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PRELIMINARY STATSMENT

Corey Jamaine Dozier was the defendant bel-ow in both the First

District Court of Appeal and in the Circuit Court of the Fourth

Judicial Circuit in and for Duval Countv. Mr. Dozier will be

referred to in this brief as "Petitioner" or by his proper

name. Respondent, the State of Florida, was the Appellee and

prosecution be.l-ow, and will be referred to herein as "Respondent"

or "State. "

INTRODUCTION ATID JTJRISDICTIONAJ, STATEMENT

Petitioner filed a Petition for Writ of Prohibition with the

First District Court of Appeal on April 26, 20L5. The First

District, after conducting oral arguments, entered a written

opinion denying Petitioner relief on August 2I, 2015. In its

opinion and denial of rehearing, the First District employed a

standard that clearly conflicts with the standard articulated by

f h'i s Corrrt - A^ "^ r 'r 1..' the Second and Fif th Districts. TheurrrJ vvur L t q> WCII d> Py

Court below so narrowly construed the concept of substantial

r-r-rmnl i anr-c f hat it created a strict comn.l i anr:e stand: rcl - ne\/erv uqlrve!v/

before followed in this state. The below court's holdinq also

iannrad t.hi e .OUrt, S determinatiOn that SUbStantial COrnnl ian.:e can

be met with proof of negligence on the part of the receiving state.

The Court below affirmed the trial court's denial of

Petitioner's Motions to Dismiss based on violations of speedv trial-
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riohfs as ari-icrrlafeci bv the IADA. The Court found a lack of

actual notice upon the prosecutor to be controlling despite the

negligence of sending state and receiving state authorities and

fhrnrrah nA r.ult of Petit.ioner. Dozier v. State, 115 So.3d 322

. ef(Fla. 1"' DCA 2015). The Court's narrolv construction of the IADA

created a strict compliance standard i-n conflict with the standard

held appficable by this Court and the Second and Fifth Districts.

This holding, with respect to the requirements of the IADA and

947.45, Florida Statutes, expressly and directly conflicts with the

Second District in State v. Roberts, 427 So.2d 181 (Fla. 2d DCA

1983) (holding that Florida is a substantiaf compliance state

rather than a strict compliance state, and that the IADA should be

liherel'l rz r-nnqtrued to effeCfrrafe its nrrrnose-) F-rrrfhcr- fhc Firsfyvuv. i , urrv

D'i stricf's oninion exnressl.'^*r,ri-^nr1,7 conflicts with the FifthprJu!ruu J vyrrrrvrr u^y!vJJ!y a]lu uJrguL-r)/

District in Cox v. State, 389 So.2d 7028 (Ffa. 5'n DCA 1980). The

Cox Court found that the failure of a Defendant to send a copy of

his letter demanding speedy trial directly to the prosecutor and

defendant's omission of some of the requirements of 94I.45(3) (a),

dld not allow the state to hide behind the technical reguirements

of the rule. Cox further held that prosecution should have been

barred for a violation of speedy trial rights.

Lastly, the district court's holding expressly and directly

conflicts with this Court's holdinq in Torres-Arboledo v. State,

This Court held in Torres-Arbo.Ledo, that

2

524 So.2d 403 (1988)
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substantial compliance can be met in one of two ways: 1)actual

notice or 2)"a clear failure on the part of sending authorities to

carry out their duties under the act." Id. At 4I3. Such failure

existed in Petitioner's case, thus creati-ng an express and direct

conflict with this Court.

The Supreme Court of Florida has discretionary jurisdiction to

review a decision of a district court of appeal that expressly and

clirer:f .l rz r:onf I iCtS with a deCiSiOn of the Srrnreme Corrrt or anotherurrv u qI/! vf rrv vv u!

district court of appeal on the same point of Iaw. Art. V/

53 (b) (3), Fl-a. Const.; FIa. R. App. P. 9.030 (a) (2) (A) (iv) .

STATEMENT OF THE CASE A}ID FACTS

The followinq testimonv and facts are set forth in the

district court's opinion, Dozier v. State, 715 So.3d 322 (FIa -L--

DCA 2015), at- 323-324. The Petitioner was arrested on September 11,

20II, in Dorchester County, South Carolina, on charges of
r..i ^^-^^ i ^ --- ^^r.i *^ --C afmed fObbefiz_ On f he r^r^ArurralJIJrl19, l'-o.rJa\-Nr1r9, d.rr\l drlr.rcLl r\JIJIJeIy. vll LltE odltlc L.tcl LU, d.

felony warrant issued in Duval County, Florida, for charges of

grand theft auto and attempt.ed murder. On April 13, 2072, the

Petitioner entered a guilty plea to the South Carolina charges, and

; ..^.1 ..iwds reue-Lvecr rnto the custody of Ridgeland Correctional prison. On

the same date, the Jacksonville Sheriff's Office provided the

Dorchester Countv Sheriff's Office with a detainer based on a sworn

arrest affidavit and warrant, requesting a hold on the petitioner

for the Florida charqes.
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The Petitioner mailed a handwritten letter on June 28, 2012,

to the Jacksonville Sheriff's Office. In that Ietter, the

Petitroner noted that he had charges pending in Duval County, and

expressed that he was "serious about getting them taken care of as

soon as possible. " The let.ter advised that the Petitioner was at

that time in the custody of the South Carolina Department of

Corrections, and stated that the Petitioner was being held at

Ridgeland Correctional fnstitution. The Petitioner identified the

Florida detectives who came to interview him on September II, 20II.

He requested repeatedly that the Duval County charges be resol-ved

as soon as possible. On July 3, 2072, the Jacksonville Sheriff's

Office responded with a letter stating that "It]he Records Section

of the Jacksonville Sheriff's Office is unable to provide you with

the extradition processing information you have requested. The

Correctional facility you are currently in should be abl-e to assist
\7nrr i^ nnn1- :nF j66 J-ha :nnr6nli:fo qacJ- inn far \7nttr innrri1ioq "yuu I11 uullLauLrrrv ulls qyl/!vv!rqus Jsuurvrl rvr Jvu! rrryur!rsJ.

The Petitioner then submitted an inmate request directed to

the Warden at Ridqeland Correctional Institution in South Carolina

on October II, 2012, which indicated that it was the Petltioner's
\\€^-*-'r -^^'.-qf f or \/orrr assistance i n rear:hi no the f inalIUI]LLOI IE14ULDL !v! yvu! OJJIDLOIIUg rlr rEqVrrrlrY

resolution" of the Florida charges, and indicated that the request

.,-^ \\1-,^..i ^^ *-,.JwaD vErrrv rLLqu€ pursuant to the interstate agreement for detainers"

codified in the South Carolina Code of Laws at section 11-11-30,

Arl't-cle 11r . The request bore a handwritten note under the
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ttDisnnsif ion hrz Sfaff Mcmhef" SeCtion which rear-l - "Ple^qo 11 r.\-Aqq/ L rvsru

for IAD. He has detainers for the State of Florida." The South

Carolina correctional officers did not appropriately forward this
rarrtroqf Af 1- ar :nn: ran.|. I rr r ren^nqa 1- n tha Anl- nl-ror -'l -'l

srJrJs! _Jece]-v].ng no rL-I--,,-- LL I

2012, inmate request, the petitioner filled out another inmate

request on January J, 20L3, also directed to the Warden at

Ridgeland Correctional Institution. The second request referred

back to the October II, 2012, request, and again indicated that it

was fhe nefifioner's forma_l rerrrrest for diqnosif ion of t.he Duval

forrnfrr r-h:rnps ner fhe TADA. The "f)isnoqiiion hrr Sl-aff Member".v"'

section on this second request read, *INMATE DOZIER: Your request

is being handled by Classification." Neither the October 11, 2012,

nor the January l, 2013, request was served on the Jacksonville

Sheriff's Office, the Duval County Circuit Court , or the Fourth

Circuit State Attornev' s Office.

The Petitioner then attempted to file a pro se motion to

dismiss the Duval County charges per the IADA on August 29, 2013.

rFr.] ^ "-^ se nleaclincr filed with the Duval Clerk of Court andrllri) wo.D o. IJrv os yrEaurllg

was directed to the "chief iudse" and "solicitor". It contained

identifying information of petitioner to include his correctj-ons

number, facility, sentence he was serving, date of birth, last

known address in Jacksonville, and the Detectives' names who came

to visit hlm while he was in the custody of the Dorchester County

Sheriff's Office.

5
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The State obtained a three-count indictment aqainst the

nptif innar nn Nl orromhar 1 ?0-l? fnr firef-r'larrroa mrrrr'l or :1-iomnl-advurtrvvl Lt -vtJ, LvL !.J. u UgVIEE lttu!UgI, qULETttPLEV

first-degree murder, and theft of a motor vehicle. counsel was

appointed to represent the petitioner on the Duvaf County charges,

and counsel filed a renewed motion to dismiss per the IADA on March

21, 2014. The trial court denied both motions to dismiss, findinq

that the first motion was procedurally barred because it was filed

before the indictment, and there were accordingly no charges to

dismiss at the time the first pro se motion to dismiss was filed.

As to the second motion to dismiss, filed by counsel, the court

found that the indictment was filed on November I, 2013, and the

defendant was not arrested until January 15, 2074 the day he

arrived in Duval County on the Florida charges. The court found

that the Petitioner's speedy trial rights attached on the date of

the indictment, November I, 20L3, and the Petitioner was therefore

required to be brought to trial on or before ApriL 25, 2014. That

date had not yet passed when the order denying the motion to

dismiss was rendered on April 8, 20L4, and the motion was

accordingly denied. Id. at 324.

On April 26, 2015 Defendant filed a Petition for Writ of

Prohibition with the First District Court of Appeal. OraI

Arguments were held on July 29, 2015. The First District entered

an Order denying Petitioner's requested relief on August 2I, 2015

and a subsequent Order denying Petitioner's Motion for Rehearing on
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October 13, 2015. Petitioner timely filed a Notice of Intent to

Invoke Discretionary Jurisdiction on November 12, 2015.

SI'MIIARY OF THE ARGUMENT

This Court should accept jurisdiction pursuant to rule

9.030(a) (2) (A) (iv), Florida Rules of Appellate Procedure. The

First District's holdinq creates a standard that is irreconcilable

with this Court's decision in Torres-Arboledo v. State, 524 So.2d

403 (1988)/ the Second District's decision in State v. Roberts, 421

So.2d 787 (Fla.2d DCA 1983), holding that Florida is a substantial

comnl i ance st -f ^ ^-r f r^^ Fifth District's decision in Cox v.vvrrrvrrqll9E oudLg/ o.lLLr Llic f Mll L/JDL!I\-L J \,rY\-I-I\J1.

State, 389 So.2d I02B (FIa. 5'h DCA 1980). The district court's

oninion exnresslrz and cj 'rer-1-"l rz r-onflir-ts r^ril-h n nrerrirfgg deCiSiOn

of this Court and of other district courts.

ARGUMENT

TIIE DISTRICT COURT' S DECISION IN THIS CASE
EXPRESSLY A}ID DIRECTLY CONFLICTS WITH THIS
COURT' S DECISION IN rORRES-ARBOISDO Y. STAUE,
524 So.2d 403 (1988). THE FIFTH DISTRICT'S
pEcrsroN rN cox v. srArg 389 so.2p 1028 (Fr,A.
sTH DcA 1980) , AND THE SECOND DISTRICT, S
pEcrsroN rN srAuE v. RoBsR"s 427 so.2D 78?
(FI,A. 2D DCA 1983)

In Torres-Arboledo v. State, 524 So.2d 403 (1988), this Court

held that Florida is a substantial compliance state and where "a

prisoner makes a good faith effort to bring himseLf within the

Agreement's purview, and omits nothing essential to the Agreement's

n'eraf inn - fhcn his failure of strict comnliance will na]_ rianrirza
VPCLALLV!!/ L11911 llIJ !qIrU!s v! oU!rvL vVrLLyrrqflvv

STRIC
KEN



him of its benefits." Id at 413. Thls Court further held that

substantial compliance will be found in one of two circumstances:

1) actual notice to the receiving authorities or 2) "a clear

failrrre bv fhe sencj incr arrthoritieS to Carrrz orrf fheir ^hli^-+i^--!q!rurv vI urlu rsrlvrrrY quLllvrlLrED Lv ua!rJ vuu ull9!r ulJII9cl.Ll\JttD

under the agreement." Id.

The district court's opinion in this case ignores the holding

of Torres-Arboledo. The district court acknowledqed the negl-j-gence

on the part of South Carolina sending state officials in failing to

forward or act upon petitioner's two written requests to the

warden, seeking to invoke the protections of the IADA, but

clotorminad ner-ilignga was not entitled tO re"l_ief because of "none

of the IADA request.s were served on the prosecutj-ng authority".

Dozier v. State, I15 So.3d 322 (Fla. 1"t DCA 2015), at 321. The

district court further determined that in such circumstances,

petitioner fail-ed to demonstrate substantial complj-ance, i-gnoring

the two circumstances Iaid forth bv this Court in which substantial-

compliance could be met for purposes of the IADA. Accordingly,

f]-'ic l-ralrlinn avnraeqlrz rnd rl irer-f lrz r-nnfliCtS With the Standafd fOf

establishing substantial compliance with the IADA set forth by this

Court in Torres-Arbol-edo.

The district court's holdlng in Dozier also expressly and

directly conflicts with the Fifth District's decision in Cox v.

State, 389 So.2d L02B (Fla. sth DCA 1980). rn Cox, the defendant

sent two handwritten letters from Maryland, where he was in

8
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custody, to the clerk's office in Florida, demanding speedy trial

for Florida charges under 94I.45 and the IADA. The defendant did

not send a copy directly to t.he prosecutor. Defendant's letter

omitted certain requirements of the IADA, specifically a

"certificate of the official having custody of the prisoner stating

the term of commitment, the time already served, the time

rAm:ininn ala)) Td! vrllqrrrrrrV , v uv. Iu . The Cox Court held that the failure of

Defendant to send a copy directly to the prosecutor and the

omission of certain technical requirements *did not alfow the state

to hide behind the technical requirements of the rule" and "did not

excuse the state's failure to commence action" upon defendant's

invocation of speedy trial. The Cox Court ultimately found the

state to be barred from prosecuting the defendant because of a

violation of speedv trial under the IADA. Id.

The facts of Petitioner's case are almost identical to those

of Cn:< - oxr-onl that PetitiOner made even m^ra :1- i- amnl--g tO inVOkel=lll: '

the protections of the IADA than the defendant in Cox. The

district court's holdinq in Dozier that Petitioner was not entitled

to relief because his lack of actual notice to the prosecutino

authority does not meet the requirements of substantial compliance

ignores the holding of the Fifth District in Cox. It expressly and

directlv conflicts with the deci-sion of another district.

Lastlv, the district court's holdinq in Doz-ier expresslv and

directlv conflicts with the Second District's opinion in State v.

9
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Roberts, 421 So

determined that

nr'r rnrrsFs of f he

2d 181 (Fla. 2d DCA 1983)

Florida was a substantial

TADA. Roberts further hel-d

. The Roberts Court

compliance state for

that in the spirit of

substantial compliance :

IC] ourts have generally he]d that the
Agreement does not require literal and exact
compliance by the prisoner with the directions
of the Agreement in order to avail itself of
its benefits. If the prisoner makes a good
faith effort to bring himself within the
Agreement's purview, and omits nothing
essential to the Agreement's operation, then
his faj-lure of strict compliance will not
deprive him of its benefits.

Id. at 788

Mnql. imnorf anf l r,' Rohertc nnl- oc \\ [tl O aIIOW the State tO hider v llllll!_!_!_:1

behind the technical requirements of the rul-e would undermine the

constitutional guarantee of a speedy trial-." Id.

The district court in Dozier acknowledqed no less than four

attempts by Petitioner to invoke the protections of the IADA.

Petitioner twi-ce notified the warden of his institution in writing

of his intention to invoke speedv trial under the TAnA nrrrsrranf to

| | | ll^rl lr'lr\rl^^LL!\Pl, lIv!!\lAin 941.45, Art.the reolr i remenf s sne l I cr-l out

Statutes. The district court further acknowledged the negligence

of the sending state officials in failing to act upon Petitloner's

requests. Petitioner successfully served his requests upon the

Jacksonville Sheriff's Office as well as upon the Clerk of Court

for the Fourth Judicial Circui-t

The Dozier Court's deci-sion that Petitioner did not establish

10
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substantial compliance expressly and directly conflicts with the

Second District in Roberts and establishes a strict compliance

standard not otherwise found in the State of Florida. In

cont.radiction with Roberts, the district court so narrowly

construes 94I.45 that it defeats the stated ourpose and effect of

the IADA. As set forth in Roberts, the purpose of the Act is to

Anr\arttrAffo J- ha onaarlrT r^d^l rrl_ i nn nf nanrli nn fnroi nn i nrli cl-man.l_ cErruvuro9s LrrE JIJCEuy rEJUruLr\,rr \Jr PErrLrfll9 I\Jrgr9rr frluruulLLEllur,

informationsr or complaints. Thus, the district courL's holding

expressly and directly conflicts with the decision in Roberts,

which holds that strict compliance is not required, and a good

faith effort to bring himself within the Agreement's purview wiII

not denrirrp ^ nrisoner of its benefits. Id. at 7BB.

The First District's opinion creates a legal standard that

exnressl v ancl di rer-t I rr r-nnf Iicts with f he Ieoa l standard for

assessing substantial compliance with the IADA held applicable by

this Court in Torres-Arboledo and bv the Fifth District in Cox and

the Second District in Roberts. That holdinq creates a strict

compliance standard never before recognized by this state. This

Court and the Fifth and Second Districts have reached correct

interpretations of substantial compliance. The Court should accept

discretionary review in this case to reaffirm the standards related

to substantial compliance and quash the conflicting decision of the

district court below on this important point of law.

11
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CONCLUSION

For the foregoing reasons, the Court has

conflict ;urisdiction to review the district court'

thi s .asF - :n6l chnrrl d :nnarrf irrri edi nf i nn tO deCideuvvvt/u J u!!ruruL!v

Petitioner's arqument and the decision below.

rl i qnro'l- i nn: rrr

s decision in

the merits of

Raqnonl_ frrl'l rz crrl-rmi1- 1- orlu gvv,
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Yulee, FL 32091-3239
Phone (904) 225-9131
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NicoIe. i amiesonGrcl . mvflorida. com
dawn. baldassareGrcl . myflorida. com
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