time restrictions or the prohibition against successive and
untimely motions. “ Untimely post-conviction challenges, which do not establish an
exception to the two-year time limit, are abusive and sanctionable, and an appeal from the
denial of an untimely claim is frivolous when no arguable basis for an exception to the
time limitation exists.” Johnson, 44 So.3d at 200.

“We also agree with the trial court that “ [s]imply construing an alleged error as ¢
manifest injustice” does not relieve [Appellant] of the time bar contained in” rule

3.850. See Johnson, 44 So.3d at 200-01(“This post-conviction challenge was untimely,
and a petition for writ of habeas corpus may not be used as a substitute for a rulé 3.850
post-conviction motion. [Appellant’s] argument that the trial court failed to consider a
manifest injustice” exception in this case is entirely devoid of merit.” ) (citing Fla.
R.Crim. P. 3.850(h) and Baker v. State, 878 So.2d 1236, 1241 (Fla.2004)).

“Meritless inmate filings like this can result in the litigant’s loss of gain-time. Pursuant to
section 944.28(2)(a), Florida Statutes, “ [a]ll or any part of the gain-time earned by a
prisoner according to the provisions of law is subject to forfeiture if such prisoner ... is
found by a court to have brought a frivolous suit, action, claim, proceeding, or appeal in
any court....” : ‘ »

“This penalty is applicable to all of an inmate’s sentences. Section 944.28(2)(b) provides
that “ [a] prisoners right to earn gain-time during all or any part of the remainder of the
sentence or senfences under which he or she is imprisoned may be declared forfeited
because of the seriousness of a single instance of misconduct....” (Emphasis added.)
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“Thus, a prisoner who files a frivolous appeal such as the one here runs the risk of
impacting his gain-time not just as to the sentence applicable to the case in which the
frivolous pleading was filed, but qlSo as to any other sentences he may be serving.

Here, we know from our opinion in Hall v. State, 738 So.2d 374 (Fla. 1st DCA 1999),
that just six weeks after committing the heinous crimes addressed in this appeal, .
Appellant committed additional violent offenses, including two counts of sexual battery.

“The record reflects that these subsequent charges were addressed in lower court case
number 94-3077, and Appellant was sentenced for those charges prior to his sentence in
the instant case. The record also shows that Appellant’s sentence in the instant case was
to run consecutively to his sentence in case number 94-3077.

“In addition to referring this matter to the Department of Corrections, we prohibit
Appellant from filing any further pro se pleadings in this court. The trial court put
Appellant on notice that if he files any future pro se motions it finds to be frivolous or
repetitious, the court may issue an order to show cause why he should not be prohibited
from filing any further pro se pleadings. Considering all of the factors in this matter, and
after reviewing Appellant’s response to our order to show cause, we do not think such
patience is warranted here.

“Any pleadings or papers filed in this court regarding said convictions and sentence must
be reviewed and signed by an attorney licensed to practice in this state. Accordingly, the
clerk is directed not to accept any further pro se pleadings or filings from Appellant in
this matter. And because Appellant has abused the postconviction process and filed a
frivolous appeal in this court, we direct the clerk of this court to forward a certified copy
of this opinion to the appropriate institution for disciplinary procedures, which may
include forfeiture of gain-time. See § 944.28(2)(a), Fla. Stat. (2009). See Griffin v.

State, 962 So0.2d 1026, 1027-28 (Fla. 3rd DCA 2007) (prohibiting appellant from filing
further pro se pleadings after appellant filed repetitive pleadings making the same
argument, and sending a certified copy of the opinion to the Department of Corrections
pursuant to section 944.279, Florida Statutes, for consideration of sanctions pursuant to
section 944.28, Florida Statutes). '

“ AFFIRMED.”

236. Gentile v. State, 87 So0.3d 55, 37 Fla. L. Weekly D929 (Fla.App.
Dist.4 04/18/2012).

237. . Alfio Gentile is a prisoner.

“In 1999, petitioner bludgeoned his wife with a hammer while she lay in bed, inflicting
severe injuries to her head and face. The victim was in a coma for several days and
required various reconstructive surgeries. A jury convicted petitioner of attempted first-
degree murder with a deadly weapon, and the court sentenced him to life in prison. This
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court affirmed on direct app'eal._'Gem‘ﬂz"l_e@_r_v. State, 808 So.2d 225 (Fla. 4th DCA 2002)
(table). RPN ' L

“In numerous postconviction motions and petitions, petitioner has repeatedly raised the
same meritless claim, that his offense should not have been reclassified from a first-
degree felony to a life felony pursuant to section 775.087(1), Florida Statutes, because the
jury allegedly did not specifically find that he used a deadly weapon. This meritless claim
has been repeatedly rejected. Gentile v. State, 950 So.2d 1251 (Fla."4th DCA 2007)
(table); Gentile v. State, 965 So.2d 143 (Fla. 4th DCA 2007) (table); Gentile v. State, 7
S0.3d 1114 (Fla. 4th DCA 2009) (table); Gentile v. State, No. 4D09-934 (Fla. 4th DCA
Apr. 9,2009) (petition for writ of habeas corpus denied).

“Most recently, petitioner again raised the same issue in another habeas corpus petition
filed in this court in case number 4D09-5034. This court issued an order to show cause
why sanctions should not be imposed in that case. See State v. Spencer, 751 So.2d

47 (Fla.1999); Fla. R.Crim. P. 3.850(m). Following petitioner’s response, this court
declined to impose sanctions but explained to petitioner that his claim lacked merit. This
court cautioned him that sanctions would be imposed if he continued to raise this

claim. Gentile v. State, No. 4D09-5034 (Fla. 4th DCA Feb. 9, 2010) (February 9, 2010
order). ’ . : ‘

“In the instant case, petitioner has yet again raised the same claim. This court issued an
order to show cause pursuant to Spencer and Rule 3.85 0(m). In response, petitioner

maintains that his claim has merit because the jury on the verdict form did not
specifically find that a deadly weapon was used. :

“The jury convicted petitioner on a verdict form which reads: “Guilty of ATTEMPTED \
FIRST DEGREE MURDER, as charged in the information.” The information charged:
“ATTEMPTED FIRST DEGREE MURDER WITH A DEADLY WEAPON.” The
information alleged that petitioner attempted “ to commit First Degree Murder with a
Deadly Weapon” by striking the victim about the head with a hammer and/or blunt
object. The information alleged that petitioner carried, displayed, used, threatened to use,
or attempted to use “ a hammer and/or blunt object” and cited the deadly weapon
reclassification statute, section 775.087(1), Florida Statutes. :

“Petitioner maintains that the reclassification of section 775.087(1) should not have been
applied because of the lack of a specific jury finding on the verdict form that he used a
deadly weapon. He relies on Stare v. Tripp, 642 So.2d 728, 730 (Fla.1994), and State v.
Overfelt, 457 So.2d 1385 (Fla.1984). However, the Florida Supreme Court has clarified
‘that, although a specific finding in an interrogatory on the verdict form is preferable,
what Overfelt ultimately requires is a “clear jury finding.” State v. Iseley, 944 S0.2d 227,
231 (F1a.2006); Tucker v. State, 726 S0.2d 768, 771 (Fla.1999); State v. Hargrove, 694
So.2d 729, 731 (F1a.1997). ' Co o .

“[A]ll that is required for the applicéti_on of a reclassification or enhancement statute to an
offense is a clear jury finding of the facts necessary to the reclassification or enhancement
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“ either by (1) a specific question or special verdict form (which is the better practice), or

(2) the inclusion of a reference to [the fact necessary for reclassification] in identifying
the specific crime for which the defendant is found guilty.” /

“Sanders v. State, 944 S0.2d 203, 207 1. 2 (F1a.2006) (quoting Iseley, 944 So.2d at 231).

“In convicting petitioner as charged in the information, which specifically charged use of
a deadly weapon and a violation of section 775.087(1), the jury clearly found that he used
a deadly weapon. The offense was propetly reclassified under the circumstances of this
case. See Johnson v. State, 720 So.2d 232, 237 (F1a.1998). To be sure, petitioner acted
alone and no possibility exists that the jury convicted him under an accomplice liability
theory; the jury could not have found that someone other than petitioner himself
personally carried or used the deadly weapon. F urther, the only manner in which
petitioner was alleged to have attempted to murder the victim was through the use of a
deadly weapon. The “as charged” verdict unambiguously reflects the jury’s finding that a
deadly weapon was used and is sufficient to support the reclassification. See, e. g., Amos
v. State, 833 So.2d 841, 842-43 (Fla. 4th DCA 2002); Hunter v. State, 828 So.2d 1038,
1039 (Fla. 1st DCA 2002); Whitehead v. State, 446 S0.2d 194, 197 (Fla. 4th DCA

1984). See also Maglio v. State, 918 So.2d 369, 376 (Fla. 4th DCA 2005).

“Petitioner also contends that the reclassification violates Apprendi v. New Jersey, 530
U.S. 466, 120 S.Ct. 2348, 147 L.Ed.2d 435 (2000). As previously explained to petitioner,
any error in the jury’s failure to make a more specific finding is clearly harmless because

- of the overwhelming evidence that he used a deadly weapon. Galindez v. State, 955 So0.2d
517 (F1a.2007) (applying Washington v. Recuenco, 548 U.S. 212, 126 S.Ct. 2546, 165
L.Ed.2d 466 (2006)). In Galindez, the Florida Supreme Court recognized that the
suggestion in pre- Apprendi cases (like Overfelt and Tripp) that this type of error coul

not be harmless was superseded by Recuenco. Galindez, 955 So.2d at 523. '

“Petitioner’s unrelenting repetition of this meritless claim in successive postconviction
motions, and in various appeals and petitions filed in this court, is an abuse of procedure.
. The petition for writ of habeas corpus is dismissed. Baker v. State, 878 So0.2d 1236, 1243-
44 (Fl1a.2004); Fla. R.Crim. P. 3.850( 7).

“The Florida Supreme Court has repeatedly emphasized the need “for court-imposed
sanctions to preserve every citizen’s right to access to courts.” Hastings v. State, 79 So.3d

739, 742 (F1a.2011); Johnson v. Rundle, 59 So0.3d 1080, 1082 (Fla.2011); Steele v. -
State, 14 S0.3d 221, 223 (F1a.2009); Peterson v. State, 817 So.2d 838, 840 (Fla.2002).

Similarly, this court has cautioned that abuse of writ of habeas corpus and postconviction
relief procedures damages the remedy. McCutcheon v. State, 44 S0.3d 156, 161 (Fla. 4th
DCA 2010). c o ‘ :

“We conclude that appellant has'nbt/excused'his abusive and repetitive filing. We direct

the clerk of this court to no longer accept filings from petitioner relating to this criminal
case unless they ‘are signed by a member of The Florida Bar in good standing.”
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238. Walker v. Florida Par@__le,Cojﬂ 'n, 70 S0.3d 665, 36 Fla. L. Weekly
D1542 (Fla.App. Dist.1 07/18/2011).
239. Jeffrey Jerome Walker is a pfisdﬁef. :

“On October 16, 1997, the circuit court entered an order prohibiting Appellant from filing
documents on his own behalf without prepaying any fee, and directing the clerk of court
to reject any document filed by Appellant not accompanied with a filing fee or signed by
a member of The Florida Bar. o ' ’ '

“Since the sanction order was entered, Appellant has filed no fewer than 30 pleadings,
including approximately 19 appeals or petitions in this court. The current appeal before
this court stemmed from a petition for writ of habeas corpus filed pro se in 2004. The
circuit court dismissed the petition because it did not meet the requirements for habeas
relief and Appellant was not represented by counsel. Appellant appealed the dismissal,
and a lien was placed on Appellant’s prisoner trust account for the full amount of court
costs and fees because he was unable to prepay the costs. The lien was ratified by
separate order. This court affirmed the dismissal per curiam.

“Appellant then moved to recall the order imposing the lien, and moved for
reimbursement of $77.77 that was withdrawn from his trust account to satisfy a portion of
the lien. The circuit court struck Appellant’s motion and referred him to the Department
of Corrections for disciplinary action for failing to compl}(' with the 1997 sanctions order.

“It is well-settled that courts have the inherent authority and duty to limit abuses of
judicial process by pro se litigants.” Golden v. Buss, 60 So.3d 461 (Fla. 1st DCA

2011); see Jackson v. Fla. Dep’t of Corr., 790 So.2d 398, 400 (F1a.2001) (noting the
supreme court has inherent power to regulate and sanction a disruptive litigant);
McCutcheon v. State, 44 S0.3d'156, 162 (Fla. 4th DCA 2010) (concluding appellant’s
appeals were frivolous, malicious, and not filed in good faith; forwarding opinion to the
DOC for consideration of disciplinary procedures). ‘ :

“Appellant’s disregard for the judicial biocess is well documented. We find that

Appellant’s continued practice of filing pro se pleadings in violation of the circuit court’s

sanction order to be frivolous. Accordingly, we direct the clerk of this court to forward a

copy of this opinion to the appropriate institution for consideration of disciplinary

procedures. § 944.279(1), Fla. Stat.” - .

240. Neal v. State, 65 So.3d 66, 36 Flét.?L. Weekly D1200 (Fla.App.
Dist.1 06/08/2011). '

241. Kevin Leon Neal is a f)risoner;: :
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“This petition for writ of habéas corpus challenges judgment and sentence in Escambia
County case number 1995-2618-CFC3-01. Previously, petitioner Neal appealed six
orders denying postconviction relief with no relief granted by this court. In Neal v,
State, 11 So0.3d 359 (Fla. st DCA 2009), this court affirmed an order of the circuit court
which prohibited petitioner from filing future pro se pleadings unless signed by a member
of The Florida Bar. This court directed petitioner to show cause why sanctions should
not be imposed against him. Petitioner’s response to the show cause order does not
provide a legal basis to refrain from imposition of sanctions. Accordingly, Kevin Leon
Neal is hereby prohibited from filing future pro se pleadings with this court unless signed
by a member in good standing of The Florida Bar. See Stare v. Spencer, 751 So.2d 47

- (Fla.1999). Further, pursuant to section 944.279, Florida Statutes, we direct the clerk of
this court to forward a certified copy of this opinion to the appropriate facility in the .
Department of Corrections for possible disciplinary action against petitioner.” /

{,

242. James v. State, 17 So.3d 339, 34 Fla. L. Weekly D1685 (Fl‘a.App.

Dist.3 08/19/2009).

243.  Derrick G. James is a prisoner.

“On August 24, 1999, Derrick James was sentenced to twenty years in state prison as a
habitual felony offender and prison releasee reoffender for burglary of an unoccupied
dwelling and grand theft. Since then, he has peppered the trial court and this Court with
post-trial motions, petitions, or appeals, almost faster than we or the trial court could
respond. We today rule on his remaining petition for writ of mandamus and appeals
pending before this Court, and follow the lead of the trial court in prohibiting him from
filing further pleadings, petitions, motions, documents, or other filings in this Court
unless signed by a member of The Florida Bar in good standing.

“Proceeding in chronological order of their filing, we first consider a Petition for Writ of
Mandamus filed by James on December 20, 2007, our Case No. 3D07-3309, in which
James asks that we order the transcription of evidentiary hearings that occurred on
November 30, 2004, August 24, 2007, and September 25, 2007, for use by him in now
resolved proceedings that were pending in this Court under our consolidated Case Nos.
3D07-2791 and 3D07-2868. A painful and painstaking review of the record-James hardly
could have created a more inscrutable one with his multiple, piecemeal, duplicative, and -
sometimes unintelligible filings-reveals the only two transcripts that might have been
relevant to those consolidated cases were the August 24, 2007, and September 25, 2007
transcripts, both of which were transcribed and filed in the trial court before James filed
his petition, and ordered by the trial court, probably gratuitously, see Ridge v. Adams, 643
S0.2d 116, 117 (Fla. 5th DCA 1994) (“ While indigent convicts can get [ | free copies
and services for plenary appeal there is no provision in law to obtain them thereafter.” ),
to be provided to James in an order rendered on December 13, 2007, and served on James:
the next day. Moreover, the record does not reflect James raised any claim about the
sufficiency of the record at any time before we disposed of Case Nos. 3D07-2791 and
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3D07-2868. Accordingly, we consolidate Case No. 3D07-3309 with 3D08-119 and deny
this petition both on the merits and also on the basis it is now moot.

“We also have pending before us in this matter what James styled a Petition for
Certiorari, but which we treat as an appeal, filed in this Court on December 3 1, 2007,
Case No. 3D07-3356, which we previously consolidated into a subsequent appeal lodged
in this Court on January 18, 2008, our Case No. 3D08-119, of the same orders that are the
subject matter of the mandamus petition. By these proceedings, James seeks reversal of:
(1) an additional provision of the order rendered December 13,2007, which denied
James’ request for the transcription of the same November 30, 2004 evidentiary hearing
transcript, which is the subject of the Petition for Mandamus; and (2) the denial of a
Motion to Disqualify (certain) Judges, and an Emergency Motion to Disqualify All of the
Judges of the 11th and 17th Judicial Circuits. We affirm. '

“During the course of our consideration of James’ presently pending petitions and
appeals, we issued an order to James to show cauise why he should not be prohibited
from filing further pro se pleadings with this Court concerning these convictions.
Appellant responded he felt a bar on his further filing of pro se motions before this Court
was “not needed” because he “has filed (in good faith) every and all motions, petitions,
etc. that Appellant intends to file to this Honorable Court....” We fervently disagree with
James’ assertion that he has acted in good faith. We do conclude he has exhausted his
post-conviction remedies and certainly has exhausted us in the process. We also conclude
James has abused the judicial process by his multiple, duplicate filings, and filings within
filings.”®) As we have said on many occasions, *“ [a]ctivity of this type not only wastes
public resources, but also diminishes the ability of the courts to devote their finite
resources to the consideration of legitimate claims.” Hepburn v. State, 934 So.2d 515 ,
518 (Fla. 3d DCA 2005) (citing State v. Spencer, 751 So.2d 47, 48 (Fla.1999)).”

244. Florida Bar v. Thompson, 979 So.2d 917, 33 Fla. L. Weekly SZl6

(Fla. 03/20/2008).

245.  John Bruce Thompson is NOT a prisoner. He’s an attorriey.

“John Bruce Thompson currently has two Florida Bar disciplinary proceedings pending
against him, Florida Bar v. Thompson, Case No. SC07-80, and Florida Bar v.
Thompson, Case No. SC07-354. The Court is awaiting the referee’s report. By order
dated April 12, 2007, after submitting inappropriate and pornographic materials to this
Court, Thompson was specifically warned that should he continue to submit
inajtppropriate filings, this Court would consider imposing a sanction limiting Thompson’s
ability to submit further filings without the signature of an attorncy other than himself,
Since that order, Thompson has filed numerous additional filings which led this Court to
issue an order directing Thompson to show cause why we should not limit his filings or
otherwise impose sanctions upon him for submitting frivolous filings. We now sanction
Thompson. [ :
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“Thompson has submitted over fifty filings directly with this Court, all of which have
either been forwarded to the referee, dismissed, or.denied. Additionally, Thompson’s
most recent filings are repetitive, frivolous, and, like his earlier ones, insulting to the
Court. One of Thompson’s recent filings contains what Thompson refers to as a
“children’s picture book for adults” that rehashes his previous arguments in illustrated
form which he states was necessary due to “the Court’s inability to comprehend” his
arguments. Between the text of the motion, Thompson pasted images depicting swastikas
kangaroos in court, a reproduced dollar bill, cartoon squirrels, Paul Simon, Paul
Newman, Ray Charles, a handprint with the word “SLAP!” written under it, Bar
Governor Benedict P. Kuehne, a baby, Ed Bradley, Jack Nicholson, Justice Clarence
Thomas, Julius Caesar, monkeys, and a house of cards, and the motion concludes with a
photograph of the cover of Thompson’s book, Qut of Harm’s Way.

b

“During the Bar’s investigatory process, in 7} hompson v. Florida Bar, 939 So.2d

1061 (Fla. 2006)(Case No. SC06-1113), Thompson filed a petition for writ of mandamus,
one motion, thirteen notices of filing, six supplements to the petition (two of which were
filed after the Court’s disposition order), and a “response” to the Court’s disposition
order. Further, Thompson engaged, to the point of abuse, as he has done in the instant
proceedings, in a relentless and frivolous pursuit for vindication of his claim that he is
being victimized by The Florida Bar. Case No. SC06-1113 was dismissed for lack of
jurisdiction in part and denied in part.

“Rather than filing a single response to this Court’s show cause order or seeking leave to.
file supplemental responses, Thompson has filed, almost daily, multiple responses,
petitions, and motions. In one of these filings, he references the “children’s picture book
for adults” and reiterates that he “sent a pleading chocked full of pictures to illustrate his
verbal points, since the Court seemed unable to grasp the words.” Thompson argues that
no rule of procedure prohibits visual depictions in pleadings. Indeed, in this string of
responses, he includes a visual depiction of John Hancock “who is reputed to have signed
his name on the [Declaration of Independence] so that King George could read it without
his spectacles.” Thompson misses the point. In addition to insulting the Court’s dignity,
the picture-laden motion was admittedly repetitive of claims that had previously been
raised, and Thompson had already been advised that he should wait to raise these claims
on review of the referee’s report. - '

) A
“Thompson’s multiple responses are rambling, argumentative, and contemptuous. He
states that he “deeply appreciates™ the show cause order and then argues that the Court is
retaliating against him for embarrassing it and “pointing out some inconvenient truths”
regarding itself and The Florida Bar. Further, he contends that the Bar will likely
investigate any lawyer Thompson selects to represent him. Also, Thompson argues that
he has only been trying to get the disciplinary proceedings “back on track” and the Court
is attempting to “yank” his license before the referee’s report is filed. Thompson asserts
that he has rightfully sought relief by way of petitions for writs of mandamus and
prohibition and questions whether the Court even knows that these writs exist. In another
“response,” Thompson attaches a letter he sent to the Senate Judiciary Committee
requesting it to scrutinize this. Court’s budget for allegedly failing to oversee the Bar.
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Thompson additionally claims, without elaboration, that he “is not frivolous and this
[Clourt knows it,” the Court is ignoring him, and no court can deny a citizen access to
courts. In the conclusion to his latest response, Thompson states, “This Court has been
foolish indeed. It’s [sic] bizarre, idiotic show cause order indicates that it is not done
being foolish. Fine. Enter the order you want. Make my day.”

“Taken cumulatively, Thompson’s filings fail to show good cause why sanctions should
not be imposed. Indeed, as noted above, he challenges the Court to impose sanctions.
While Thompson generally complains that the Court is retaliating against him for
uncovering certain alleged truths regarding itself and the Bar, we have not turned a blind
eye to his claims. We have simply attempted to follow well-settled procedures designed
to allow a fair and orderly determination of the proceedings. In his pleadings, Thompson
makes vague assertions based on questionable facts and authority; often, this Court is an
inappropriate forum to raise such claims in the first instance. Thompson demonstrates his
ignorance as to the rules.of procedure, forum selection, and timing by making the
following statement: “This Court could not be bothered to look at these issues before the
referee issues her report.” (Emphasis in original.) In sanctioning Thompson, we are
requiring him to retain qualified counsel so that his arguments might be properly
presented through the appropriate procedures in the appropriate forum. We do not limit
such counsel’s ability to challenge the referee’s findings and recommendations on
review. What we cannot tolerate, however, is Thompson’s continued inability to maintain
a minimum standard of decorum and respect for the judicial system to which all litigants,
and especially attorneys, must adhere. ‘

“Although Thompson argues that no court can deny a citizen access to courts, both this
Court and the United States Supreme Court have, when deemed necessary, exercised the
inherent judicial authority to sanction an abusive litigant. See, e.g., Martin v. District of
Columbia Court of Appeals, 506 U.S. 1, 113 S.Ct. 397, 121 L.Ed.2d 305 (1992); In re
Sindram, 498 U.S. 177, 111 S.Ct. 596, 112 L.Ed.2d 599 (1991); In re McDonald, 489
U.S. 180, 109 S.Ct. 993, 103 L.Ed.2d 158 (1989); Hamilton v. State, 945 So0.2d

1121 (Fla. 2006); May v. Barthet, 934 So.2d 1184 (Fla. 2006); Sibley v. Florida Judicial
Qualifications Comm’n, 973 S0.2d 425 (Fla. 2006); Armstead v. State, 817 So.2d

841 (Fla. 2002); Peterson v. State, 817 S0.2d 838 (Fla. 2002); Jackson v. Fla. Dep’t of
Corr., 790 So0.2d 398 (Fla. 2001); Rivera v. State, 728 S0.2d 1165 (Fla. 1998); Attwood v.
Singletary, 661 S0.2d 1216 (Fla. 1995). One justification for such a sanction lies in the
protection of the rights of others to timely.review of their legitimate filings. See

Martin, 506 U.S. at 3, 113 S.Ct. 397 (imposing sanction where petitioner’s filings for
certiorari review had a deleterious‘effec; on the Court’s fair allocation of judicial .
resources); Sibley, 973 So.2d at 426. As noted by the United States Supreme Court,
“[e]very paper filed with the Clerk of this Court, no matter how repetitious or frivolous,

requires some portion of the institution’s limited resources. A part of the Court’s
responsibility is to see that these resources are allocated in a way that promotes the
interests of justice.” In re McDonald, 489 U.S. at 184, 109 S.Ct. 993.

“In Tasse v. Simpson, 842 So0.2d 793 (Fla. 2003), we denied a petition for writ of
mandamus that contained scandalous and obscene language and ordered the petitioner,
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Tasse, to show cause why he should not be sanctioned for his abusive language. Id. at
795. Among other things, Tasse referred to a trial judge as a “nazi,” a “motherf***er,”
and an “imbecile.” /d. In response, Tasse only further flaunted his disregard for the
Court. /d. at 796. Finding that it was not the first time the petitioner had filed scandalous . -
pleadings, we directed our Clerk of Court to accept no pleading for filing from Tasse
unless that pleading was submitted and signed by a member of The Florida Bar in good
standing representing Tasse. Id. at 797. In doing so, we stated:

“This Court cannot allow its judicial processes to be misused by Tasse to malign and
insult those persons and institutions which have been unfortunate enough to come in
contact with Tasse. Tasse has litigated the matters he raised in his petition repeatedly, and
this is not the first time Tasse has filed scandalous pleadings in this Court. This Court has
the authority and the duty to prevent the misuse and abuse of the Jjudicial system. It is
clear that Tasse is unable to maintain the bare minimum standard of decorum and respect
for the judicial system that all litigants must have when filing court pleadings and seeking
court rulings. Since Tasse cannot meet that standard and cannot conduct himself with that
basic level of decency, we are forced to forbid Tasse from filing any further pro se
pleadings in this Court.” ‘

246. Jean v. State, 906 So.2d 1055, 30 Fla. L. Weekly S509 (Fla.
- 06/30/2005).

247.  George Jean is a prisoner.

“Petitioner, George Jean, filed a petition for a writ of mandamus in this Court. By order
of this Court dated November 9, 2004, the petition was transferred to the Circuit Court
for the Second Judicial Circuit, in and for Leon County, Florida, pursuant to Harvard v.
Singletary, 733 So0.2d 1020 (Fla.1999)..The order noted that this case was the fifteenth
case initiated by petitioner, pro se, since August 1997, and ordered petitioner to show
cause why he should not be sanctioned for his litigiousness.

“Petitioner’s previous filings addressed his 1997 conviction and sentence, as well as
claims challenging his conditions of confinement. Eight of petitioner’s cases were habeas
corpus proceedings in which he was not granted relief by this Court. See Jean v. State,
No. SC02-486 (Fla. Jun. 5, 2002) (transferring case to a lower tribunal); Jean v. Moore
No. SC01-2699 (Fla. Dec. 12, 2001) (same); Jean v. Moore, No. SC01-2060 (Fla. Oct. 1,
2001) (same); Jean v. State, 821 So.2d 296 (Fla. May 30, 2002) (No. SCO01-1536)
(dismissing claim for relief against United States Immigration and Naturalization Service
and United States Immigration Court for lack of juﬁisdiction, and transferring remainder
of case to a lower tribunal); George v. State, No. 95273 (Fla. May 20, 1999) (dismissing
case for lack of jurisdiction to the extent petitioner was seeking review of a district court

- decision, and transferring remainder of case to a lower tribunal); George v. Singletary,
No. 93279 (Fla. Nov. 9, 1998) (transferring case to a lower tribunal); Geneus v. Cochran,
No. 91637 (Fla. Nov. 19, 1997) (same); George v. Cochran, 699 So.2d 1373 (Fla. Sept.
12, 1997) (No. 91205) (denying petition without elaboration).
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“Four of petitioner’s cases wérediscretionary review proceedings in which this Court
either dismissed the case for lack of jurisdiction, or dismissed the case as a sanction based
on petitioner’s failure to file a proper jurisdictional brief in accordance with numerous
orders of this Court. See Jean v. Crosby, 838 So0.2d 558 (Fla. Feb.5, 2003) (No. SC03-
189) (dismissed for lack of jurisdiction); George v. State, 814 So0.2d 439 (Fla. Feb.7,
2002) (No. SC02-269) (same); George'v. State, 729 S0.2d 917 (Fla. Mar.25, 1999) (No.
95131) (same); Jean v. State, 888 So.2d 18 (Fla. Oct.4, 2004) (No. SC03-190) (dismissed
as sanction). ‘ T

“One of petitioner’s cases was an appeal in which this Court lacked jurisdiction. See Jean
v. State, No. SC02-1237 (Fla. Jun. 6, 2002) (transferring appeal to district court). Another
case was a mandamus proceeding seeking reinstatement of a case dismissed by a district’
court. See Jean v. Charlotte Correctional Institution, No. SC04-743 (Fla. Dec.6, 2004).

“This Court also noted that the number of pleadings filed by petitioner in the fifteen cases
in this Court totaled 119. Because the docketing and processing of each of these )
pleadings consumed a great deal of this Court’s finite resources (mostly due to the
incomprehensible nature of most of those filings), we found that a limitation on
petitioner’s ability to initiate any further pro se proceedings in this Court may be
necessary. This limitation would allow us to further the constitutional right of access of
other litigants in that it would permit this Court to devote its finite resources to the
consideration of legitimate claims filed by others. See In re McDonald, 489 U.S. 180,
184,109 S.Ct. 993, 103 L.Ed.2d 158 (1989) (noting that “[e]very paper filed with the
Clerk of this Court, no matter how repetitious or frivolous, requires some portion of the
institution’s limited resources”). Accordingly, in the November 9, 2004, transfer order,
petitioner was directed to show cause why this Court should not impose upon him a
sanction for his litigiousness, such as directing the clerk of this Court to reject for filing
any future pleadings, petitions, motions, documents, or other filings submitted by him
unless signed by a member of The Florida Bar.” ‘

248. Hastings v. Krischer, 840 So.2df267, 28 Fla. L. Weekly D156
(Fla.App. Dist.4 01/02/2003). o

249. Jeffrey R. Hastings is a pfiséhér.

“In L.T. Case No. 79-3126, Petitioner was charged by indictment with six counts of first
degree murder and three counts of attempted first degree murder, all alleged to have
occurred on August 13, 1979, in connection with the alleged dumping overboard of nine
Haitian‘s during a smuggling operation from the Bahamas to Florida. A jury convicted
him in 1980 of six counts of manslaughter and three counts of simple assault, all lesser
included offenses. Petitioner was determined to be a habitual offender and was sentenced
to thirty years for each manslaughter, the sentences to be served consecutively, for a total
sentence of 180 years. T ‘
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“After due consideration, we conclude that Petitioner should be barred from any further
‘pro se filings in this court, either an appeal or an original petition, raising the same issues
as previously raised in any prior petition or appeal, as his repetitive duplicative filings
have impeded this court’s ability to devote its resources to the consideration of legitimate
claims. We hereby prohibit Petitioner from filing any petition or appeal that raises such -~
issues in this court unless such filing is signed by a member of The Florida Bar. If
Petitioner violates this prohibition, he will face sanctions. See Prince v. State, 719 So.2d
346 (Fla. 4th DCA 1998), review denied, 732 S0.2d 328 (Fla. 1999).”

250. Jenkins v. State, 756 Sq'.Z,d 1 119, 25 Fla. L. Weekly D1138

(Fla.App. Dist.1 05/10/2000).

251.  Darrell Lamont Jenkins is a prisoner.

“On March 1, 2000, this court issued an order which identified 21 cases, including this

one, which had been initiated by Darrell Lamont Jenkins in this court in calendar year
1999.

“Upon consideration of the above, this court finds that the abusive litigation of Darrell
Lamont Jenkins has substantially interfered with the orderly process of judicial

- administration. For that reason, appellant shall show cause within ten days of date of this
order why he should not be prohibited from appearing before this court in proper person
as an appellant in this case or as an appellant or petitioner in any future case. See State v.
Spencer, 751 So.2d 47 (Fla. 1999); Attwood v. Eighth Circuit Court, 667 So.2d 356 (Fla.
1st DCA 1995); Peterson v. State, 530 So.2d 424 (Fla. 1st DCA 1988).

“Jenkins did not respond to the show cause order. In fact, much of the mail sent to Mr.
Jenkins by this court, possibly including the order to show cause, has been returned

“because he refused it. We find appellant’s pro se activities have substantially interfered

\ with the orderly process of judicial administration in this court. In the exercise of our
inherent power to prevent abuse of court procedure, it is hereby ordered that Darrell
Lamont Jenkins, in proper person, is henceforth prohibited from filing any document in
this court on his own behalf, in this or any other case, as appellant or petitioner. The clerk
of this court is directed to refuse and return any document filed by or on behalf of M.
Jenkins unless signed by a member of The Florida Bar. Appellant shall have 30 days
from date of this order to secure the services of counsel, who shall file a notice of
appearance, in this and any other active case before this court where Mr. Jenkins is
currently representing himself. Any case in which such a notice is not timely filed will be

. dismissed by order of this court.” ‘ '

252. Harvey v. State, 734 So.2d 1'1_-’_79, 24 Fla. L. Weekly D1448

(Fla.App. Dist.3 06/23/1999).
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 ,'253. Emory Harvey is a prlsoner |

“We have carefully reviewed the his ry of this case and found the following: The record
.. reflects that this defendant has filed six prior post conviction motions, three regarding
~ case number 77-25205 and three regarding case numbers 90-18417 and 90-19890. All of
these motions have been denied bythe trial court and affirmed by this court on appeal. -

- “The defendant is abusing the judicial process by filing successive motions that attempt
to litigate issues that were, could or should have been raised in prior procéedings. Those
claims which are not repetitive are completely baseless. The Florida Supreme Court has
recently recognized that “[t]he resources of our court system are finite and must be ‘

- reserved for the resolution of genuine disputes.” Rivera, 728 So.2d at 1166. In this light,
we direct the clerk of this court to reject any further pro se appeals; petitions or motions
from Emory Harvey regarding the convictions and sentences imposed in lower case
numbers. 77-25205, 90-18417 and 90-19890, unless such pleadings are signed by an
attorney. See Duncan v. State, 728 So.2d 1237 (Fla. 3d DCA 1999); Hall v. State, 690
So:2d 754 (Fla. 5th DCA 1997), review denied, 705 So.2d 570 (F1a.1998); Dennis v.

State, 685 S0.2d 1373, 1375 (Fla. 3d DCA 1996)."

i “Wé also advise the defendant that a prisonef who is found by a court to have bfought a
frivolous suit, action, claim, proceeding or appeal in any court is subject to the forfeiture’

- of all orany part of his or her accumulated gain time. See § 944.28(2)(a), Fla. Stat. ~ ~

. (1997); Duncan; Gorge v. State, 712 S0.2d 440, 440 n. 1 (Fla. 3d DCA 1998); O’Brien v. |
State, 689 So.2d 336, 337 (Fla. 5th DCA), review denied, 697 S0.2d 511 (Fla.1997).>

254.  Hudson v. State, 95 S0.3d 413, 37 Fla. L. Weekly D1876 (Fla.App.
Dist.4 08/08/2012). |
255 » Leroy Hudson is a prisoner.

 “Leroy Hudson appeais'\the denial of his rule 3.800(a)’motion, as well as the trial court’s
order prohibiting him from filing future pro se pleadings unless signed by a member of
The Florida Bar. We sua sponte consolidate the cases for review and affirm both orders.

“The trial court properly rejected Hudson’s rule 3.800(a) motion as an abusive and
- successive challenge to his conviction. In doing so, the trial court did not abuse its -

discretion when it issued the sanction order barring further pro se filings from |
Hucfson. See Fla. R.Crim. P. 3.850(m). The court’s order denying Hudson’s rule 3.800(a)

- motion provided Hudson with notice of the court’s intent to impose sanctions and an -

- opportunity to be heard. T .
“Additionally, we caution Hudson that filing future frivolous appeals or petitions
involving successive post-conviction or other collateral challenges to his adjudication

~ and/or sentence may result in Sanctijdps"froni ft_his_court as well, including an order barring
pro se pleadings or other ﬁlings’ii:nd_e_r State v. Spencer, 751 So0.2d 47 (F1a.1999), and/or
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referral to prison officials for consuierat on of d1sc1p11nary procedures which may 1nc1ude
loss of gain time. See §§ 944. 27" 1), 94 4'28(2)(21) Fla. Stat. (2011).”

256 Mason v. State, 973 So 2d 61'8} 33 Fla. L Weekly D305 (Fla App

Dlst 3 01/23/2008)

257. - Javon Mason is a prisoner.

“Javon Mason, pro se, appeals- tiiiib orders denying post-conviction relief in six lower
‘tribunal cases that culmlnated in'a 1999 sentencmg This is the tenth proceedmg brought |
in this Court by him or on his behalf ansmg from those cases.

“Finding no error in either of the ruhngs below we afﬁrm each of them. Because Mason
did not respond to the show cause order of October 25, 2007 relating to his successive
and unsuccessful petitions and appeals, we take the further step of directing the clerk-of
- this Court to reject for filing any further notices of appeal, motions, or petitions for post-
conviction or extraordinary relief arising out of any or all of the captioned circuit court
. case numbers unless such pleadings are signed by a member of The Flor1da Bar See
" Walker v. State, 814 So.2d 516, 517 (Fla. 3d DCA 2002).”

_ 258 Attwood V. Smgletaiy, 661 So.2d 1216 20 Fla. L. Weekly S597 (Fla.

10/26/1995).

\

| 259, . Here’s what the Suprerne,Court'of Florida said about inmate ‘At‘tWOOd: |

- “Including this petition, Attwood has no less than fourteen petitions pending before this
‘Court. This Court has determined that all of Attwood’s other pending petitions are ‘
w1thout merit and we have directed our Clerk to issue orders, ‘contemporaneous with the '
1ssuance of this decision, denymg them leewrse we ﬁnd thls petltlon to be without
merrt

“Attwood has not only burdened this Court, but also he has inundated other courts of this
* state, both trial and appellate, with frivolous petitions and appeals. Attwood has filed
more than a hundred frivolous petitions and appeals in the appellate courts of this state in
the past year. Attwood’s proclivity for flooding the courts of this state with frivolous
petitions and appeals cannot go unabated. The resources of our court system are ﬁnlte
~ and must be reserved for the resolutlon of genurne dlsputes

“Attwood has filed no less than forty ﬁve cases with th1s Court in the past year.

" Moreover, Attwood has deluged our Clerk’s office with incomprehensible

~ correspondence. In fact, in the week followmg the i issuance of this Court’s order to show
cause, our Clerk’s office has continued to receive petitions and correspondence
from Attwood. We find that Attwood’s pro se activities before this Court have -



o substantlally interfered w1th the orderly process of Jud1cral administration, and we
therefore exercrse our 1nherent authonty to prevent abuse of the judicial system.

- “This order should not be cons as drrmnutron of our support for the prmcrple of.
- free access to the courts. To the contrary, »
permits us to devote our finite resources to the cons1derat10n of legrtrmate claims of

- persons who have not abused the process SR :

260. NOW; let’s compare AttwoOd.and -Wind_sor._ .
. 26‘1. | Attwood is,a pr1sonerW1ndsor hasnever been an ,inm'ate inF lorida;or 1n any
| prison.ﬁ | ' | - ol -
262. Attvyood had filed- petrtlons Wlth no merrt in Florlda Wlndsor has never ﬁled a .
petition without merlt in Florida or anywhere else ‘ o
263. Attwood had 14 petitions pending before the Supreme Court of Florida. Windsor '
has none. : | o | | ‘ o |
' 264_. Wrndsor has four cases in Lake County Florida. He had a fifth, but Wlndsor .
prevalled and the case was d1sm1ssed The three other cases in Lake County, F londa are Trlal
'De Novo Appeals that he was ordered to file by the Florlda Department of Busmess and |
' » Profess1onal Regulatlon Wmdsor wrll win all of those appeals 1f there is any Justlce in th1s -
World. | . | ik | |
265. 'Windsor’s only other ease is‘»a- personal injury- case ﬁled ‘by the Law kOf.ﬁce of Dan
| Newhn after Wmdsor was hit by an 18-whee1er at’7 O-mrles-per—hour on May 5 2017 He was
| dlsabled and llves in oonstant pam He is qulokly losrng the ab111ty to walk. The case keeps

gettlng delayed through no fault of Wrndsor It appears it w1ll be at least ﬁve years from the date

of the accrdent before 1t goes to tr1a1 & ‘ :
266. - Attwood burdened the Court Wmdsor has never burdened the Supreme Court of

the State of Florlda and Wlndsor has never done nothrng 1mproper to burden this court

his order furthers the right of access because it |



267 Please note: There 1sn t a'word 1n.any of the ﬁve orders of th1s Court that is |

: drsparagmg about the Plaintiff and hrs ﬁlmgs.r /

268‘. - There is nothrng in the Court re ord to rndrcate Wlndsor had ever filed anythrng
 frivolous. Wlndsor never vrolated a rule The Defendant ﬁled many frrvolous pleadings and
vrolated more rules than Wlndsor cares to try to count rrght now | il

269. ' Accordmg to the Supreme Court of Florrda Attwood had 1nundated other courts
. of this state both tr1a1 and appellate Wrth fnvolous petrtrons and appeals Attwood has filed
" more than a hundred frlvolous pet1t10ns and appeals in the appellate courts of thls state in the -
past year Wrndsor has never ﬁled a frlvolous petrtlon or appeal -and there are no such ﬁndmgs
~in Florida. o / G : | g ,. | :

2 : : ; The Supreme Court of F lorrda sald Attwood’s proclrv1ty for ﬂoodmg the courts of _ |
: th1s state w1th fr1volous pet1t1ons and appeals cannot go unabated. The Supreme Court of F lor1da . .‘
| 'sard “The resources of our court system are ﬁmte and must be reserved for the resolutlon of
genume d1sputes ”? Wmdsor has never ﬂooded the courts of this state with anythmg frlvolous
The only reason he has had fo ﬁle thmgs 1n hrs cases is'the drshonesty of the Defendants the1r \
attorneys and the Judges T | | | /

5‘27.:1'. Attwood filed ‘no less than forty ﬁve cases Wrth the Supreme Court of Florrda in
the year ‘before the order in that case. Wlndsor has ﬁled none.

,'272'.,’ : Attwood reportedly deluged the Clerk’s ofﬁce wrth 1ncomprehensrble

correspondence Wmdsor is probably more mtelhgent than most of the Judges and attomeys in

his cases. He isa publrshed author and was CEO Presrdent or Publrsher of over. 100 magazmes

in hrs career as a magazine publisher and event producer Wrndsor was Presrdent ofa Goldman



Sachs company and CEO of a Bain Caplt pany (Mitt Romney). Windsor has never ﬁladv -

anything inCOfnprehensible. :

- 273 | Thei Supf_éme Court ofFlondafoundthat Attwood’s pr'oée activities beforé the :

Court substantially interfered with theorderly processofjudlclal adiniﬁiStration, and the Court
' exerciéed _thejr inyher_entr authorltytoprevent abuse of the j udiCiél sysfem.. W_indsof Has i’nterferred
with nothjng. But thé decisi‘on of the SupremeCourtof Flbfida seemsprop‘er, if the allegations
in the o‘pivﬁion‘aré tfue. " o ., - P | ‘ y

274, Attwood v, Eighth Circuit Court, Union County, 667 So.2d 356, 20
Fla. L. Weekly.l_)zsos (Fla.App. Dist.1 11/09/1995).

275. TheCowrtsaid:

’ “Siﬁce January 1, 1995, Robert Attwood, in proper person, has filed seventeen appeals or
petitions in this court. The court has yet to grant Mr. Attwood relief on the merits in any -
- of those cases. Four of the cases were voluntarily dismissed. Three cases were dismissed
~ either for lack of jurisdiction or as a sanction for fajlure to-comply with the court’s orders
~or the applicable rules of appellate procedure. In two cases, petitions for mandamus were
*denied for lack of merit. The remaining cases are at various stages of the appellate '

- process, but none is yet ready for assignment.

“In each case, Mr. Attwood has filed numerous frivolous motions. Most of his pleadings
and motions are simply incomprehensible. An inordinate amount of judicial and court -
staff time and resources has been spent dealing with the. cases due to M. Attwood’s -
profound lack of understanding of the court system in general, and of the appellate -
system in particular. I As a result, this court issued an order directing Mr. Attwood to
show cause why he should not be prohibited from appeating in proper person in this
‘court in this and any other case and, instead, required to appear only through counsel.

“The clerk’s office receives mail from him on almost a daily basis. Most of the
handwritten pleadings are incomprehensible; either because they are illegible or because
they make no sense. Almost all are totally frivolous. &/ He files numerous copies of the
- same pleading in different cases. He cannot (or will not) place the proper case number on
pleadings, resulting in the clerk’s office having to try to sort out which pleadings are
intended for which case. ! He seldom has a proper certificate of service. ' .
“We find that Mr. ‘Attwood’s pro se activities before this court have substantially _
. interfered with the orderly process of judicial administration in this court. ... The Clerk of
~ the Court is directed to refuse any document filed by Mr: Attwood unless signed by a -




member of The Florida BarTheCIerk is:ﬁ,élilfsq'id;irvec‘ted to enter, forthwith, in each of Mr.
- Attwood’s pending cases which is ‘et mature an order affording Mr. Attwood thirty ‘
days within which to file and serve a notice of appearance of counsel. Any case in which

a notice of appearance is not 'timely'ﬁ._léd?Shalvlvbe dismissed by the Clerk.”
276. This case is not applicéﬁlé tot ) emstant fcase. fhere are no’ comparisons between
Attwood and Windsor. ; s A . | |
277, Fails v. Jones, SC17-327 (Fla. 03/202017).
278, Anthony J. Fails is a prlsoner R R |
279.  The Supreme Court sa1d |
“Since 2008, petitioner has ihifi‘éte‘d;tw-enty.-six ovtvher'vca’ses in tﬁis Court. -

- “Anthony J. Fails is hereby directed to show cause on’or before April 10, 2017, why he
. should not be barred from filing any pleadings, motions, or other requests for relief in this
- Court related to Case No. 04-CF-337A, unless such filings are signed by a member of
‘The Florida Bar in good standing. The petitioner is also directed to show cause why,
- pursuant to section 944279(1), Florida Statutes, a certified copy of the Court’s findings -
- should not be forwarded to the appropriate institution for disciplinary procedures |
 pursuant to the rulés of the Florida D'epartment of Corrections as provided in section

94409, Florida Statutes.”
280. Windsér has never filed a frﬁoionis or meritless reéuest'for réiie.f. -Wiﬁdso’r has &
L notyet'ﬁled fanything';wit}i the Floridé Supre@e 'Court. : | ‘ | | | | _
281, Attwood v State ex rél, Elorida Dept. of Cofreciions, 660 So.2d 358,‘
20 Fla. L. Weekly D2101 (Fla,App. ,D'ist._zi 09/13/1995), |
282.  Robert Attwood is apfisgjné?; o G
‘;In the ﬁfst half of 1995 alo‘n‘e'," appellant/petltloner TRob,ert Attwood has filed 31 \api)eais
~ and petitions in this court, pro s;:,-"withéuj:_ paying a filing fee because he claims he is
~ indigent. e SR
| “Plaintiff adinitted fhat in the tW(:)‘ yee;rs' Aprécécbling» the hearing he had ﬁled severall

 thousand internal grievances in the Florida prison system, and that he filed about 200 in.
the 60 days preceding the hearing. Plaintiff admitted mailing “pounds of mail a week” to

the courts, and was provided almost 5,000 free copies of documents in August, 1993
alone. - e NS N e k BN '



j

- “The magistrate found that plaintiff’s medical care claims were “trumped up by plaintiff
with malicioiis purpose, tovhara_ss".t: 10se whose 'respons_ibility it is to carry out his prison B
sentence.” The magistrate further found that Attwood’s affidavits of indigency were
deliberately false. . DRI o S S R : :

“Appellant/petitioner has failed to show cause why we should not deny him the -
indigency status which has allowed him to file these re'petitive/ meritless pleadings. As a
 sanction, we order that appellant/petitioner shall forthwith be denied indigent status for
the filing of appeals or petitions for extraordinary relief. The clerk is directed to refuse
“any such notice of appeal or petition for filing unless accompanied by the proper filing

- fee or submitted and signed by a member of the Florida Bar. This order shall not apply to

... control.

any criminal appeal filed by Robert Attwood which directly concerns ajudgment and
sentence.” B . T T L _

283.  Steele v. State, 14 S0.3d 221 (Fla. 2009).
}' 284. - thathan R. Steele is a prisopér.' _

- “Jonathan R. Steele, an inmate in state custody, filed a pro se petition for writ of -
mandamus. For several years, Steele has been unsuccessfully attempting to collaterally
attack his conviction and the sentence imposed by the Circuit Court of the Ninth Judicial
~ Circuit in and for Orange County, Florida, in State v. Steele, Case No. CR96-CF-3 036. In

- June 1996, Steele was convicted of second-degree murder and sentenced to seventeen
years and six months of imprisonment, to be followed by twenty years under community -

“Since Steele’s conviction and sentence became final, he has filed numerous petitions in
* this and other courts. The Fifth District Court of Appeal has previously barred Steele

. from filing any petitions for extraordinary writ relief related to his conviction and
sentence unless such requests for relief are signed by a member in good standing

‘of The Florida Bar. See Steele v. State, 989 So0.2d 1223 (Fla. 5th DCA 2008).

“Since 1999, Steele has initiat‘e'dﬁ twenty-seven separate proceedings in this Court,.
‘These filings were either, like the instant petition, devoid of merit or inappropriate for
review in this Court. ‘ o T Al e o . :

“Accordingly, in order to preserve the right of access for all litigants and promote the
interests of justice, the Clerk of this Court is hereby instructed to reject any future
pleadings, petitions, motions,dbbur,riénts;o’_r other filings submitted by Jonathan R. Steele
that are related to his conviction or sentence in Ninth Judicial Circuit Case No. CR96-CF-,
-3036 unless such filings are signed by a member in good standing of The Florida Bar,
Under the sanction herein imposcd‘,',,_Sfée’lig i's_’hot being wholesale denied access to the
‘Court. Steele may petition the Court about his conviction or sentence in Case No, CR96-
CF-3036 through the assistance of counsel whenever such counsel determines that the

o0




proceeding may have merit and canbeﬁledm good faith. However, Steele’s abusive pro
- se filings related to his conviction or _s,_e‘memi;‘e must immediately come to an end.”

~ 285. Brown v. Bondi, 1D17-1211 (Fla.App. Dist.1 04/20/2018)
286.  Nathaniel J. Brown is a Prisoner. | -

“In 2010, we barred Appellant from “filing any future [pro se] appeals, petitions, _
motions, pleadings or other filings” challenging his conviction, in part because “those
filings ha[ve] consumed an inordinate amount of our limited judicial resources.” Brown v.
State, 35 80.3d 72, 73 (Fla. 1st DCA 2010). Apparently unfazed by our warnings, '

Appellant continued filing pro se actions in this Court challenging that conviction. -
L.g.; Brown v. Tucker, 75 S0.3d 393, 394 (Fla. 1st DCA 2011). In 2017, this Court
‘broadened Appellant’s bar to include any further filings, unless they are signed by a
member in good standing ‘with The Florida Bar after rejecting Appellant’s argument that
his civil litigation should be considered separate from his crimina) litigation when _
considering sanctions. Brown v. State, 221 S0.3d-1284, 1284 (Fla. 1st DCA 2017). After
barring Appellant twice, we also warned him that future “violation of this order could
result in referral to the Department of Corrections for sanctions under section 944.279, ‘
Florida Statutes.” Brown, 221' So.3d at 1284-85. _ ‘ Tk ' "

“That b,rings“us to Appellant’s'curréﬁi appeal. First, we dismiss the appeal because
Appellant is barred from filing any pro se actions in this Court. Second, all pending ,
‘motions are stricken as unauthorized. But because Appellant has yet to heed our warnings

to stop filing frivolous actions, we also direct a certified copy of this opinion be provided =

for disciplinary procedures pursuant to section 944.279, Florida Statutes.
“Finally, we note that Appellant is still barred from filing any document with this Court
. that is not signed by a member in good standing of The Florida Bar, and the Clerk of this
- Court is directed to reject any further filings by Appellant not signed by a member in
good standing with The Florida Bar. This includes any post-disposition motion filed in
this case.” : ‘ R B ' ‘

to the Department of Corrections to be forwarded to the appropriate institution or facility

287.  Pettway v. McNeil, 987 So.2d 20, 33 Fla. L. Weekly S355 (Fla.
- 05/22/2008) | | |
288. John Everett Pettway is ,'c‘i’p.r/'is‘g)‘nér. »,  o

“For several years\Pettway has beéﬁ:‘sééking?-»in Vain, relief from alleged illegal sentences
imposed by the Sixth Judicial Circuit in and for Pasco County, Florida in Case No. 92-
3445CFAES. Pettway’s instant petition also seeks relief from an alleged illegal sentence.



“According to Pettway’s petition, he was tried by a jury and convicted on one count of -
burglary and two counts of lewd and 1 ivious assault on a child less than sixteen years -
old. On July 13, 1993, the trial'c sentenced Pettway to a term of life imprisonment for.
the burglary conviction and concurrent terms of fifteen years’ imprisonment for the lewd -
and lascivious assault convictions. On December 9, 1994, the Second District Court of
Appeal, per curiam, affirmed the trial court’s judgments of guilt and sentences. See
Pettway . State, 650 So.2d 1000 (Fla. 2d DCA 1994) (table), |

“Since Pettway’s convictions and sentences became final, he has filed numerous petitions
in this and other courts. The Second District Court of Appeal has previously barred -
Pettway from filing any petitions for extraordinary writ relief related to his convictions
and sentences unless such requests for relief are signed by a member in good standing of
The Florida Bar. See Pettway v. State, 725 So.2d 428 (Fla. 2d DCA 1999), review '
denied, 735 S0.2d 1286 (Fla.1999). L 3

“In March 2000, we transferred Pettway’s pro se petition that alleged ineffective -~
assistance of appellate counsel to the Second District Court of Appeal. In April 2000, the
- clerk of court for the district court informed Pettway by letter that the petition transferred
by this Court would not be considered based on the order issued in Pettway, 725 So2d .
- 428. Afterward, Pettway moved this Court to enforce our previous transfer order, which
- we denied by written opinion. See Pettway v. State, 776 So.2d 93 0 (Fla.2000).

 “In Pettway, we concluded that ‘thié’5'C_ouﬁ will generally not consider the répetit_iv¢

- -petitions of persons who have abused the judicial processes of the lower courts such that

they have been barred from filing certain actions there. We deny Pettway’s motion to
enforce the transfer order.” Id. at 931: Since that opinion issued, Pettway has filed

- numerous other filings in this Court, which are outlined below. ' '

“On October 8, 2007, Pettway. filed the instant petition; he also filed a supplement to the
petition on or about January 29, 2008. After (‘:ons’iderir;lg; the petition, on February 15,
2008, the Court issued an order:denying Pettway’s pefition in this case as procedurally

~ barred. In so doing, the Court expressly retained jurisdiction to pursue possible sanctions
against Pettway. On the same day, the Court ordered Pettway to.show cause why the

- Clerk of this Court should not b;e; directed to reject any future pleadings, petitions,
rhotipns, letters, documents, or other filings submitted to this Court by him relating to his
convictions and sentences in Case No. 92-3445CFAES. e ~

“In his response to the order to show cause, Pettway argues that the Court should refrain
from barring him for several reasons. First, he argues that even if the State argued that his
illegal sentence claim is successive ot procedurally barred, the Court canreadily
recognize this as a meritorious claim. Second, he maintains that the sentencing guidelines
scoresheet was badly miscalculated: Third, he contends that but for the scoresheet
miscalculation he would have been eligible for sentencing of a duration less than the life
- imprisonment sentence that he received. Fourth, he requests that this Court invite the
State to refute the merits of his illegal sentence claim. Fifth, he expresses regret for any =~
misuse of the Court’s limited judicial resources; nonetheless, he urges the Court to grant




-him due consideration on his 111ega1 sentence claim, Finally, he asserts that manifest

injustice will persist if this Court permits his present life sentence to stand.

“Since 1995, Pettway has initiéféd_ twenty 'epél;até 'proceedihgs in this Court, inCluding ,
-~ this petition, involving his convictions: and sentences entered by the Sixth Judicial Circuit
Court in and for Pasco County, Florida, in Case No. 92—3445CFAES. The Court has

never granted Pettway the relief he has requested.

- “These petitions were either, like th;e:'iﬁsv_‘ta;i,t,peﬁtion, devoid of merit or inappropriate for
review in this Court. ‘ R SR ,

“Accordingly, in order to preserve the rig_htﬁbf access for all litigants and promote the.
interests of justice, the Clerk of this Court is hereby instructed to reject any future
pleadings, petitions, motions, documents, or other filings submitted by John E. Pettway -

 that are related to his conviction and se ntence in Case No. 92-3445CFAES, unless signed
by a member in good standing of The Florida Bar. Under the sanction herein imposed,
Pettway is not being denied access to the courts. He may: petition the Court about his

- conviction and sentence in Case No. 92-3445CFAES through the assistance of counsel
‘whenever such counsel determines that the proceeding may have merit and can be filedin -
good faith. However, Pettway’s abusive pro se filings relating to his conviction and '

sentence must immediately come to anend.

“Further, if Pettway submits any more filings that violate this order, he may be subjected
to further appropriate sanctions, including but not limited to, the Clerk of this Court _
- forwarding a certified copy of this Court’s finding that Pettway’s filings are frivolous or
- malicious to the appropriate Florida Department of Corrections institution or facility

" pursuant to section 944.279(1), Florida Statutes (2007).” -

This 26th day of February, 2021,

-~ William M. Windsor g
4100 East Oak Terrace Drive, Unit B3
. Leesburg, Florida 34748 ‘
. 352:577-9988
S , ‘ ~ bill@billwindsor.com
A I S e 7:jbi‘ll\'é&j":indSOI1@0"ut1(‘)ok.com‘




CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I HEREBY CERTIFY that a copy of the‘foregomg has been furmshed by Electronic Mall
to: ; B

DaV1d I Wynne and Scott L. Astrin’
 Law Ofﬁce_s- of Scott L. Astrln

Tampa, Florlda 33602 E
" david. wynne@alg com, tampapleadlngs@alg com,
emily. chrlstopher@alg com, scott.astrin@aig.com
813 526-0559 - 813-218-3110
Fax 813 649—8362

ThlS 26th day of February, 2021

: _William M. Windsor |




B VERIFICATION v

Al

Personally appeared before me, the undersrgned N otar y Publrc duly authonzed to
adm1n1ster oaths, erham M Wrndsor who after berng duly sworn deposes and states that he is

authorlzed to make this Verrﬁcatlon and that the facts alleged in the foregorng are true and

correct based upon. hlS personal knowledge except as to the matters herern stated to be alleged

|
on 1nformat1on and belref and that as to those matters he belreves them to be true. - 1

I declare under penalty of. perjury that the foregorng is true and correct based upon my ;
personal knowledge PRI - ) s '*

This 26th day of Febrnary, 2021, ,

William M. Windsor-

Sworn and subscnbed before me thls 26th day of February, 2021, by means of phys1cal
presence | | o
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