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IN THE

SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES
PETITION FOR WRIT OF CERTIORARI

Petitioner respectfully prays that a writ of certiorari issue to review the judgment below.

OPINIONS BELOW

[ ] For cases from federal courts:

The opinion of the United States court of appeals appears at Appendlx R__to
the petition and is _

[ ] reported at ; Or,

[ ] has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,

[M is unpublished.

The opinion of the United States district court appears at Appendix _ B to
the petition and is

[ ] reported at ; Or,
[ ] has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,
v is unpublished. : :

[ ] For cases from state courts:

The opinion of the highest state court to review the merits appears at
Appendix to the petition and is

[ 1 reported at ; Or,
[ ] has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,
[ ] is unpublished.

The opinion of the ' court
appears at Appendix to the petition and is

[ ] reported at ; or,
[ ] has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,
[ 1 is unpublished.



JURISDICTION

[ ] For cases from federal courts:

The date on which the United States Court of Appeals decided my case
was .

[ 1 No petition for rehearing was timely filed in my case.

[\(A timely petition for rehearing was denied by the United States Court of
Appeals on the following date: _Rpei] 27~ A01% , and a copy of the
order denying rehearing appears at Appendix _C .

[ ] An extension of time to file the petition for a writ of certiorari was granted
to and including (date) on (date)
in Application No. A

The jurisdiction of this Court is invoked under 28 U. S. C. § 1254(1).

[ 1 For cases from state courts:

The date on which the highest state court decided my case was
A copy of that decision appears at Appendix

[ 1 A timely petition for rehearing was thereafter denied on the following date:
, and a copy of the order denying rehearing

appears at Appendix

[ ] An extension of time to file the petition for a writ of certiorari was granted
to and including (date) on (date) in
Application No. A :

The jurisdiction of this Court is invoked under 28 U. S. C. §1257(a).



Constivutionn! And 5+n‘\’u+or7 Provisions ‘NVD\VE.GLH

The Conshitubon of the United Strtes of Bmericn,

We the People of the United States, in Order Yo Form n
More  Perfect Uwion, establish dustice, insure domeshc Teanquility

" Provide For the Common defence” Promote the 3eue.m\ Wwel-
face , wnd secure the Blessings of Liberty, Yo ourselves, rnd
our  Posterity, do ordain, And  establish this  Constitubion For
the  United Stetes oF  Rmericn,

Amendment TV,

The right of the people to be secure W +heic  Persons houses

?hfe.rs And effecks Rapiust  URNrensonrble Searches And  selzures
Shall ot be violnhﬁ rnd No o Warrants  shall dssue but  upon
Probable Chuse supported by Onth oc REitiemation aAud Particuln~
rly describiwa Yhe ?lac.e_ to be searched ARd the Petsons  or -Hniu?s

+o be seized.

fmendment V.

No Person Shell be held Yo answee Yor n .C,h?‘\%\ o¢  oYheewise
intAamous Crime udless on A Presestment or Indictment of R Geand

J'uu‘sl except v Cases Arising 1w the Land or Naval forces or
in Fhe Milita When in Ackiel seevice 1 Hime of War or Public
danaee  Noe  Shall ARY Persorn be Subdect Yor Yhe Same offense
to be Ywice put v \\e,opm‘al\l of lite oc Limb Nor shall be com-
Pefled in Bhy Criminsl case Yo be A Wikness h@tzk'ms%' himself  Nor
be c\e_?r‘\ve_cl of life \i\:ex-\—j or Property without Due Process °
Low wor Shell  Peivate Propecty be twkewn For  Public use with-

out Just (‘.omFCNSnHoN,



Amendment VI

Ta all Crimingl Prosecutions Yhe Recused shall endoy  Yhe Y"\&M‘

Yo n Speedy mnd Public ¥rial by An impactiel duey o the Stete
And districh wherein +he  Crime shell have  been Committed Which
disteict shell have been Previously nscecknived \37 baw and Yo be

intormed ©% the wNature nnd chuse of Yhe Recusntion Yo be

Con Feonted With the witnesses naainﬂ him Yo

}\ﬁVc_ (’_.omru\sory
V(‘oc_c.s.s

for o\:%‘m%ng Wwituesses v his Faver mud Yo have dhe

Rssistance ofF  Counsel %or his debence,

Amendment XIV.
LSE.CMON A

Al Peccone boru or Netuealized i the United Strtes and Subdect
Yo the Jucisdichon thereot Are Citizens of the United Shates nud
of the Strte whereis Yhey reside. No State shall make or entorce
ARy Law  Which  Shall Hbrio\cae_ the Privileges or immunities of

Citlzens of Yhe Uwited States Noe  Shell ARy State degﬁv&
o By Person ofF hite Li\:,ex\'\,v oc Proverty without = Due Process

of Law” Noc deny Yo any Pemson within its  Jurisdiction
Hhe _&o‘un\ Protection of the Lnws. '



5‘1‘h‘}'uﬁet\|+ of +he Cﬁ$e_

On  the NE%H- of September A, 20/, Stocy And his 3h~fFr;eNa’
Rewee Dnvis, had n hented ﬁrgue,me,m{'-,nbou%- Story Edwcj
Promiscuous, which turned Physical, when  Zachary Davis,
For  No Apparent "renson | Struck  Story, From :\Je.‘wiiNj} As
Story, whs  Laying on the Cgrou&a\, cefenseless | Renee Davis,
L]O{I\\ 'iM ‘H‘\?_ Hﬁh‘i’,Wi‘\'\w '\E.Y‘ b(‘o*H\e.T‘, ‘Bet@HNﬁ 5“’6:\\/‘/ WH“‘\
WeAPoNS | while he was on +the oround, S%\“/, irhhs his
Knite, mnd  Stacted 5wim3f~§ it back | Aand  Fourth o je"\'
them up off of him, the Fight stop , And  Renee ,And  her
brother, wewt one way , ANd Story |, Wewt the other way, Till
?_Ve_vy\aodly calms  down., While .S+or7, whs over this friends
house | the Wnco Police , chme, And said +Hhat Sjrorj,\n)ﬁ.s \3&?»5
Perested  For Murder. Story, Was then Trken Yo "the Wnceo
Police.  Department Hend unters . Where he had done AN EN‘\'&ratjn“
Hoo\\i with detechve  Steve ;\nnunry. were  Story c_oo?errﬁeo)
with  Hhe Po“c_e., P.No\ 4‘0\(/\ 'Hwem me“‘ \\H?FL’N., memrj Asks
S+or7, where.  \Wwas .Jo\/ce_,hh!c\ Shory Yold him there \was'nt
ANY  Witnesses OW\'SHE., ARd Joyc.?_ whs Nextdooe ( see 'm+arra3m‘faa
video at W.P.D) Then -Shory, Whs transported to ¥he Mcleninn
County Jdail, where he sat ever Fitthteen mowths, before St-
'Q.PP;r\xg toot in A Courtreom. In Janurey of 013, S"\-ovy,\r\ncl
flled “A motion For S?e_e.cjy 'Tr;a\, And  Yhe Judje,. ,deiuie_o\ H‘..
Story, then went Yo the 10™ Court of Appenls | and  they @ fise
denied i+, Atfer being wearcerated for Ywo Venrs | the State
Comes up, with A take Witvess  Joyce Rkers | who was'nt

it the Scewe, when +he incidest Oceurred. T told my  Biorey
Sam M'ﬂrﬁw(’_ni this | and 1+ Fell ON deaf eprs, T Blso Yold
the Bhorney while I was in the County dJail | +het the Ruto”
?s\l report will Prove my ENNOLeNce_ii'*he_ Only  that he i
W RS memi-iom H‘i At 'h‘{a\. S‘I'Fﬁ‘\mﬁf Owe. of ‘H\t_'S'ﬁ‘H‘b WDUNAS

5.



T to the "qu‘z-)\q of Z_r-\r_%m‘j Davis, (R.R Vol 3 Phge. 12 Line
19) (RAlso see Reply Yo State's Responce  with Supporting Memeoran~
dum mnd Brief ) Tu ‘Tv‘\'n\,'l rend B N Open  Court 0\332&‘{'\'&3
‘o ?roc;e.P_c}l’N with "T\rin\, becnuse of Misconduct, W the Court
with evidence, bein Ritecd Dod-ore_o\/ Yamper - with , and Sécreked
(R.R. VoL 2 Page 5=7 Lines 23-3) Rt Trial, 5+or~1 Yried Yo

introduce the Tivterroantion Tape into evidence. ,on his behnlf,
fhd the Judge denied ¥, And Story requested r Self - defense

Tstructon, and Yhe .Tluclja denied it Makiv Storys | Trinl
| Yum\nmwﬂ”y unfaic,  because it was One 5%3&0’. |
S‘%-ory whs Yound %MH\/ of Murder on 1A~ 1&- A013,

The 13™ Court ot Rppenls date RAEHirmed on 1l-19- 2015,
P.D.R. Date Refused on 2= ad- 20l6,

L,07. Demied without writtew Ovder on 4+ Al- 2016,

254 Dewmied Red Dismiss on  T7- 1A~ 3017,

C.0.A Denied on H-5- 2019,

Petition for Panel P\e_hear;:\\j denied M- X7- 2019,

Ar quem ent

i. \/\/he_'H\e_(‘ +the strte  violated _SJrar‘y:s , ‘?@‘r“'ﬂw, ARd FO\—AP%?@N‘H\
Amendment  Constitutional rights, When the Wace Police
lied ow n Athidavit  Yor Brrest Warrank

Ihn Storys, habeas  Petition. he Hllesefs that he did not
9o betore A Magisteate _Jucif]e_ for B Probable (ause determin-
ation hanr%wg,?re“mim—wy heﬂringjor R Exnamination +ria). +hats
rec]uu'rea} \3\/ Texas Code of Ceminal Procedure. Art 14,06, Must
Yoke oftender before MA3§5‘¥M+€_ Within 4% hours , And _Ret. 15417
Duties of F\N‘E.SHN% obficer, and Magistrate. These state Inws

Derive teom tederal Law. Federal Rules of Coriminnl Procedure




Rule. 5.1. P‘re_l;mfwnry h(’.ﬁrﬁ\%a: (A T Genernl

It n deftendant is (‘_hmwje.cl with AN Offense other  then R
Pethy Offense, R Magistrate Judge “Must” Conduct B Prelim -
INATy \Wem‘;ﬂ%. TE +the atate is .Sklryimé over this Process,
Their wot only violabing State Law, their  iniitsl Vl'o\n+3N3
Federnl Law, ms well, Which is A Vielation of Criminel defend-
Ants  Consttubionnl riahts oF “Due Process. The record is
silent on +his Process,” and there is No- Whiver Forms, When
Stoey, bro.ugh{- up  that the Whaee Police lled 1w nn RtEIdavit
To secure R Probeble cruse RYRdnvit, The State's AHorney
Stated Sterys , Yourth Rmendment C\Him,is Not Co3m3;hb)& o
oN Federnl Habens Corpus Review, (‘.H\‘NS Stone , Where The
State heas Provided A Opportunity For Full mnd Fair HHSH*HON
of n fourth Rmendment Clrim, p Stele Prisoner may not be
granted Federnl habeas corpus reliel, oo Yhe ground that Yhe
tvidence obtained Pursuant to an Unconstitubonsl Ryrest, search
or Seizure was introduced mt Trial. Stone v. Powell Hag WS
HEE A6 S.CH 3037 (1976) (see resrondent Davis Pnswer wwith briek
in - Support page 12) But Feanks V. Delawire says  different
Stating? This chse Presents nn 3\mf>or"mwi' A lomcjs+nNJiN3
'issue_ of \:ourH‘\ Hmemclmei\ﬁ Law. Does n o'e.\ﬂ-em)hw\' 'm A Crm
ol Proceeding ever have the right under Yhe Tourth , mud
Feurteenth Rmendments subsequest to the ex prrie issuance  of
R Search \nerant, Yo C_\rxh||enae_ the  truthfulness  of  Factusl
Statements made i An B8Fidavit S\ArFOr‘HNS the  Whrrant, Pabgl
Tn deciding Yoday +hat in Certnin  Circumstances | R C}wnef\j&
To A \Wareaike \/ev‘hcfﬂ\‘mus"r be Permitted we decive oue
%m\mo} From langunge of the Whrrant Clause , itself, but upon
robable Cruse, Supported by Onath, or RFfirmation ... Franks
V. Delawnmre H34 U.S, 154 4% S.C+ 2074 (1978

So pursuant Yo_frawks the Couct erred when i+ snid

thet n Youcth nAmendment claim cannot  be C_"\ﬁ\\ENje_.

7,



(D

The Court 'P:\fa'o cites  SwiceGood V. Rlabama ! Where the "
State has Provided mn O?foﬁunﬂy for  full | and  Cnir \Hijn’riom

ot " WS, Const. Amend . Tv Claim  the Conshtution does wot
tequire that B State Priconer  be OjrnmLec) Federnl hnbens corpus

"r‘e\ieF on  the 3roumal Yhet  evidewce, obtrined v AN uncosshul-
tonal  Senmech, or  Seizure | whs introduced mt hie  teinl, The in-
itial {ch’uir\/ s Whether The State Provided nw Oyyor'\*uni'%/

For a M\, and  Tair heacing on the WS, Const. Amend IV issue

It ¥ dd nye'\\mta ceview s Precluded. SwiceGood v. Rlabama
571 fv.ad Pax (5™ cie)

But in O‘Bcrr;/ v. Wainwreight  stetes: Stete Procedures, stat-
orv  Provisions | whaiver delibernte bypass, or mere oversight,
by Petitoners , Court ~ Appointed, State  Friel  Counsel. Petitioner’s
fourth  Amendment claims were wnever taised dueiug Trinl, So
he did net have a full, And  Baire \\&hriu3. O‘Berr\lf Vv, Whain-

wr'\zH— LH6 F.ad 12oM

This is ewctly what happen I my crse | T neverd cecei~
ved R Ccopy of the " Bitidavit for Rrrest Wareand, the stabe

Skiped over BRI\ State Procedures, hnd the Rttorneys Never
Address this 1ssue , And I whs deprfve_ of this valuable
ConsHiuhonnl eight by the state nhchions, were nrs T could
have d\n\\emge_ his delibernte Q‘h\&&\'\ood‘) aRNd  Wwouldnt be sit-
HN3 here *odn\;,ﬁwc\ Hhe cecord Wwill Contirm  $his.
Supreme Couet Rule 10 tey Considerations Cpove\"Nir\)S review
o Certiotari,

A State Court o A United States Court of Revenls has

decided an impor"‘—nwl— que.&“on of tederal LAw that \nns‘ Not
be.e.N, bu‘\' .S\'\ou\a‘ be. ,Se"“’\eo\ \D\/ ‘\'\\:5 C.out“\’ or \\ns ole.(‘_\cjéw‘

AN ‘\m?or"l'aw‘f' ?-e.c)ar’n\ cwes‘rl‘om ;N fa wn\l That C_ouT-\\'d—s w i+

celevant decisions of this Court.

Bebween Stone v, Powell nnd Franks v, Delawnre




U Whethee +he state  violnted _SJror)r's, FiFth | Aand  Sixth
Amewdment  Constitubionnl righ-l-s,\n/hem the State obh¥nin

S‘i‘ory's Convicton H’\rougk False , and  Fabrichted evidence

through the shates Peimnry Witness +cslr;mon7, nr_r_orolma
Yo Na?ue v, Tllinois 79 S.C+ HT>

This around of error +ie's Inte The fedeenl Tavectigation
of Dig'rh‘_"“ ttorney  ABle Reyna For  Cronyism ,C_orruy%iowinuo\
Chrse \'-l'xfug. Where RS my Chse  RAlso was tainted by C_orrupﬂou
of Case Cix(ug. The state Eixed My chase , by Crenting » Yalse
\A/'i‘me._ss, two years After L whs 'lNc_nrc.ern'\e..c],'m Phe  Melemnan
Qouu“'\/ Jaitl, Thed Coerce +his witness Yo +es+i?1 s Yrinl
And %ive. Frlse, And Perdured “'esHmoujj even though , thet
She was Not Present nt the Scewe, when +he incident happen,
De‘l—ec:!'ive_ Steve JnNunr\/‘ Aok S*\"or\/ ) W‘he.rt. W RS Joyc_e., .S'i-or\/,
Stoted $here wnas No-~ witnesses Ou‘\-sio\e.,hNd Joyce ,whs“ Next
door “ (See video DVD of IN+erroSA+\'on m Waco Police r:\e.Pm+mw'|-
Henda’unr“'u‘s between Det, Jnnunq And Story) At trinl the
State | during Rewee Davis testimony, Rsk  Renee, Where was
;\ox/c.e_} She Stated YT Know she had H\reno\y left my house””
(see. R.R. VoL Tv PRge 65 Line 13) So +his 15 Fwo Fe.o?|e.
Saying that Joyce Akecs, the strtes Primary Witness | whs'nt B
Evewitvess ot Ril. AHorney Thomas West, establish enrly in his
INVengnHan, twt it was three People , Present | when  the incident
O(‘_currec), Allan Story, Renee Dayis, And ch_\mry Drvis, Ritorsey
\A,€.5+) cal Confirm this, The state  Rllowed Jox/ce,/ P&r-]u're.o\
Yestimony To 9o umcorrec}ec),"\’hnﬁ- Mr. Story  had Rssurlted Renee
(see R.R voL 1 Prge. 30 Live 1) and ( R.R. VoL TOIT PRge 57 Lines
16-25) Renee Dnvisl'\'ﬁs)riﬂtc} thet Story Mever Rssunited hee
or even ‘Youch her at RAll.(see R.R VOL Iv Prge 32 Lines M-
RS Prge 23 Lines 1-16) Also there were Notes ofF inveshiantor
Edward mcF_I\/mj of R Phone Conversation From the Mclenwnn Cbuu\'j
Jail, between Story ,And Ms. Davis | that savs (Story) T did'nt

Youch you ([ IMs. Davis) T Know You didet (see Aevendix™ D" oF +the
Memorandum oF Lew IN Suﬁm“r of Pehition Yor A Weit of habens Corpus



So this document $upP0r+s Ms. Davis +c,5+imomy that Mr.
Story did Not Rssusld her. And the Stete knew thet Joyce
fikers , +estimony wns n Lie 3iven the Fact +hat this  documest
was Dated 10-29- 201l wayed before the 'iNcll'cr“me_N‘l*, where RS
Joyce Rkers | nsever testified before the Grand - Jury either, Nor
did <che +nlk +o +he Fol(ce_ atter +the incident.

chrsel aw?

One o% +he bedrock Pr‘iNCiP\ﬁs of our O‘emoc.rnc_\/ 'lm):)ir_i-lf
(N RAny C'_ouc_e_fl» of Ordered libe.r'!'y is +that the <tate mRY
No+ Use ?'n|se. P_V('Jemc& ‘I'o Ob"’H;N R C.Y‘{Inl‘NR‘ C_ofov;c.‘Hou

\\Iﬁ?ue. V. T llinoie 2360 U,S. Q64 A69 79 S.c+ 173, Delibernte
C)[&(‘_E.P‘HDN of n Judse. AN Jum/ is iNcomsistent with Yhe
ruolimemlrmy demands® of Justice. Mooney V. Holohan 244 U.S
02 174 55 S.c+ 240 Thus n Conviction ohiained Hhroug h
use oF Fnlse evidence Kuown Yo be such by re.rrese_whhve.
ot the State must tall under Yhe Courteenth Bmendment
Nh?ue. 360 W.S. st 369 7% S.Ct 1173 A Convichion on Yest-
imony  Knewn o Prosecution o be Pecdured ns dewinl of

Y Due” Process Cm'%h'o v. United Strtes Hos WS 150 aa S.Ch
762 The State violates R Criminal debendnants  right to Y Due
Process”’ of Law when Y—\H\weucéh Not soliciting false evidence
i+ Allows False evidence o 9o uscorrected when 1+ RppeArs
RBlecorta v. Texas 255 U,S, 23 7% S.C+ Joa Pyle v. Kansas 317
U.9 Alz b3 S.C+ V77

.SuFreme_ Court Rule 10 Wy

Has so Far dc\onm‘eo\ Peom the Rccepted nnd Usunl course
of Jdudlcinl Proceedings or Sanctioned such n departuce \a~/,
n Lower C_Ou(‘+ RS +o (’_h\\ ?'or AN ﬁxerdse_ of ‘I’his Courts
.Sure.rvn’Sor\/ Powe.r.

There 16 B enouah tactunl evidence in the recoed +o prove
Me. Stocy’s  Blleantions ns true that he wnas Clerr\'ve. of R
Constidutionnd mch-,

|0,



3. Whether +he shrte  violrted SwLor(fs, Sixth  Amendment right
to Effective HRssistance of Counsel when Counsel Call o
C.or\\s u H‘ w H’h m e.a' : c_nl QXFU“"',

Ln this Ground of errar, Stoey, was (‘_hnrje. with Murder, where
as  he plered self - defense  where it Wwas very essentinl

to have B Medical expect | bechuse of the seriousness of the
Charge., T brou3h+ +his 3rouNol Up 1% my 11,077 (see Ref\\/ +o
statee Response  with SuPPerHN3 Memerandum And Brief ), 3254,
C.0.A. Application, T Giled A Motion Yor evidentinry hearing , Metiod,
Motion For fact Tinder hearing , Motion tor Addud i cation henring,
(see. docket sheet) Becnuse the stnates Primary Witness Yeokh mowy
Whs in Contliet with the Forensic evidence and No - one
fddress Hhis Yssue through out my whele Rpper] Process. When
T_‘ whs 1M the C_aunﬂ'\/, T weote o F\‘H‘ome.\/ Martiner ,‘Hamuﬁ
\mm n\)ou‘l’ ‘H'\?_ H\A“"OPS\/ I‘E.Por‘l”, +hat H‘ Wm Prove. m\/' iMNocence.,
+he on\s\\l +h;N% Pt he did whs  Mention H’i in Frial (R.R VoL
N PAge 13 Line 14t ONe. oF +he Stab wounds s Yo the -\'HT\ ot
Z'ac_}mm/ Davie) l<ee Reply Yo Steve's Response with Suﬂwr‘HNcs
Memorandum And Brief  prge 1) Right here | he. was of the Op-
im‘om,ﬂm{— the incdent did'nt happen the WhY thit the stete
Per“l'rnxle.al 'ﬂ—) But this does Not excuse +the et that Counsel
whs deficient in Yhi\'m% to Consult, or hire n Pﬁﬂ'\o\ogf.S']'
evidence  expert, i Plansing R trinl  Strateqy, ped i Preparing
Yo rebut expert evidewce | the Prosecution micjlxh and | Ater
did efter . ({r‘\mlmn{ chases will nrise whee the only rensonmble
and Rueilable defense Steateqy | requires C_omsuthoa\\jw{Hn'
E.o&f)&n*\-s, or (N‘Hoo\uc.“om’ 0‘1 &XF?.H’ e.v'wleuc.e, \Jhe.‘l'\ngr ?f‘e_{'rm‘,

pt Yelnl, or both. The importance of Corroborating the FRecu”
sed’s ‘\'uﬂmonj with Phy_sic-_n\ evidence 15 Paramount. LA the
Precent ChRse Jo\/c_e_ Rkere (otrtes witness) testitied +hat S'\‘ory

WRS 68 ‘\'of of Me. Davis ’\\Ih:\a he Wwas \H\/;N on his  bnck,
Wwhen _S+or7,5+n\:beo\ him (R.R voL 3 Prae. 397 Lines 1-2)

i1,



But +he Qu%oysy 'r‘-e.fenJr stetes that nll Yhree wWounds were
iN A qunccl Motion (see Ruh)as\/ r‘efor"\') This Means that Story

Whs  under  Mr. Davis | whea he 36‘!’ .S“‘rﬁbbe.cl) CloborHHNg M.

Davis +e_s+‘|morq7’.ﬁnci Storys | Statement. Se i was  ver

Nedl ~
CsS<shpr

N ‘??r Story’s , defense Counsel o Censult with Medicnl
experts, in  Prepacing  Storys defewse ; B Pathologist  expert cou-
ld° hae estitied “that +he Stabbin happen in R ditterent way
thus  Suggesting  Fhet Story’s  version of  the  Stabbing |, whs
Correct, rud Joyce Rkees | B Fnbrication. Because Counse] did'nt
Consult with Medicnl expects deprive Story, of r tair trinl,
And thece is A rensownble Probability, thet but Ffor Counsels
UnProtessional errors | the results of the Proceedings woulh have
been o fPerent The vecord is Cleme Yhat Counsel did wot comsuld,
or hire, n Medicnl expert and this Plain Error is ensily seew.
Casel aw’ ‘

The Cout held Richters 4rinl Counsel wrs debicient For Fall-
’\Ng Yo Consulty e.xFe,wR on bleod evidence in de:‘*armiw\)‘ims ANA
‘Pursu‘mg B teial S*r‘h*\-e.g\/ And 1w Pre m‘im% Yo rebut ax?eH* ev-
idence © the Prosecutdion m33h+ and Jatec did offer. Harringdow V.
Richter 562 W.S.86L toa 103 121 S.CF T70 (01 M

5efnrpr¥e. OP'\uiov\)
Justice G}Nshu% Qoucurri-ng‘ in the Jua‘gemem‘l’
Tu Fallina even Yo Consult Blood- experts N FK:?_FQY‘PA'I‘Oi\\ for

Ihe Murder Feinl Richter's (Louuse.\)l Rgree, with the Court

of Rppeals ™ wvuns not Runchioning ®s the Counsel \?UH(‘HN"’&&A Yhe.
de Fendant by the Siath  Amendment. Steicklawd v, Washinaton Héb
U.S 66e 63T lod S.C+ 2052 *0 L.ed.ad (7 Uded)  °

While in some instances — Even awn isolated ercor i Chn Support
AN Tneftechve - Rssistance claim, i¥ :ﬁ- is | Subficiently egre”
gious Aand Predudicial) Nurcrry V. Carcier Y77 WS =79 Ha6

ob s.0f 2639 ol L.Ed. ad 2397 Udse)

I,




H.

Attocney's Falluce. Yo Presest qualitied Medicnl +es+?mon7' In

Support of defendnnt's ON\\/“ visble defense.” when Combined
with other Yrlal errore undecmines Conbidence N Outcome of
el and Amounts Yo Toneffective RAssistance. 'Pxxlj\nm\&r v, Stete
75 S.w.2d 114 (Tex. Rep -~ SAn Antonio 2002 Pet Granted )

Whethee the Stete Violnted 5+or‘1.'$, FiHh  and  Sixkh
Amendments Constitutionnl Hcéh‘\‘s.\/\/\'w_m +he State Suppress
Favorable evideace, H(‘_c.a(‘o“i\)g +o G;t;\‘\:o vV, IUNH‘e_a) S+tetes.

Rs n All Criminal  chses, S‘}ory.’s H'HOI‘Nf,\/ filed seveenl motions

One of +hem wrs Moton  For di::c_overy t‘ec\ue.s%'r\scé documents
Such ns Rffidavit  For Rrrest Wareant, (rand - Jury Transcripts,
Scientitic Y‘e_ror+s, datn Comri\n*‘r{o&\\ ) and Bl , ARG ANy documents

Pe_rh'mio\\g +o By ohates Withesses. After  Not Eeing provio\eA

With any of these items , Stery read A lefter in open
Court 5~\~nHN3 that he obdect o Procee.cihwé with  Trinl,
Becnuse of Misconduct in the Court, with  evidence \Del'Ng
Altered, Doctored, Yamper-with  nnd Secreted, (see R.R. voL &
Prge H-7 Lines 23-%) By WH’)\‘}\O\A;NS Pis evidence , made Y-
er'y's,, trial  unfair | And Vielnted his Constidutionnl r"\cjh\rs  which
UHimately led Yo story’s, Conviction, bechruse he could wnot refute

Ay of the shrtec \uitwesses, or c,hn"e.fegc. their Credibility,

Which 1% had . beew FPoviJeA,WOu\d have Crented A ?ro\sn\:ﬂ“’y
Subticient, To undermine. the Conbdence in the Outcome of
the Pro c_e.ech'N3 .

Ceze Law ! :

The SMFFress'loN \D\j “\"\’\e. Pf‘ose.c_u‘HoN 0§: &Vi&%NCL, ?nv?rnb)c
to  nAnd ?\eque_snhzol by nn  Bccused Violates ™ Due Process” where
the evidence s Material either Yo quilt or Yo Vunishmest \re -
espective of the ood faith or bad Faith oF the Prosecution.
Giglio v. United Strtes ™0s WS, 150 9% S.e+ 7%3 31 L.Ed ad
lOY
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VH(’_c.orc“NcA Yo The Court of Rffeﬂis Q’HHM‘P(’_ ‘}'O oli'sc\ose gmf’él"f
thment  evidence 1s Y Even more Egre ous  than  Failure to
disclose extulpatery evidence | becruse it theentens +he de tendnnts
F‘leH- Yo Contrent Rdverse Witnesses C.reo“bi\H'j. Cﬁ%\io Z
United Stetes Nos u.S. 150 93 S.¢t 763 3) LEd 2d lod

The Court established the rule that the Knowing  USe by R

State Prosecutor of Perdured testimony +o oblrin R Comvichion
rnd Fhe M Delibernte .Su‘)?ressfom of evidemce.” +hat would have
imyano_he.cl and Refuted +he ‘\'&S‘Hrnowy Constitutes a deninl of

" Due. Process ” !!\goggy V., Holohan 94 U.S. 103 55 S.o+ 2340 74
L.Ed T7ai

it

.Sjrov\; WRS t\e\avh:e_c] of V' Due Process

on  this T‘oum\ oF ercor
Supreme  Court Rule j0(n) |

. W'hd‘hu‘ ‘H)c. 5“‘\9“'& V?oir—ﬂ'&d 5+0v~/.'s '\:H‘H\, S'\;&h,m\sd Four -
+€.e.N‘H\, QDNS\"\‘\'uHOMR\ Y“ich's. W hen ‘H‘ve. Court DeNge.bl <5+or\/

A Mthmms?u\ Oyyorjrun':+7 +o Present B Q.ompl&‘l’a de fense .
HQ&oPc:HNg ""o Qh“?oru;n Vs Trombe:H‘n_., oM S.CF 25298

Story dried Yo inkeoduce Ws interrogation video with detect-

ive.  Steve Annuney But the Court denied it 5Hys‘n<§ W+ was
he_nrsny. The video was vieble Yo story's “ Defense because

Story was ']-e_i\fmﬁ the detective exactly what happen that

N‘\aFnL] immﬂdir—ﬁ&ly ‘FOHOW;N% his Flrrﬁ.d-, that he Wns':',f";;de.\\—emc“
'\Mcé himeelt  from the Ritack of Rence  mand Znchaey Davis.

The reason thet the State did Not want the Tape ramitted

into ev(o\euc.?_/ Ts becnuse the Jur\/ would have }'tﬁrwefcl;”.. L
that the Sstetes primary witness, Joyc-e, Akers, whs dot
‘)Y‘e..Se.N*\', when Fhe iNCidﬁN“’ Oc(;urre.cl, Also S‘Hor\/ WHhS C}CYrivf’_d

of a Vhlusble Constitutionnl Htﬁ\ﬂ— }H’m“‘ ot fresenh‘ng A



De“\-ense.l When the Trinl Court , denied 5+ory'5 , Y‘ec}uesf'

for n Jury instruction, on self- defense, Bechuse the issue
whes  rhised \37 the evidences Initielly  the telnl  Court
sald thet he would aive R Self- defense instruction, (see R R
IV nt Bed@e® 107) Atfer A Junch recess; however the trisl
Court H%nir\& ‘Drougm’ up ‘H\% 5&\?‘*0‘&‘:&\\5& '\NS*\'ruc_Ho:é,HNC\
?_ve.w\-un\ly refused to Sive. E (R.RC IV 108 123) The ' UNcon-
troverted evidewce” nt +r§a\/ showed +hat Story, whs ON +he
%Y‘oumo\ be,;wg) Rssaulted \37 Ywo Rduls, one of whom whas
hithing him with » shick, thet wrs 2A~3 Feet \0M3 and s
thick ms R Femnle's wrist, immediately | before he stabbed
Zm:_\'mny Dev;s, even +he trinl Juo\ge. Conceded +hnt 0“’-“"“)’
Corce \hs \)e;mg use.d -Hgniuﬁ SJrory (see R.R.IV nt 109),

There was AN extended nformal Charde conberence “e.cgnro\i.o%

whethee » self - defense. 1nstruction Should be Place 1n° the
C\'\arae of the Couct rP_%nrd;Ng it ~ INNocence, (see R.R. IV
At 107~ 123) Dur‘m% his inFormnl C.\hﬁY‘g?. (‘.on‘?e.vem,e_, evean the
State's H‘d‘ome_ylsp wWere 5\/\33&5“043 \hN%um%e_ For the selb-
delense it\\‘s{'vucﬂor\\, Yhat would SH'H.SFY the trisl dudge's
Concerns | Which inoicates they ‘H\oug\\“”, Thet the self ~defense
INSHructon whs Waeeanted. (R.R. IV a¥ 119- 120)

The +einl Court erred 1n ‘(‘tf-v\.siu% Yhe re.o,ues+ for n Self-
defence ‘Nshuc.-}-ion,hac_nuse_ Hhe. issue wnas raised \:7 the ev-
dence . Sfe_r_mcally there Whs evidesce oF Yhe two statu¥-
or:'ly = required mattecss That derdly Vorce whs  used nryﬂ'&s*P
Story , mnd that he remsonnbly believed that his owu use of
Cl&no\l yrm"ce W AS ‘\mmedin'l-e.‘ NC.(‘_?_SSHP)’ ‘\‘o ?r‘o‘\‘e_r_‘l' \'\;mS&IF

H%Aimﬁ- +he Aenol|7 Force beiNg Reserted hgnins‘\' him. Tex.
Peni. Code & 9,23 (R)

)5,
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The state Never Consider +hat +he~[ were \‘/io\nHrogs S+or7's
Constitutionn] rights Yo “Due Process  with the Yrinl Courte
decision o exclude evidence | and R Jury instruction on self-
D‘?.Fei\sse.rl Which made +he trinl FuNdeeN‘\-nHyi ONe Smeo', ARG
URFale, or +the Contention thet  Yhese rulings de_fw‘ivea) him  of
his r'\%lmL +o “Due Process “}‘ That's Céummr‘re_.e.cl by the Const-
tution, that n defendant hns n r“'jh*} Yo A Fmir trinl. The
frinl  Courts refusal +o qive +he Self- D)e,?—e:o:se__ iNS“’Pua+\‘bNJ N
~ the C."\nrge. ife.v:sae.ra\'eo\ é%rj'g defense. The Jdur C_ou\c\. k}o‘\'
even Consider wWwhether  Story, Acked in Self- defense. So it is
Cleac  +het -.S‘er/, Su?\?ﬁ(‘e.rl some. }mrm,h&sd\ Yhe harm  Could Na-
Pdle be more obvious.The harm ,S'Hr\/, suftered was &3\“&350\43
E\/ Y‘P_Y—MS{NS Yo wllow the wa/ ‘o even Consider , whether st-
ory Actecd N self ~defense , the -\-rin\\ Courts Y‘U“N% RS fected
the very brels of the C_Rse_)b\/\&ﬂm‘mh‘HN% RN deltence.
Further +he Yreinl counts V‘u\'mcs \‘degr'\verow 5‘\“0«‘7’ ot n valusble
’r‘\%h{- S thet oF precentivg B defense And  the trinl Judge's ruling
VH~n\\7 Attected n defensive Hwe_ory, \37 P_N*Hre.\\/ e.\‘\mina?ridg 5’mr7
Sole de\:emsa, iee. self-defense. | |
Hest we look wt  the evidence | When Renee Davis | testitied +het
"Hw_y Rt ke 5+or~7,-Firs+, And had him on  the 3rounc) \aea‘rfms

him  widh WeRPONS | Whs enough Yo Create & rengoNnMa doubt
o¥ Su;H' in +the Ming oF B rensonnble Juror. Mathews v

United States WZ5 U.S 58¢ 63 108 S.0+ %33 %% 94 L.ed 2.d 54
A defendent 15 eatitled Yo A self-defense Jue InStructions on

+he ‘ﬂneor7 ot .Se_\\:~o\e_?ense.i?rovidec) that there s ANY Youndation
N the &v{ﬂet\)ﬁ.&' even ‘H\outa\w the evidence may be wenrk,

- '\MsL»?Hcfew\*, inconsistent or of  doubtful C.re.a\i\:‘\\H'y. _W.S.

V. Sanchez Lima 16l F.3d 8545 (C A 9 1998) Genernlly R
 defendnant 15 entitled to An instruction BAs Yo ANy recognized
 detence. For which there exists evidence SutVicient “Por w

rensowable Ju(‘\’ Yo Cind in his Faver. Mathews v. United Stetes
HRE 0.5 5% 63 102 S.Ct %%3 %6 99 L.Ed A.d 54
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Chselaw:

The Consttution %unrmﬁ*ee.s criminel  defendnnts B mcnniw%(\:ul
OPPoctunity 4o Present n Complete defense . Crane v, Kewtucky
N76 U.S 6%2 690 106 S.c 214 aide 90 L.Ed 2,d 636 (19%6)

(quoHN3 Californin v. Trombettn HeT U,S. NM79 Hgs joq S, CF
AT2Z 2522 1 LEd. Aad N3 (agH)

Under +he Due Process Clause of +he Yourteenth Rmendment
Criminal Prosecutions must comport with Prevniling  Notions
oF  Fundamental Falrness . We  have \omcé iu‘rerpreﬁre_& Yhis ST°
Andred  oF Tairness to require  thet Criminal  defendants  be
Afforded B \‘Oennimé@u\ opportunity Yo Present n complete
O\Q\TP_MSG_. Call¥ernin v, Trombetta H67 U.S. HM749 H$s oy S.Ct
ALA% 2322 81 L.Ed .2Ad NI3 (9aed)

Cheel vl TH\']\on v, Withrow 29% F.ad $H6 -
We hold +hat tHhe ric;hlr of h defendant In 8 Criminnl  Feinl

+o  Assert self-defense. 1s one of those Fundamentnl vights And
that Failuce Yo insteuct w Juey on self~defense | when the iN~
Steuction has been rec}uesjce_a And There is Subficient evidence
+o SuFPor"\' such w (‘_\mr%& vi)o\h%.s o Criminal  defendants
r‘ubhn“s under  the “Due Process  Clause. T# is indisputnbly
G&de_(‘n\ L aw . ‘\Hs HMNOU\N(‘_?_O\ \:)j the S\A{?reme (’_our‘i'” ‘H’WF\'
b defendant in A Ceiminal trial has +he ricé\h‘l- Yo A mennfcoj?u\

0??¢>v~+um|’+\/ to Present n C.omﬂe&e defense.. Cnliformin V. Trom~
betta W61 WS HNT9 H3@5 14 S.0F 253% % L.Ed.ad w3 tiaw)

see Rlso chambers V. 'mississ‘tppi SN ULS. A 294 93 S, 1033
D5 L.Ed. Ad 297 (1912
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T'kouah there s no Supreme Court decisien  unmistaknbly
SQH-\'ch down the Precise rule that » defendant o entitled
to na instruction on 52l - defense  when  Yhere exists evid-
tnce Foo Support i, thet rule Vollows inescaprbly not only
From our \tt}n\ He_ri\'a;e., but slso From Yhe Supreme Court’s
\r\o\o\img {N  Trombetta I) thet h defendant hrs  the P(%H’ Yo
Present B Menningful defense, and thus B shate Couet deci”
Sion Low\’rmy Yo that rule, would wWareant Arant  of hebens
Corpus USC.RA  Const, Amends M. 2% US.CR § 2254 (d) (D)

TR\'/\Q\“ V. \Withrow 2A2% F.2d %4

.Su?(‘ame Court ‘Ru\f; 10 COY

(QY A State Court or n United States Court of Appenls hes

decided an impoctant question of federnl ‘_rw thet has wot
Been but should be setled by this Court or has decided

An important Yedersl question in A way thet Contlicks with
relevant decislons of this Court,

b. Whethee the State Violated Story's | Sixth | and Fourteenth

Constitutionnl r‘i%hh, When the Couet Demied B Motion
Foe .Sfe.e.a’y Trinl, ncc_ordl‘f\sg Yo Breker v, }’\A/Al'mgo qa S.Cr AlIBA

S'l'br\/ wirs  Recested .Selﬁe,ml:\ex 23, 20N, then he wvuas indicted
De.cember ﬁj QOH,‘Ser*, tiled A Motion For SFE&A\/ Tr;n\]
H.S.Se.r“\';c\hg his  Siaxth Amendment Constitutional ric;h’r,hud +he
Treial Court denied s Motion with o explanrton nt  AM,
Then S’l-ony went +o the Tewnth Court ot RAppenls (ne.l10-3-00a
Ki-cR)y aad Hne.7 Rlso denied his Motion, 5+or)l's HHbrNey's did
Not nAddress this issue w»t Trfal, Nor  did  his HFF&H‘

1.



ﬂﬁwmey "DY‘ENS H’ u? [N \’\fs c“\r‘e.c_+ Hffuﬂ, \by 5+or7 \ans
R lﬂx/mm\l,%e did Net \'(Now)“'\m‘\" he could ("_ouﬁ'mun\ To
Q\’mHENS& this Fy‘ouo\w\ of ertor, by brir\sgimg it up,in A .o
Petition, where he did Nov . When Story lerrned +hat he
C_ou\o\) he was leehdy on  his Aa54  Petition, So he filed
B Motion tv Stay ANd an‘f&, so he tould 9o brek | And
exhnaust his State remedies, and the Western Distelct Judge
Robert P:H'mm\\, denied his hw‘HoM, 5+vr7 then Tiled ®r Motion
to RBmend his 228H Pehition, Yo Add +he Speedy Trirl Claim,
ARd the Judge. %\“HN"’!‘.J his Motion o hme&a’, Then Yhe Juc\ﬁa
Rddress +he  Speedy Trinl Clrim, saying i+ wes  Procedurally

Rarred. B Constitutionnl vielnHon did Occur | When Story wes
denied hic Sixth Amendment right but should Story be Penalize

For  Something that his Rftorneys il to do, or because he Inck
kt\)om\ac)ga_)o? the Lﬁ\.J} What mbout e T Plain Error © that
Occurred +hat 5‘\'0(‘7 Wnsi de,frive. of w aummﬁee.o\ V‘%H". Texns
Syt&&\, Teial  pet) vns found UnconstiYutionnl | And  becruse of
‘\'hn\-)-\-\'\e,re. seems Yo \De. No Pi"xNC_‘\PA\ 3(,(‘\()&.)!'&49_5 Y’or Texns
‘\’0 %o \3\/ ,\N\\P_N de&“wg WH’\\ 5?6&&\/ Tr'm\i ‘ﬂ\e_re,)axl Vio\n“'f&d%
A defendnnts H%\“L without Tepercussion. In  Story's Cchse
he \was Rlready incaccersted over Hithteen mowths | betore
he tiled R Motion For Speedy Trial, and was denied , and The
Ceviewing Court did ok Pddress it by ‘the Buarker v, Wind
Standard = That Courts brlance four Gactors to HAscess wh=
ether A defendnnt’s vight Yo & 5)’?«&0’7 Trinl, has  been Violpled

or that Feom lgquocance  or inadvertesce Feom Yhe RAHorney
can be Just Chruse Yo ovee come Procedural debpult. M uerry
V. Carcier NMT7 WS, NY2 106 SCF 2634 T4 seeme ke I'm

Not 3e.ﬁ\'N% A Sale review ON QONS‘H“‘U*“L‘ONGI Vio)rr\'ftons Her'.s
C‘enrly Obvious,
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 The Qowsh{“u{'io&\) o? Yhe
United States of Rmecica

Amendment VI,

Ta nl Criminal  Prosecutions +he Reccused Shall endoy the r‘\gH'
+0o n S?e_ec) and  Public  trial b7 RN ‘\mfnrﬂa\ Jum/ of the shte
And district Wherein the Crime Shall have been committed
Which disteict shall have been Previowsly hscectained \ay Law
And Yo be Informed 0% Yhe Nature red Cruse of the Rccusetion

' "'o be C_DNQ‘(‘ON”}'&CI with  the withesses Hgniu&r\‘ him Yo have Com™
pu\smy Process For obimiming wWituesses 1w his Favor and Yo
have Yhe RAssiskauce oF Counsel for his defence.

chse. Law!

The Sidkh Amendment's SMRPHN‘\’\/ Yo nn Recused of the
,m%H' Yo n Sfe_ecly Feinl is Fuwdnmentel And s \mFose_o\ \:7 The
Due. Process Clause' of The Fourteenth Bmendment on +he Stetes
Barker V. \/\/n\s%_ Yo7 u.S, B 42 SO 2l’a

Federal Crimivnl Code nmnd  Rules

B3 3172 Sixth  Amendment Tig%‘\”s,.

No Provision o%  Yhis C__Y\nfﬁe,(‘ shall be iN\'erFr&‘\'ea\ RS R

Bae to mny Claim of Denial of Speedy Trial rs reqmrad
by Rmendment VI of the \‘_.ONS“rﬁ'uhom

§ufreme (‘_ouﬁ’ Rule 10 tm

Qo Puccunnt 4o The Vtedecnl Crimimal Code nnd Rules

Rule 2173 Sidh  Bmewdment Tlahts The District Court erred
when 3+ sad  thet 1+ was ?Y‘v(‘_e_c\urnﬂ7 Breced.

A0,



Reasons  For (jwra:\\'\';:\lz +he  Petition

The reason  for af'ﬂhl‘HNg the Petition 1s becnuse of The
Constitution of +he United States of Bmericn, which steks!
We +he Peeple oF the United States, in Ordec Yo Form
A more Perfect Uniow, eStablish Jdushice, iNsure domestic
T'r*m\w]uilH‘y,“Provfde. for the Common defence Promote
the genernl Welfare, and Secure the Rlessings of Lib-
erty, to ourselves, and our Posterity, do ordain, And
estnhlish +his Conshtution For the United Steates of
Rmerice, Done in Convention by the Unanimous Consent of
the States Presest the Seventeenth Vay of September N
the Year of our Lord one thousand Seven hundred And
E%a\,\‘ry seven and oF  the Tndependence of Yhe United St~
tes of Bmerica the Twelfth,

anorH'\/ of my tlaims  hre | Due Process’ Violrtons due Y2

t‘evlp.wimg Courts wNot hclev\uaﬁ'e.\\/ Hddressing the '\ssue's,m\\cl
that is not Oniform | Peackice of Laws, established by the Cow
: 5+§+mt{on, Where ks the wviolahon 1s U?,ﬁr\y seen, LE a Person
Requested B Specific right, and was denied | thet means he
WaS derrived of that Y“\:;H', Which is A violation of Protected
righ‘\'s. question one  is m C.;mH(c:k between +wo chse Lrsas
Stone v. Powell And Vranks v. Delawnre one say I ChR | DHe
SRy T cnan't ) Questions 2,34 Are were the Court’s Rre
Simply Yo Lax, and  Not bdN% rensonnble 1N Fheir Judiement,
6F  those issu.:.'_s) Buestion S‘M)is R Legal Sianiticance of
Constitutbional Magnitude  Where the Suyreme. Court have deemed

Fundamental. The “denial of the Hﬂhi’ Yo n Speedy Teial ie unlike
‘Hw. Deninl of some ofF the other ” quarantect ofF Hhe Sixth
Rmendment. Strunk v. United Stetes HIA U.S. Ma4 93 o.c+ XG0

1.



But Oiue_S‘HoN c\‘ve_} \s e_x"rhor'cliuhr\/ becruse it denls with
the. HSM to rY‘ﬁSeM“\' h de fense | and the Courts  hre Not
P&c.ogmiz_img +his rig’h*l‘, becnuse there is not A ™ C enrly
Establiched Precedent ” for +hem Yo 9o \:7' ; That )O%ich”y Follow
foom R .Sufre.ma Couct decision o8 what The 'Surr‘e,me Court

has Not held. Casel aw Sufrov“\rs t+his...

W ithout uwnm\:iﬁuously fdﬁNHS\/ing R Constitutionnl source
the U.s. Sufre.me_ Court has Y‘(—.‘,ferﬂ-e_diy FQLDB‘N;L&O‘ that the
Conatitution gunrnm+ee's Criminal deldendants n meamima?u) S
0r+umi+7 to Present R Complete defense under Yhe Slath
Amendment s An essentinl  Riribute of +he F\o\Vtrsnr\; Sys*e.m.

VED‘&‘HONS of A ri3h+ to Present A Complete defense. nre rte-
Viewed For harmless ercor. United Steates of Americn v, Daniel

dames Stanford 823 F.a3d W (5™ Cle 3016) There }s no Sup-
teme Court decision ummis+hkn\al7 scﬁima down this Precise
rule ‘H’\ougl’\ +he holoh'ua in Mathews has been taken by some
Courts Rms Selinag out » \"{%H Yo A Jur7 instruckion on self-
defence. (See e.q Tn_\rl(or IS4 F Supp A.d at lDHB)((’_H'wcl Mat -
hews HW®5 U.S. »+ 63 108 S.CF 2333 Por the Proposition that
r defendnnt 1s entitled +o An lustruction on self-defense when
Yhere exists evidence Yo support i+, This iS AN eXhmple of
A Lrara avisd A fusdamentnl Constitubional rule dictated by
PT&(‘_edeM"} hut ¥ So UN&XC.&F'HDNF\\ that 1t has nNevee heen
drawn  into question in A reported cnse ) at least B Sup~

]
teme Court (‘_Hse.i/ T\’ISON V. Ti‘igc;qr S50 F.3d Hzg d4p (7*

Cie 1395

Now iwn S‘\'Or\\f s ctese | the Judge. Knew  +hat Story WhS Hsserﬂwj
his right Yo self- defense, When he stated: The record, the
Courts  Oww cecollection, Aand Counsel’s AtRidavit, retlect thet

e defense 5+ra+f>_3\/ whs Self ~defense. (see FiNc\'n\\Ds of Yact
and Conclusions of Law Ph%e_ 5 Line M)

AA.



CfAlso there  was Sufficient evidence +hat  entitled Stery &
Jw-\; insteuction own self ~defeanse. : We were nble 4o locate
Renee Davis. Rewee Diavis whs A (good withess for us | and she
Wwas  Chlled \:)7 Yhe Defense. We established +\'\rou3\—\ her, that
Ske., Aand  her \bro+hu,\z\1tre the iq?mr‘ﬁS.Sws towards hpyi§cnn‘\',(se—e
RtEidavit of _SAmue;,( Martinez Page A Second ‘PAcagraph )

e my Chse s A Prime Camdfdn%_:f*or 3%““:\:3 +he. Petition | hs
Noted hbove_}+his issue. has Never Chme before The Supreme
Court | and is de.spe_m%_\\/ needed +o esl'ﬁbh‘s}\acll A clear Precedest;
for  +Hhe ’r‘i'%M- to Present A defense ; would be Memina\e‘ss were
A trisl  Court Completely free Yo ignore, that deferse.  when qiving
tnsteuctions. Which happess in Storys case | that he was denied
his rv‘\céh\— to » Fnie Telal when  Phe  Yrial f.\uda& , tefused to in-
Sheuct Yhe Juey on self - deVense, Without this  up-mest 'rm"‘vori'md‘
decision, Certnrin Courts will Continue to Abused thele discretion,
Were. Order s Neac‘e_d, for ot 5eme.,bu* Rl Court's, will be
5N  one RAccoed, Like the Constitubion ivtended i+ o be, This

- Lssue is of Sre,n'i— awir\?or‘l*m\sc.e_ to +the public As well, becnuse i¥
Will  Oheoassods  AfFect Phoosands of People | whom been in my
Situtation cle?emo\ihsg theire \We.i which - {s in ouc'll leqsl her-

)

'H‘nvse_ ; Yo Protect ownes self , Aud o ‘be. SHQ\’_?AHY‘&&D‘ \37 “his an,
Se  +that Now-ene will be Victkimize ‘D7 r  bias Judae.., for  wh-
Ftever renson he clfs.”kas, or Yeels isnY eNough evidence. This

\C\E,Hr\y established Precedest” Will make Judge's Bocus on
Fedeenl an,wk.‘c_h Is R Porsons Ti%)ﬁi instend ot Stale Law,
ARd ciuH‘ seNdn'Nrg innocent Peorle to Prison.:

Se i+ is ot Judicial discretion and the Pvi‘mnr\/ Concern of the
Supreme Court +o grant and hear Arguments  presenting issues
oF importance. 'be_-\/o.\wl the Particulne Facts | And Partles involved
N this  ehase, and the interest ob  Justice,



CONCLUSION

The petition for a writ of certiorari should be granted.

Respectfully submitted,

‘767\4, Ao, ﬁdshugy

Date: July 10 2,019
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