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QUESTIONS PRE SENTED

| L Woulcl ‘Hﬂ& T;ia(CQur'f' ’D& ;n VinCfHoﬂ O‘F "H’l& HH'

neadmeat i his Fiding ook and conelo 1, o1
law be “Feuf}d +losbe, m;’:%ﬁ;‘_d ;an Conclusion

 Tous | N bias and abuse
(o) WSCreETion C:cﬁcuns'f'ﬂm P& iﬁener.‘l,

2. Would it bea Yt ﬂmendm&n+ Vietq+;on FF Trial

Court, Prosew%r, and ather Stode. Bificials are
Showa te have aeted under the color of Jau 2

3. Would the qrres’ﬁn:é O{‘\Rec.r be in V;O{OC(';OV\ ejlt the

14t Amendment for z;s‘f'lrFBEng Hhet the video of the,

- arrest was Never Rownleoaded but her DWT
Cose Report reveal - fhat i was?
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JURTSDICTION

The date on which the United States Cout of
Appeals decided Pe’\%ﬁon&f case was floril lb,
A018.

The tunsdiction oF this Courtts 1voked undee
A8 U.S.C. % 1M Q).

The dale. on which the US Northern Distriet
Court decided i)d*?ﬂone,r case was March 23,

ADIT.

“The date on whi chthe g\nas‘l’ skt court
decided Pe‘\’(ﬁ@nu's Case Wos Mo§7)lDlL(.

R Copy oF that decision appears ot ﬁfpev\ou x C
R co Y e‘(: the order denbimg rs;\/\aarlng alapears
ot ?pev\o\ix D

The turisdiction of this court 1s mvoked under
A USL. {1257 (a). |

(L)



CONSTITUTTONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISTONS TRYOLVED
13 U.S.C. 1242 vaidf;s

Whoev&r} l}ﬂclar color o{lﬁn 'aw',5+dfu1’e ,Drclinanci (’é‘*u(a‘ﬁon of
(_‘_us‘{*cm/wi\\‘?ul\ Subjects &n peroon in any State ')Téc;i‘fhr , Com-
anweath)passéssion or Districttothe deprivaﬁo)ﬂ of any tights
privileges; of immunities Seauted o rotected by the Qm\séhmon
or laws‘oﬁhg United Studes,or 1o dié@&fzﬂf ums?z ments, pains, of
penatties,on accountof such person being an alien,or biy reacon
010 hi s col or,of race than are preseri b&d'ﬁ)r%lt Punishwwnfofciﬁzmg
Shall be Fined under fhis fille br imprisoned not more than one year or
both, and i%lbochl“g injury results ‘ﬁrom the acts commitied in violation
of fhis section ot &udé acts mnelude fhe use,or theeatened use of
_ NN i ‘
& dongerous weapon Explosives ot five. shall boeFined under Ahis
Hte S;SIMPF\ sonedl not more Hhan 1yis. o beth.

|yt AMmo'\menﬁ‘ Sec: |

Al cersons bon or nafural ized tnthe LS. and Sulofad"{'@'%aj'm o-
di(;‘ﬁon ‘fh&rf,@? are. Cilizens of the US.and or {he. STOTe wohesein ey

reside. No State sha\\‘w}akf; o Enforce. any fow which Shall abridge
Hae, ‘)rwtlﬁg&‘_s ar immunities of citizens Q\Q%\& 1L.S. nor Shall ey State.

deprive an petson of life liberty, or property without due proeess
0; Ffu:u) m;rjare;n to an ?'éfgon \3 i}Jr\hwg k\‘(g‘su}a}isdid‘(o‘n the Ecbua\
pro“hch'on o{jﬂ'\e (mg

b AMM@\M&I\’[’ | .

T all eriminal proseeutions e accused shall A Yhe CGIRE
0 Specdu and public ”f,’\‘rlal,/b\( an imParha\ Juryo the ;‘}‘?ﬁa
anc di\s\u)rriaL wherein the crime shall have iogen Commitzd
Wwhich distitct shall howe logen _Prg\/icusl QSCE,FTO\\\(\.@CI oy
law ande be informed of the natuse. o\n‘&j couse. oF 4
O.ch.sd"{on/‘ “%a e anfrom;;dw;.m,{_h& W"ﬁ\‘&asas' a aine + |
him 1o have Compu\SorS process tor oiofalm./B WHREsSES in
(l;ib‘\ Fouer, ond 1o hove the Resistance of CLotinse| or inis

VETENSE.



STATEMENT DF CRSE

Petihioner was convicled of o DWE i 35* Tadicial Dighret
Coutandhserfenced s 99urs. bu a jury notef his peers.

P&]L’Lb oner Submitted o *] (.:67 l/\(?{‘fdro Rl& Court of Loim, ﬂpp&ols
of & Petifioner cortends that he was rendered TAC.
ﬁam be‘fh “H'ia\ and appe.“afé a‘H‘orna\ ‘f'hod' h&; was Subjec-:(’
to proseeutorial misconduct; and that he is Actual Tnnoeenes
Submitted [0-24-13, and denied without a writlen order on the
“Fs'ndings of the Frial court withouta hﬁarins 5-T-14.

Pefthioner Submrtted o Wik of Habeas 2.‘25‘1 4o Hhe Northemn

Di s‘ﬁid’ Couf’l' o% T. «8‘21‘"H aﬂda Mo‘hen To Si’aﬂ'o exhaus+
Statt claim ofter ebtaining several gov’i' dloeuments Trom
Various Sourees Hhat woutd .SubeanﬁaNS show thet the.
PWT 0'6: Hg"‘ de’ 'H’lﬁ S'{‘odt USE‘,cl 'Fgr gﬂkaﬂQ&mgn't' never .

was a convichHon and P&HH oner also submitted o subsequedt
11.07 Writ“8-25-14 *o give the Stole a chance o resolved Yhe
Claim butthe District Court clenied Hhe Metion o Stay™q-4-14”
and the, State dismi ssedl withoutweitken orderthe H.D74g-0- 14
Petifioner was allowed to amend the. petition and proceed with
the 2254 Writ " claiming the above: i:fsuass } and"'{fhaf the whole-
ness of the charge revslved around the am,shfi? (‘)H:t‘c\ﬁ who
0 ounse| Failed 1o fmpaad/\ due to a video "rha{f' ¢ DiFicers Case
Report revealed was Downloaded atHhe pelice clept contrary
+o the Officer's Tr.sti Mony.

L



Lounsels i davitsfate he used the Lase Repoct
however, he “Faiu o ) ;eazkﬁwa Oﬂ?woiio Eéflgzg
had fhe. blood drawn #;‘om pe,ﬁﬁ pnee wn her custed
for 25 days before the Torensic Saientist received it

The D.A. commit P/M vouchin Ao the withesses and
(‘;omspirin with “/H\E officer For Ex? He ask the, Dificer
Did You Do An Hhing To Delete The Video and the Ofieer
Dy e e, Shid < As A Malfer DF Fact 0id W Ty To

Retrieve. That Evident Recently? the Dficer sad “Yes™
e D.A. Said she the Dcer was Chrutully Honest.

Aopellate Counsel reader T. £ bu presedling several

Wi refeences in his briet fo B 1 Lovek o fpeals.

t\?%{%‘( f. Gggriwﬂ?ﬁm‘ frabation Dspjl' thvwg\Hbtea) P{leéd ut

- ehtving iHoner was Supervisec ef ofnee. Tof

e o cund e i deph monthly bt The
documents preva‘gwslts menfion contradict her Testimon Y.
Retitioner gigain g ‘E“f‘ecl'fo exhaust Stote. 15sues ’o% a Mofion
For heove T Exhoust Claim Tn Stete Cout 4-18-16 But the
Distriek Court denied i 428-16. “
Ctitioners 2254 Writ "was denied bj District Cowt 3-23-7”

PEH'HOM(‘ Q ?mﬁoﬂle ILS Qf)ur""o{Z 3(1‘0980—( 5”‘ [\,l;f‘ {\‘or a
CQA. fegouraling Fhe above. claims becauss t would be
a mustartiade of Jushee because a chSDnablaJur«'sf
Gould debote or agree ot Hhe pefition Should have
been fesolved 1n o different mannee the cirewlt 3740533,

Fdith H-Sones denied the Motion For COA.

The Toreaoin Proc,s.edfn was a vielafion of the Lth
ond H*Q Aw‘:é.nd of the QUESTION PRESENTED.




REASONS DR GARMTING THE WRIT
The Court should gradt Yhe, weit becouse e video oF the

areest interaction Support etihoner claim of faocence and
the arresting Dfficer committed pecjury concernjng the video
when she feghitied that it was lQaver ownload ed and Record-
£d and Hhat the Evidence Person Deleted it but her DWT CASE
REPORT/PEACE OFFT.LER SWORN REPORT revealed she did i fact
Download the vided atthe Browsnwood olice Deyt.

Tﬁe.US.Squme, Lowtina 207 case of Seo‘!{‘v.}\(arrisl‘pﬂﬁ Cou‘ﬂL

toncluded that where o \Pod‘txs's version of events 15 s0 u‘dzrgb dis-
eredited lou o Video that neTEasonable jury could bellert him,
the court Sheuld view Hhe Yocks fnthe (i Es‘l'a(se.p\‘c:\'ecl on the video.

\d cvidence tHends To toke ceiterstaae atatrial or heam
e vidoma. s ot s iy i
Oan Tell wore than one .Sfor_tj and less thon the é\no _ sto g

“The Q,eur‘\’ S\noulel fom‘}"H’l& weet msqrcli NG ‘Hlﬁ anl and 3’1&3“&5.“1.0“5
due Yo the State "?aér'scaﬁon of DHT Qsﬂvic?\ons Yo sulpjest peﬂ'\oﬂtf
1o "F&lon\nj Surisdictionetitioner's o‘H’oma:S SPe:n‘l’ an average ot 30
minutes onthe. case, he wanted petitione o pleate this Fﬁon |
Conviction the.same day he metpetifioner and stoted i pd’i%onsr
did net he would qeta Ei fe Seatence.,

Counsel admitted e didit tooK at the PeaPocket exhibits Hhat
would have disproved Hhe Tobricated OWI.

The 1th Courtof ﬂpfeo.ls Qave notice. of the fﬂSprt‘cim¢5 o the.
DWTI ‘cmcl the. Districk Court stated that ps_Jr‘\ﬁ ones docaments
%ues‘bt‘)n the Validity of one DL houwever the cvidence, Showd
petitioner residing in Austin,and THOLS. Concemé?%one

DWT so does it tor the other Since. beth DWT ollegation
WErE. on the Same dote. |




TF\E Qon\ncﬁn%\ewﬁ' GP‘P tc.tals Shoulo{vﬁ‘ E)E: aubwf:c‘

Yo '?’ab&‘tc,a‘\’ecl D that the State tlaim were pled
Qui Hj o the Same daJre omd used Haem fo en ax\ce.
o mizdemeanot charag. into & Telony To to subiect a
pErSON fo Such \é penalty H%cx s destro 9
'Hm; erson This Jr\ﬁ)& o@ udma\ mLseerLw:t P/ \V(Vl
Iﬂ&‘, five OLSS{' 6? M&l)pagws,oncl%w m
Jhe St Sﬂa‘bre of pe?njnoner on documents tF al cm)ﬁcl
*{‘o revaul will onl peInTorce 'HA&SQ 0%0\015 +0 exerl

COﬂ‘Qto\EN\QQ +o exdise it ajomf\ cic}ams‘r other public
Cihzens. |

E:oA wﬂ%\'\mé Heﬂoralo Qour’{' +o I'P nojrhm

ELSE” oK “TNTOTHE FALSE CDN\)IQTTDN OF 3-2787”
wh\dn wo b&a S‘{To ;(‘E&Son or Sran‘hv\ *Hae,

Wrt, becouse is Cour primacy concem 15 nst 1o
Correc\‘ crrors in lower court. cleciswns betto cleeide
Cases presanhn tssues of imporTance “Be omi The
Pur‘h cular Facts ond d Parties ° voLVED So
s Courtto give i)arﬁcu,\ar no tce_“l'o pade '90, BO)
3[omoL31” b&cau,s& Oa(:) s Court woul NZE .
‘+ as Q_anspxra% or m&swnelmfh Esp gaiall q‘»
'\'h& C.Ouf‘t' (‘,onsuder 'H\z mu:ﬁm Vl £O 'H\o:V & cmss M
OW\w T&S"‘? ‘Fhise\j abou ﬁewﬂ\o m 0++a( (?3
p\ace? obeut psﬁhoaers C.anduc 2 brud:\j
degt thats (‘,f)n‘\’mr 4 her Case par% -Hne; Faisa
{iformation She in ieafed about Pe‘t"honel‘ having a
Dwr conviction 514 -31] cmcl the unusuad Time o
AS J be{“om%e &)lﬁo(’l that was olrawn from

peﬁhon&r was reeeived by by the Forensic Sccminﬁ“
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