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QUESTION(S) PRESENTED 

Ray had a claim that was "reasonably debatable" by "jurists of rea-
son 
Sineee a reasonable legal argument could have been made. The dis-
trict court and 5th circuit court of appeals were wrong in denying 
Ray a certificate of appealability. The circuit court exceeded the 
scope of COA. analysis and ruled directly against Supreme Court law 
in Buck v. Davis, 137 S. 6t. 759(2017) inwhich a previous 5th cir-
cuit denial of a COA was reversed by this Court which also had a 
denial of effective assistance of counsel claim, like Ray. 
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all parties to the proceeding in the court whose judgment is the subject of this 
petition is as follows: 



TABLE OF CONTENTS 

OPINIONSBELOW........................................................................................................1 

JURISDICTION.................................................................................................................. 

CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS INVOLVED .................................3  

STATEMENT OF THE CASE ............................................................................................4 

REASONS FOR GRANTING THE WRIT..........................................................................5 

CONCLUSION.................................................................................................................... 6 

INDEX TO APPENDICES 

APPENDIX A 
United States District Court denial Western District Texas. 

APPENDIX B 
5th Circuit Court of Appeals Denial. 

APPENDIX C 
5th Circuit Court of Appeals denial Petition for Rehearing En Banc. 

APPENDIX D 

APPENDIX E 

APPENDIX F 



TABLE OF AUTHORITIES CITED 

CASES PAGE NUMBER 
Buck v. Davis, 137 S. Ct. 759(2017). 3,4 
Pichard v. Conner, 404 U.S. 270, 278 92 S.Ct. 509, 513-142  30 L.Ed. 
2d 438(1971). 
Strickland v. Washington, 466 U.S. 668, 104 S. Ct. 2052, 80 L.Ed. 
2d 674(1984) 3,4 

STATUTES AND RULES 

OTHER 
14 Amendment U.S. Constitution 3,4,5 



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 Appendix B - C to 
the petition and is 

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IIXI is unpublished. 

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

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

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

The opinion of the - 
appears at Appendix to the petition and is 

court 

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

1. 



JURISDICTION 

] For cases from federal courts: 

The date on which the United States Court of Appeals decided my case 
was 4-13-18 

[ ] 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: 6-1-18 , 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). 

[ ] 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 

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

appears at Appendix 

[ II 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). 

2. 



CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS INVOLVED 

The 14th Amendment to the United States Constitution Equal Pro'-- 
tec.tion of the--laws as Suprerpe Coiirt precedent was not followed 
Buck v. Davis, 137 S.Ct. /59(2O17). 
Strickland v. Washington, 466 U.S. 668, 104 5 Ct.. 2052, 80 L. Ed. 
2d 674(1984). 

•Pichard v. Conner,404 U.S. 270, 278 92 S.Ct. 509, 513-14, 30 L. Ed. 
2d 438(1971). 

3. 



STATEMENT OF THE CASE 
Ray was wrongly denied a certificate of appealability on his ineffective 
assistance of counsel claim by both the federal district court and 
again by the 5th circuit court of appeals. His COA claim was infact, 
reasonably debatable and the denial was against S.Ct. precedent in 
Buck v, Davis, 137 S. Ct. 759)2017). This held that the initial de-
termination as to whether a COA should be granted is simply "whether 
a claim is reasonably debatable, and if so, an appeal is the normal 
course." 
Ray's direct appeal counsel and also his Petition for Discretionary 
Review Counsel was ineffective under Strickland v. Washington, 466 
U.S. 668, 104 S.Ct. 2052, 80 L.Ed. 2d 674(1984). (the same attorney) 
How? Ray's counsel failed to present to the state court the "substan-
tial equivalent" of therclaim presented in federl court. see 
Picard v. Connor, 404 U.S. 270, 278, 92 S. Ct. 509, 513-14, 30 L. Ed. 
2d 438(1971). Thusly, Ray was procedurally baridd from bringinIg his 
claims of self-defense instruction and other good claims on federal 
habeas corpus and really had nothing to bring fout' on his state 11.07 
except to try and repreat those claims again he was procedurally barred. 
Appeal counsel and P.D.R. counsel(the same) failed to mention one 
federal case cite or counstitutional (U.S.) violation on his Direct 
Appeal or P.D.R. procedurally barring Ray.and effectively stopping 
him from going any further in his habeas corpus actions both federal 
and state, as he used all claims with merit up. 
Ray was wrongly denied a COA for ineffective assistance 5f counsel. 
Ray was denied "equal protection" under the laws under the 14th amend-
ment to the United States Constitution wa Supreme Court law was not 
followed. 
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REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION 
The denial of a COA in Ray's case is in direct contrast to Supreme 
Court law and the ineffective assistance of counsel Ray was subjected 
to and the resulting procedural bar should have been explored by the 
lower court's decesiori making process rather than just denying another 
inmate any relief. 
Ray is entittled to the constitutional protection of the laws under 
the 14th amendment to the Unitded States Constitution and this case 
should be remanded and a COA granted to allow Ray to proceeded. The 
fifth circuit should be made an example out of for failing to follow 
the law and thinkin, well this was just another inmate and no one will 
hold us accountable. 
How many other inmates have they done this to even after they were 
revrsed by this Supreme Court for doing it in 2017? 

5. 



CONCLUSION 

The petition for a writ of certiorari should be granted. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Date: 7q/g 
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