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v B -t ocour b

Titioner was; the aoppellant in the disteid

brerl owy, and  the Fe

spondent w s the appallee  in the

dTings below g paa will be referred to by their

cively ar by Fetitioner oo Respondent,

The reference to e poertions of  the record are
attached n the appendix and will be referred to by the
symbol O A Y in parinthesis followed by the appropriate page

rivantaes .
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STATEMENT OF T=E CASE AND FACTS

The Fetitioner was charged with ssveral oriminal

violations of Floe dide Statube, in the Circuit Court of the

vaerth Judicial Circuwit of Florida. (App. pg 3.

The Fetitionsr wai convicted by Jury and sentence under

TarooEd lamended) (19B%:. (App. pg. 47 The t ial court

G o sentence under the statute and elcessdiog the

Tk
santenoing gridlines.

The Fetitioner appesled the judgment and senteoce o
the Thivd District  fowet of Appeal. Duritg e lourss of
Ty

the Fatitioners T B ] Tiled & fnders triaf

could not find any meEritorious points on

ging that
appsal  from  the  Jjudgment and sentence  and  that e
Fetitioner should be permitied to file his own berief.

Fetitioner wibsesguently with the aid of paralsgals from

around bthe country submitted his  own brisef allegiog the

H

clalm that ., 775,084 viola the sindle subject ridle of thae

Florida Covstitution, Article 111, section &, and therefors
due process and squal protection of the law. (App. 1)
The Third District Trzuetoaf Appeal issued an oapinion on

Mar by 103, 1992,, 'y Aon. Z26H). that seotion FP5.084 did dot

wimlate the single sublect rule of Article 111, sechtion &,

Floridae Constitution, and That the statute did not deny the




bitioner dus process  oF agual seotection of  the law. The
court further found that the Juey instegotion on "Reasonalb e
Doubt” was not unconstitutional. Rop. 27

The Fatitioner on Apeil &, 1992, filed his Motice for
Discrationary Review in  this Courdt in light of the deoision

ot the Third D

triot Court of Appeal and the conflict with

the decision  of bthe First District Court of Appsal and the

fact that review had been granted on the cese wtilize by the

Third Disteict Souet o f EIuInE:2: atfirming the

consbtibuti

tality of s.775,.084,, F.B. by the Fourth District

Court of Sppeal

This petition follows.
SUMMARY OF THE ARGUMENT
It ods the position of the Petitionsr that s.775.084.,
Fobivy  wviolates the single-subisct rule of Article 115,
mection &., Florids Constitution.

That the district ocourts decision conflicts express

with the decision of the First District Court of Appeal in

W OHPEON V. g LE% Be.2d 1ETO Fia. st DUA 1991y whioh

halods  that the statubte in guestion here doss violate the

k1

applicable law under Burch v, Btate (cite omithed).

Thyas “gtitionesr submits  that this court Has accepted

Jurisdiction to here the case of Melall v, Brtate, 587 So.2d




411 Fla. bk RO 19910, rev.  grant

1

-

Dl

i

Cage Mo, 78,0

Febougary 10, 1992 (Fla., 1992, which found that the sbatubs

wasn conshitutional, conflicting with Johnson, supra.

2 o the ao

Slpra. , and the

conflioct Jwrdisdiction  showld b

cirarnted in

ISSLE:

Frc(’\f THE DISTRICT COURTE DREDISION CLEARLY AND
CXFRESELY CONF l!Uiﬂ WITH THE  DECISION  OF
HOLIRTRI COURT  ON THE baME  QUESTION
i RATEY (1...:1..,‘I (mn%titutimmallLﬂ wf
Ao UEd., violating the s ject rule

i ./'.-'\.in“.l E
of the Flormicds &unut1lultun)

g Third District Court’'s  decision iy Beaubrum v,

S Itu (17 FLW yAFTa. Zred DEA Maroh 10, 199233

il

¥

clearly  and sxpressly conflicts with  fthe decision  of the

First District Court of Sppeal in Johnson v State, 559

-y b

Bo.2d 1370 (Fla. izt DOA 1991, in holding that =, 775, 084.,

Florida Statute, (amended 198%) dow

not violate the singla-

gl ject rule  of Arebiole Ty,

ko &y Florida
Comatitution.
The defsndant submits that his sentence is illegal and

therefores subject to colliasteral attack due to the basis that

said statute, P - Y

By vitlates

the single

mighy Jemet rutle of the

pod i hubion.




The defendants sentence was  imposed after the Ootober

et fective dai af  wmection TPE, B4, ,

(1HEDY . A @e-280., laws of Florida.

Defendant was sentenc to & term of wears in the Depaeboent

of  Doresctions as bo the ocount v b ved in this cass

pursliant o the Statubte.

Defendant  contends that gsaction TV, B4,

Chapier BY-280., Laws of Florida violates the one

sub dect rule of  Aebic:

Ty fection &y of the Florida

L FARIINE

Constitution. Chapiter Rt N @mirac

nabitual  felony offenders and  the repossession of motor

vl o les,

The  First  three sechbions of olhapter B9-280
amended  Section VPR, OB4 {Ivalzd Hual offendsr statubtesd..

e

SESYED I AT F e e e e i e g v o s o o e e de g g e g R - s oy ] s
STELOBAE | carser oriminal shabube) y AN o TEBRLOUEAE { [ laoa

for  caresr criminals). Florida Btatutes, sesction fouwr of

sEcbion 497

Chrapter 89-2B0 cresated

E0CLAY, Floeida Statutes,

R = iy cin see e e poie vy gy g b oS T, - [ S TN G TRF LTI SEn
gefindng MYrepo s d o Bection Tive amended sesction

L E .

A2, 008606, adding  license reguirenents  of repo

Dection Gix Created

hion AREILILT(7Y and (8 prohdbiting

3{Lé&
vwhén”ﬂ

'Section
rEcovery ot A
lagal CWTE T,
MY ptxwrnnuwi

to IHER LNV
that which K
that contains a
b wiben & lioenssd reposs
ion of such mobor wvehiiol




PUERED O3

g from  failimg  to pamit money ¥ e liver

nmegotiat |l irnsteument s SBeotd o n seven oreated section

sarding the sale of oropecty by  repossessor

ol gyl amercha

shion 495,318 2, regulring

[ R

w1 5 bo prepare and  maintain inventary . B8 tion

wen created section 49303174 0 reguiring  certain information

e displa o vehiclss g

xd v repos

D G

I mtate v Breockh, S0 So.2d 1L, &y (Fla.s L1990, the

Florida Bupreng Gowrt guoted as  follows  feom

Do md 2700 (1F

cup licity o f gub jeo t-matter
contelrnsd foro as violative of Sesocbion 6
mrtdcle 111 of the Consbtitution relating
and regquiring but wLby e to e embraced
i oa o le lagl Al 1w the test
cluplicity of sub . < riod b
provisions of  the bill are designed
accomplish separate and disassociated objects
of legislative effort. Chenowith v.Femp, :
S, 2 1122 (Fla. 19810

Defendsnt submits that there is ng "mnatural or logical

connmections” betwesn recidivits rEpossessors of cars adn

irrt®. Half of Chapter 8%-280 addersszess the prosecution and

senbenciogn of recidivits, while the other half adidresses the
regulation of  a lawiyvl oocupation. it is  therefire olear
that  the law 1y “designed to  accomplish  separate  and

disassociated cbhjecte of legislative affort” as prohibited

by B

y b andd




Like the law im o oa two

mub dect  laws it iw mot o oa  comprehensive  ons. The

ralationship between recidivits and repossessors of cars and

boates f= even more  fenuous than  the relabtionship bebwesn
the obstructio of justice by providing false information and
roeduction in the membership of the Florida Griminal Justice

Counoil. Booordingly,  the inescapable conclusion 1 that

thie

Chapter O9-280 wviolatb aaly st Pl and i

urconstitutional .
CONCLUSION
The Petitiornse moves bthis court o accepnt Jurdsdiction

and gquash the e

ion of the Third District Court of Appeal

and pamand Yo the court for Furbhaer procesdings not

inconsistent with its opinion.

Fespectfully submitbed

Lec

Wilf d Beaubrum

F. 3. rawer 1072

DOH 4R2EE7TS

Folle Drawge 1072

Desoto Corrsctional Insti.

-y

Arcadia, Florida ZTIBZ1

CERTTFICATE OoF SERVICE

I DO HERERY CERTIFY that a true and correct copy of the
atorg has been  furnished to Counsel for the Respondent,
PATRICIA ANN ASH, Assistant Attorney Uesneral, 4031 NOW E
E RTLLE " et Affairs, Maimi, Floridae,
this Q.'\d ay of Aprdl, 1992, by oo, Maill.
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