No:
IN THE
SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES
OSCAR WILLIAMS,

Petitioner,
V.

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,
Respondent.
APPLICATION FOR ENLARGEMENT OF TIME FOR FILING OF
A WRIT OF CERTIORARI
COMES NOW, the Petitioner, Oscar Williams, by and through his undersigned counsel,
purs@t to Rule 13(5), and respectfully requests, based upon good cause, that the Court extend
the time to file a Petition for Writ of Certiorari for a period of 60 days from the current due date
of March 2, 2025, and as grounds and in support thereof states as follows:
1. The Petitioner, Oscar Williams, was convicted of Production of Child Pornography
(Counts I, III, IV and V) and Extortion (Count II).
o The Petitioner, Oscar Williams, filed an appeal to the 11" Circuit Court of Appeal,
raising the following issues:
1. THE DISTRICT COURT REVERSIBLY ERRED BY FAILING TO ENTER A
JUDGMENT OF ACQUITTAL PURSUANT TO RULE 29, FED.R.CRIM.P.
BASED UPON THE GOVERNMENT’S FAILURE TO ESTABLISH THE

APPELLANT PRODUCED CHILD PORNOGRAPHY CONTRARY TO
TITLE 18 U.S.C. SECTION 2251(a)(e)



1I.  THE DISTRICT COURT REVERSIBLY ERRED BY FAILING TO ENTER A
JUDGMENT OF ACQUITTAL PURSUANT TO RULE 29, FED.R.CRIM.P.
BASED UPON THE GOVERNMENT’S FAILURE TO ESTABLISH THE
APPELLANT COMMITTED EXTORTION OF MINOR # 1

III.  THE DISTRICT COURT REVERSIBLY ERRED IN SENTENCING OSCAR
WILLIAMS TO 360 MONTHS OF IMPRISONMENT

3. The Judgment sought to be reviewed in this case is the Opinion issued by the Eleventh
Circuit Court of Appeal in United States of Americav. Oscar Williams, Case No: 22-14270 on
January 2, 2025, a copy of which is attached hereto as Exhibit “A”.
4. The Petitioner, Oscar Williams, desires to seek certiorari review of the 11% Circuit Court
of Appeal’s Opinion as questions of great public importance in this case warrants further review,
5. The basis for jurisdiction in this Court are violations of the Petitioner’s constitutional
rights to due process of law, a meaningful adversarial process, and to a fair trial. Additionally,
violations of his 4th, 5th, 6th, and 14th Amendments rights have been alleged.
6. Counsel’s practice focuses on appellate and post-conviction matters in state and federal
courts. An extension of time is justified in this case based upon:
a) Counsel is working continuously and diligently on a number of appellate post-conviction
matters in state and federal courts with upcoming deadlines; and
b) Counsel had been delayed in the preparation of Oscar Williams’ Petition based upon
medical and health reasons.
7. Pursuant to Rule 13, Supreme Court Rules, this Application is filed with the Clerk at least
10 days before the deadline for filing said Petition, and is based upon extraordinary
circumstances warranting the requested relief.
3. This extension of time is based upon unforeseen circumstances and good cause.
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9. No prejudice shall enure to any party as the Defendant is presently in custody, serving an
360 month sentence.
10.  Itis respectfully requested that the time for the filing of the Petition for Writ of Certiorari
be enlarged for a period of 60 days from the current due date of April 2, 2025.
WHEREFORE, based upon the foregoing grounds and authority, the Petitioner,

Oscar Williams, respectfully request this Honorable Court enter an Order enlarging the time in
which he may file his Petition for Writ of Certiorari up to and including 60 days from the current
due date of April 2, 2025.

I'hereby certify that on March _2, 2025 I electronically filed the foregoing document
with the Clerk of the Supreme Court via Electronic Filing / CM/ECF and also provided via U.S.
Mail. T also certify that the foregoing document is being served this day on all counsel of record
via transmission of Notices of Electronic Filing generated by CM/ECF and via U.S. Mail to the

Solicitor General, 950 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW, Washington, D.C. 20530.

Respectfully submitted,

LAW OFFICES OF RICHARD ROSENBAUM
Primary Email: Richard@RLRosenbaum.com
Secondary Email: Pleadings@RI.Rosenbaum.com

S/RICHARD L. ROSENBAUM
Richard L. Rosenbaum, Esq.

Fla. Bar No: 394688

315 SE 7' Street , Suite 300

Fort Lauderdale, FL 33301
Telephone (954) 522-7007
Facsimile (954) 522-7003
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Unitedr States Court of Appeals
Hur the Eleventh Uircuit
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,
Plaintiff-Appellee,
Versus

OSCAR WILLIAMS, JR.,

Defendant-Appellant.

Appeal from the United States District Court
for the Southern District of Florida
D.C. Docket No. 1:20-cr-20248-DPG-1
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Before WILSON, BRANCH, and ANDERSON, Circuit Judges.
PER CURIAM:

Defendant-Appellant Oscar Williams, Jr., appeals his convic-
tion and sentence after a jury found him guilty of four counts of
production of child pornography and one count of extortion.
First, he argues that the district court erred in denying his motions
for judgment of acquittal under Federal Rule of Criminal Proce-
dure 29 because the government provided insufficient evidence to
show that he was the individual communicating with and extorting
the minors under certain aliases. Next, he argues that the district
court abused its discretion by placing greater weight on the seri-
ousness of his offenses and imposing a 360 months’ imprisonment
sentence despite his “specific facts and circumstances™ and the 18
US.C. § 3553(a) factors. After careful review, we affirm.

L.

‘We review a challenge to the sufficiency of the evidence and
the denial of a Rule 29 motion for a judgment of acquittal de novo.
United States v. Beach, 80 E4th 1245, 1258 (11th Cir. 2023). We will
uphold the district court’s denjal of a Rule 29 motion if a reasona-
ble trier of fact could conclude that the evidence establishes the de-
fendant’s guilt beyond a reasonable doubt. United States v. Holmes,
814 F.3d 1246, 1250 (11th Cir. 2016). In other words, “we will re-
verse a conviction based on insufficient evidence only if no reason-
able trier of fact could have found the defendant guilty beyond a
reasonable doubt.” United States v. Williams, 865 F.3d 1328, 1337
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(11th Cir. 2017) (quotation marks omitted). We must sustain a ver-
dict where “there is a reasonable basis in the record for it.” United
States v. Farley, 607 E.3d 1294, 1333 (11th Cir. 2010) (quotation marks
omitted).

We view all facts and inferences in the light most favorable
to the government. United States v Clay, 832 F.3d 1259, 1293 (11th
Cir. 2016). The evidence need not “exclude every reasonable hy-
pothesis of innocence” for a reasonable jury to find guilt beyond a
reasonable doubt, and the jury is “free to choose among alterna-
tive, reasonable interpretations of the evidence.” Beach, 80 F4th at
1255-56. The test for sufficiency of evidence is the same regardless
of whether the evidence is direct or circumstantial, with no distinc-
tion in the weight given to each. United States v. Guevara, 894 F.3d
1301, 1307 (11th Cir. 2018). But where “the government relies on
circumstantial evidence, reasonable inferences, not mere specula-
tion, must support the conviction.” United States v. Mendez, 528 F.3d
811, 814 (11th Cir. 2008).

When prosecuting under 18 US.C. § 2251(a), the govern-
ment must prove that the defendant: (1) “employ[ed], use[d], per-
suade[d], induce[d], enticefd], or coerce[d] any minor”; (2) “to en-
gagein . .. any sexually explicit conduct for the purpose of produc-
ing any visual depiction of such conduct or for the purpose of
transmitting a live visual depiction of such conduct”; and
(3) “kn[ew] or hald] reason to know that such visual depiction
[would] be transported or transmitted using any means or facility
of interstate . .. commerce.” See United States v. Moran, 57 F4th
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977, 980--81 (11th Cir. 2023). “Subsection (e) of the same statute
provides for the punishment of any individual who attempts to vi-
olate § 2251(a).” Moran, 57 F.4th at 980 (quotation marks omitted
and alterations adopted); 18 U.S.C. 2251(e).

In prosecuting under 18 U.S.C. § 875(d), the government
must prove that the defendant: (1) transmitted a communication
“containing any threat to injure the property or reputation of the
addressee” in interstate commerce; (2) “with intent to extort from
any person...any money or other thing of value.” 18 US.C.
$ 875(d).

Williams argues the government failed to provide sufficient
evidence to establish he was the one that communicated with the
minors. Specifically, Williams argues there was evidence that these
accounts were used by his wife, his friends, or hackers.

Here, the district court did not err in denying Williams’s
Rule 29 motions as the government provided sufficient evidence—
through phone records, a forensic extraction report, victim and
witness testimony, an expert opinion, Williams’s admission, Snap-
chat records, and IP address records—for a reasonable jury to find
that Williams communicated with and extorted the minors under
the aliases of Thatboiroyroy25, smiley25200, and Josh. While Wil-
liams argues other people had access to the phone, the evidence
need not “exclude every reasonable hypothesis of innocence.”
Beach, 80 E4th at 1255. Instead, the jury was “free to choose among
alternative, reasonable interpretations of the evidence,” id, at 1256,
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which viewed in the light most favorable to the government, in-
cluded that Williams committed these offenses.

IL

We review the substantive reasonableness of a district
court’s sentence under “a deferential abuse-of-discretion standard,”
even when the sentence is below the guidelines range. See Gall v.
United States, 552 U.S. 38, 41 (2007). We determine “whether the
sentence is substantively reasonable given the totality of the cir-
cumstances and the sentencing factors set out in 18 US.C.
§ 3553(a).” United States v. Boone, 97 E4th 1331, 1338 (11th Cir.
2024). “A district court’s sentence need not be the most appropriate
one, it need only be a reasonable one.” United States v. Irey, 612 E.3d
1160, 1191 (11th Cir. 2010) (en banc). “The fact that the appellate
court might reasonably have concluded that a different sentence
was appropriate is insufficient to justify reversal of the district
court.” Gall, 552 US. at 51. Indeed, “it is only the rare sentence
that will be substantively unreasonable.” United States v. Dixon, 901
E3d 1322, 1351 (11th Cir. 2018) (quotation marks omitted).

The party challenging the sentence bears the burden of
showing that it is substantively unreasonable. Id. A defendant must
show that “the sentence imposed by the district court lies outside
the range of reasonable sentences dictated by the facts of the case
and the relevant sentencing factors,” not merely that a “lesser sen-
tence would, in his opinion, be more appropriate.” Boone, 97 F4th
at 1342-43 (internal quotation marks omitted).



USCA11 Case: 22-14270 Document: 61-1 Date Filed: 01/02/2025 Page: 6 of 6

6 Opinion of the Court 22-14270

We may vacate a sentence only if we are “left with the defi-
nite and firm conviction that the district court committed a clear
error of judgment in weighing the § 3553(a) factors to arrive at an
unreasonable sentence based on the facts of the case.” Id. at 1339.
A sentencing error may occur if the district court: (1) fails to con-
sider relevant factors, (2) gives significant weight to an “improper
or irrelevant” factor, or (3) weighs the factors unreasonably. Id. at
1342.

A district court must consider the factors set outin § 3553(a)
and impose a sentence sufficient, but not greater than necessary, to:
(1) reflect the seriousness of the offense; (2 afford adequate deter-
rence; (3) protect the public from further crimes of the defendant;
and (4) provide the defendant with correctional treatment in the
most effective manner. 18 US.C. § 3553(a)(2).

The decision about how much weight to assign a particular
sentencing factor is committed to the sound discretion of the dis-
trict court. Boone, 97 E4th at 1342.

Here, the district court did not abuse its discretion by declin-
ing to deviate downward to Williams’s requested sentence. The
court, in its discretion, properly weighed the seriousness of Wil-
liams’s offenses—including the victims” statements of experiencing
lifelong trauma at his sentencing hearing—over his mitigating fac-
tors. Accordingly, we affirm.

AFFIRMED.
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UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE ELEVENTH CIRCUIT

ELBERT PARR TUTTLE COURT OF APPEALS BUILDING
36 Forsyth Street, N.W.
Atlanta, Georgia 30303

David J. Smith For rules and forms visit
Clerk of Court www.cal 1.uscoutts.gov

January 02, 2025

MEMORANDUM TO COUNSEL OR PARTIES

Appeal Number: 22-14270-HH
Case Style: USA v. Oscar Williams, Jr.
District Court Docket No: 1:20-cr-20248-DPG-1

Opinion Issued
Enclosed is a copy of the Court's decision issued today in this case. Judgment has been entered

today pursuant to FRAP 36. The Court's mandate will issue at a later date pursuant to FRAP
41(b).

Petitions for Rehearing

The time for filing a petition for panel rehearing or rehearing en banc is governed by 11th Cir.
R. 40-2. Please see FRAP 40 and the accompanying circuit rules for information concerning
petitions for rehearing. Among other things, a petition for rehearing must include a
Certificate of Interested Persons. See 11th Cir. R. 40-3.

Costs
No costs are taxed.

Bill of Costs
If costs are taxed, please use the most recent version of the Bill of Costs form available on the

Court's website at www.cal l.uscourts.gov. For more information regarding costs, see FRAP 39
and 11th Cir. R. 39-1.

Attorney's Fees
The time to file and required documentation for an application for attorney's fees and any
objection to the application are governed by 11th Cir. R. 39-2 and 39-3.

Appointed Counsel
Counsel appointed under the Criminal Justice Act (CJA) must submit a voucher claiming

compensation via the eVoucher system no later than 45 days after issuance of the mandate or
the filing of a petition for writ of certiorari. Please contact the CJA Team at (404) 335-6167 or
cja_evoucher@call.uscourts.gov for questions regarding CJA vouchers or the eVoucher
system.
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General Information: 404-335-6100 Attorney Admissions: 404-335-6122
Case Administration: 404-335-6135 Capital Cases: 404-335-6200
CM/ECF Help Desk: 404-335-6125 Cases Set for Oral Argument: 404-335-6141
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