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STATEMENT OF JURISDICTION 

This Court has jurisdiction over this appeal pursuant to title 4, section 32(a) 

of the Virgin Islands Code, which grants the Supreme Court of the Virgin Islands 

“jurisdiction over all appeals arising from final judgments, final decrees, or final 

orders of the Superior Court, or as otherwise provided by law.” 4 V.I.C. § 32(a).  

“A  final order is a judgment from a court which ends the litigation on the merits, 

leaving nothing else for the court to do except execute the judgment.” Simon v. Gov't 

of the V.I., 67 V.I. 702, 707 (V.I. 2017) (citing Williams v. People, 55 V.I. 721, 727 

(V.I. 2011)); In re Truong, 513 F.3d 91, 94 (3d Cir. 2008) (citing Bethel v. 

McAllister Bros., Inc., 81 F.3d 376, 381 (3d Cir. 1996)). The Superior Court’s July 

23, 2020 Order denying Appellant’s request for a writ of mandamus with prejudice 

left nothing else to be done, therefore it constitutes a final order, and this Court has 

jurisdiction over the appeal.  
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STATEMENT OF THE ISSUES 

1. Whether the Superior Court erred in denying Appellant’s Petition for Writ of 

Mandamus. 

STATEMENT OF RELATED CASES OR PROCEEDINGS 

Pursuant to V.I.R. App. P. 22(a)(3)(i), this matter has not been before this 

Court and there are no related cases or proceedings in the Virgin Islands. However, 

the Appellee is aware of forty-four (44) other tangentially related cases or 

proceedings involving Appellant in other jurisdictions, a listing of which Appellant 

previously filed with the Superior Court on April 23, 2020 and is listed in 

Appellee’s Supplemental Appendix. (S.A.000060-65) 

STATEMENT OF THE CASE 

This case arises from the denial of a Petition for Writ of Mandamus in the 

Superior Court of the Virgin Islands. (S.A.000051 On March 20, 2020, pro se 

Appellant Jeffrey Howerton filed a Petition for Writ of Mandamus, alleging, inter 

alia, severe torture, human rights abuses, conspiracy, and theft of intellectual 

property. (S.A.000006-35) On July 23, 2020, the Superior Court, without requesting 

briefs from Respondents, issued an Order denying with prejudice Appellant’s 

petition. (S.A.000049-53) On July 27, 2020, Appellant timely filed his Notice of 

Appeal. (S.A.0000036-48) 
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STATEMENT OF THE FACTS 

Appellant, Jeffrey Howerton, alleges, inter alia, severe torture, human rights 

abuses, conspiracy, and theft of intellectual property has occurred, originating in 

California, outside the jurisdiction of the Territory of the U.S. Virgin Islands. 

(S.A.000006-35) Appellant claims to have submitted requests for investigation to 

Banco Popular, Scotia Bank and an entity believed to be Trident Trust Company 

Virgin Islands but having been unsuccessful in moving these financial institutions 

to investigate his claims, Appellant submitted a complaint to the Office of the 

Lieutenant Governor, Division of Banking, Insurance, and Financial Regulation. 

(S.A.000002) Frustrated with the responses he received, Appellant began filing 

complaints with the National Association of Insurance Commissioners, the Virgin 

Islands Police Department, and the Office of the Inspector General of the Virgin 

Islands. (S.A.000003) In all instances, Appellant believes these agencies have been 

either “hijacked” or “compromised” by the corrupt and undue influence of his 

relatives in California who “target and torture” him for no apparent reasons. 

(S.A.000002-09) As a result, he claims he has been denied services rightfully owed 

to him. (S.A.000003) 

STANDARDS OF REVIEW 

On appeals from final orders of the Superior Court, this Court reviews 

factual findings for clear error and exercises plenary review over the application of 
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the law to those facts. St. Thomas-St. John Bd. Of Elections v. Daniel, 49 V.I. 322, 

329 (V.I. 2007). However, for this Court to grant or deny a writ of mandamus, the 

Appellant “must establish that he has no other adequate means to attain the desired 

relief and that his right to issuance of the writ is clear and indisputable.” In re 

George, V.I. Supreme LEXIS 35, at **4 (citing In re Le Blanc, 49 V.I. 508, 517 

(V.I. 2008)); In re Fleming, 56 V.I. 460, 464 (V.I. 2012); see also Hahnemann 

Univ. Hosp. v. Edgar, 74 F.3d 456, 461-62 (3d Cir. 1996) (noting that formal 

exhaustion of futile remedies is not required). Moreover, “even if the first two 

prerequisites have been met, the issuing court, in the exercise of its discretion, 

must be satisfied that the writ is appropriate under the circumstances.” In re Le 

Blanc, 49 V.I. at 517 (quoting Cheney v. U.S. Dist. Court, 542 U.S. 367, 380-81, 

124 S. Ct. 2576, 159 L. Ed. 2d 459 (2004)).  

SUMMARY OF THE ARGUMENT 

The Superior Court’s judgment must be affirmed.  The Superior Court did not 

err in denying Appellant’s Petition for Writ of Mandamus because the court properly 

reviewed the grounds on which relief was requested and followed the law concerning 

the extraordinary relief of mandamus. Appellant did not prove his case for a writ of 

mandamus—an extraordinary type of relief. 
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ARGUMENT 

I. The Superior Court did not err in denying the Petition for Writ of 

Mandamus.  

Appellant argues his circumstances are “significant” and warrant reversal of 

the Superior Court’s denial. However, Appellant neglects to address how the 

Superior Court’s findings of fact were clearly erroneous or how the Superior Court 

misapplied the law to those factual findings. In fact, none of Appellant’s court filings 

even mention the prerequisites for issuance of a writ of mandamus or how the 

Appellant has carried his burden to satisfy each condition. Notwithstanding 

Appellant’s failures, as the record reflects, the Appellant would not have been able 

to carry the heavy burden of this extraordinary remedy. 

This Court has adopted three (3) prerequisites for issuing a writ of mandamus. 

“First, the party seeking issuance of the writ must have no other adequate means to 

attain the relief he desires.” In re Le Blanc, 49 V.I. at 517 (V.I. 2008). “Second, the 

petitioner must satisfy the burden of showing that his right to issuance of the writ is 

clear and indisputable.” Id. “Third, even if the first two prerequisites have been met, 

the issuing court, in the exercise of its discretion, must be satisfied that the writ is 

appropriate under the circumstances.” Id. See also In re Morton, 56 V.I. 313, 319 

(V.I. 2012). 

Regarding the first prerequisite, Appellant’s petition failed to establish that he 

has no other adequate means to attain the desired relief. Appellant does not appear 
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to have considered other practical avenues for seeking relief, such as coming to the 

Virgin Islands in-person to meet with those government officials who offered to 

meet with him or even attempting to do so by electronic means. (S.A.000002) To 

the contrary, Appellant has limited his own ability to seek relief by forgoing multiple 

phone calls and insisting all communications take place via email. (S.A.000002) The 

first prong of this test has not been met. This alone provides the Court enough reason 

to reject Appellant’s appeal, but our analysis continues showing clearly why the 

Appellant is not entitled to the relief requested. 

Regarding the second prerequisite, the Superior Court found Appellant failed 

to satisfy his burden of showing that his right to issuance of the writ was “clear and 

indisputable.” (S.A.000052) The court found no evidentiary support for Appellant’s 

claim that the response he had received from the Office of the Lieutenant Governor 

was “hijacked and fraudulent.” (S.A.000052) Similarly, the court did not believe the 

lack of response by Virgin Islands Police Department Internal Affairs Bureau to 

Appellant’s email complaint indicated a clear and indisputable right to relief. The 

Superior Court did not even believe that the alleged offenses related “in any fashion” 

to the Virgin Islands or Respondents. (S.A.000052) 

After its complete and careful review, the Superior Court made the remarkable 

pronouncement that “there is strong reason to suspect that few, if any, of the 

Petitioner’s complaints or alleged legal claims are founded in reality.” (S.A.000053) 

This stunning rebuke is understandable however considering the lack of evidence 



10 

 

for Appellant’s claims. If Appellant is to be believed, both the FBI and Israel’s 

Mossad, along with Appellant’s California relatives and peers, have infiltrated and 

“compromised” the government of the Virgin Islands for the purpose of “target[ing] 

and tortur[ing]” him. (S.A.000002-09) Therefore, Appellant has not adequately, 

much less indisputably, established his right to the requested extraordinary relief of 

mandamus, thus failing to prove the second prong of the test for issuing a writ of 

mandamus. In re Le Blanc, 49 V.I. at 517. 

And finally, regarding the third prerequisite, assuming arguendo that 

Appellant satisfied his burden with respects to the first two prerequisites, which he 

clearly has not, Appellant failed to prove to the Superior Court that the writ of 

mandamus was appropriate under the circumstances. As the Superior Court correctly 

noted in its order denying Appellant’s petition, this court previously held in In re Le 

Blanc, 49 V.I. at 526 (citing Mallard v. US Dist. Court, 490 U.S. 296 (1989) (internal 

quotations omitted)) that a writ of mandamus “may issue only in extraordinary 

circumstances where there is abuse of discretion amounting to the usurpation of 

judicial power.” (S.A.000052) Clearly, Appellant has not met the extraordinary 

standards for a writ of mandamus to issue.  

As the Superior Court said, “[t]hat the Petitioner received a response he does 

not like is not grounds for a writ of mandamus.” (S.A.000052) Appellant may, and 

likely will, continue his quixotic campaign against those forces he perceives to be 

marshalled against him, however, he does not need a writ of mandamus to do so. 
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Therefore, the Superior Court’s decision should be affirmed as the Appellant has not 

proven he is entitled to the extraordinary writ of mandamus. 

 

CONCLUSION 

Appellant has presented no basis for reversal of the Order entered dated July 

27, 2020. Therefore, this Court must affirm the Superior Court’s order denying the 

writ of mandamus. 
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