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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

Whether, under the Petition Clause of the First Amendment to
the United States Constitution, government Respondents are
obligated to respond with specific, formal answers to Petitioners’
Petition for Redress of Grievance and whether Petitioners can
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SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES






Petitioner came to federal court because the members of the
Washington County Board of Supervisors refused to respond to
his Petition for a Redress of the Grievances.

The issue presented to the District Court is whether the County



Petitioner argues herein that his Right to Petition for Redress of
the Grievance is a substantive, distinctive Right which did not
derive from and cannot be diminished, diluted or otherwise set
aside by Congress. Petitioner argues his Right to Petition is a
Right to exact a repair to a breakdown in constitutional
governance in his County, not merely to utter speech about it.
Petitioner argues that this Right did not come from Congress. No
Act of Congress can abridge the Right, directly or indirectly.

Petitioner argues that this Individual Right is nothing less than
the “capstone” Right of the Bill of Rights and that its exercise is
a direct enjoyment of popular sovereignty and self-government
as guaranteed by our founding documents.






the instant case is ample verification of this. See Schulz v. New
York State Legislature, 773 N.Y.S.2d 174 (3" Dep’t 2004);
Schulz v State of New York, 603 N.Y.S.2d 207 (3" Dep’t
1993).”(Schulz I and II).

Again, even if the Tax Injunction Act could trump the Petition
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On November 17, 2004, Plaintiffs Petitioned the federal District
Court, seeking, inter alia: a) declaratory relief by constraining
Defendants to meet their obligations under the Petition Clause of
the First Amendment by addressing the issues raised in their
Petitions for Redress; and b) injunctive relief by prohibiting
Defendants from taking any further retaliatory action against
Plaintiffs for retaining their money until their grievances are
redressed. A 41-70 is a copy of the full complaint, less exhibits.
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The United States Court of Appeals has by implication,
incorrectly decided this important question of constitutional law,
a question that has not been, but should be, settled by this Court.

I1. THE PETITIONS FOR REDRESS
ARE “PROPER”

The term “Petition” is not defined in the Constitution. To be
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committed by the government against the Plaintiffs that have
directly resulted in the loss of fundamental Rights and Liberties.

However processed and in whatever forum, Plaintiffs’ Petitions
for Redress are formal, peaceful prayers to correct such wrongs,
and must be considered, respected and protected within the
historically evolved constitutional intent of the Individual, First
Amendment Right to Petition.

I11. GOVERNMENT IS OBLIGATED TO RESPOND TO
PROPER PETITIONS FOR REDRESS OF
GRIEVANCES

a. Overview of the History, Meaning, Effect and
Significance of the Right to Petition

Although the term “petition” is not defined by the Constitution,
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construed to deny or disparage the Right to have the Votes
counted or the Right to a response to Petitions for Redress.

The Right to Petition is a distinctive, substantive Right, from
which other substantive First Amendment Rights were derived.
The Rights to free speech, press and assembly originated as
derivative Rights insofar as they were necessary to protect the
preexisting Right to Petition. Petitioning, as a way of holding
Government accountable to natural Rights, originated in England
in the 11" century™
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The historical record shows that the Framers and ratifiers of the
First Amendment also understood the Petition Right as distinct
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political participation culminated in the official recognition of
the right of Petition in the People themselves.?’

The People used this newfound Right to question the legality of
Government actions,?® to present their views on controversial
matters,
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b. Accountability Was Understood To Demand
Government Response To Petitions.**
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Petitioning included a governmental duty to respond. Congress
viewed the receipt and serious consideration of every Petition as
an important part of its duties.**

Congress referred Petitions to committees”? and even created
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People’s proper and responsible Petitions for Redress, individual
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c. Retaliation is Prohibited

The First Amendment Right to Petition Government for Redress
of Grievances includes protection from retaliation. A retaliatory
action is one brought with a motive to
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the taxes alleged due, or suffer the unjust loss of their homes and
real property under the constitutio
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Respondents have conceded the unconstitutionality of Chapter
682 and Respondents have also conceded the fact that the state
court has twice issued decisions that failed to encompass the 682
issue even though the issue was timely and properD“8.ET16ised.he 682
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413), for a copy of the detailed Affidavit that was filed in
District Court on December 6, 2004.

In sum, the State Court decisions admittedly did not encompass



