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QUESTION(S) PareenTeED

(0. dd +rial Cour+enrr 1N denying Hhe Petit10ner s
MOHON pOr Verdict-of A'C%uru-a‘ Ou’\cl New *&/V"(-a[.«

(2) Whether Government Precented enough Sulogt-
antal evidence ot Supported Verdick as 4o
(count) Cor a quantity of herein 1N excess of
\ tb\ogmm. |

(3) DId Qovernmrent establish mulhple Qongpmecies
a+t+ 4trial eand net a Srngle Cénspmacg/‘ as Q(/\Qrﬁed
IN e (ndickmendt-

@) B‘O! Qovernmen+t err ‘OL/ lr)d/c,-/-—ln% (coun + 2)
Mbreh 26, 20/6 gale charged 1n zoid Conspiracy
ind ictment,

(5D 8id Govern ment viclated Petibioner "Brady Righks?
Io\/ t.r\-lfrc)&luc(ma\eyvad—emce ol video Cexhibi+350) dUNnS

+rial Hhat pias not 1 dis covery. A Should testimonies
/O\,/ NCPD oPLiicers CJ")CLV'J«[-\,/ Sl—%tmlowunner eoal
Jagon bandmdgef be impeach Lor 4‘»@34«)&,/ aboeut
+iis ewvidence,

C‘c) Diad HAal court enm 1 dechnq)%e Petboners
WMeHoN Suppress evidence gelzed atb zol
Complon ot vVance  S.C |

6‘) btd CoOUurt enrn~ ) o\Qy\\,'tV\Cﬁ notHoeN Quppress
reguldice ol Tite UL \/\“V‘QJVQPS.
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A
STATEMENT OF Tle FacTs

“In 2013, law enforcement began an inveshgohon
(NHO @”E%ed heroin digdributon 1A the clharleston,
South Carolina area. Scon thercabler  law enforce -
ment ide~hified Edward Maurce Singleton (alkla
v (lpp\e") as a primany torget of Hheic inestigahon.
CI A o), S’mgtemf\ alonqg wWith Sevecral other Co-de-
fendants were 1ndicted by a Federal Grand Juny
onN i\lD\/em e 12, 20\3 and C)’W(lr%e,s X e &\\Q)\)\Xr\%

ConSpiracy +O possess wWith iNtent do distribute
Neroin under 21 U.S.C. B4,

On Apml C’i)zoztl.( Petromn e~ (Ke~nety Shannon)
was 1ndicted Ror possession wWikn intent 10 distnbule
one hurdred (100) grome or ove of heroin,

OoN Du@us—F 12 204, Petitioner with gseveral othes
was nchcted witn Supergeding indictmendt Conspiracy
Wit indent 4o cdis+r bute one hundred €ioo) Grams
or more of heroin.

On August 27,2014, Hhe WeHhin Mo+H0N 18 granted +0
dicmissed wrthou+ prejuclice Apr.l 2,204 indictment,
oN Se/pfe”\b&" (O, zo14, +he Federal Grand ’C]—u«\{ red -
umed a HQ- Count; Second Superseding cndicthmend
charging Singleton and Ditde H Wi thams Bunongs+
others . Petitioner was (lfﬂawcjed wWieHy Sever 7))
Counts:

Count 1! CoOnspracy +o possess wirkh intent 4o dist-

©
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Count 2 @ Possession Wi~ intent 4o disiributre
heroir oM Mamh 26,2010 )
Coundt 20 Possession Wit imtent 4o disteibute
heror~ 1N excess of hundred Cioo) grams or more
oN Febr*ucw\{ 28,z014 5
Counts 32,239,440 and 47: tse of a Commumcotion
Fac liky +o I?c;c:x htate a Pelony under Hnhe Controlled,
Substance Act o Novem ber tl, 2013, Februan Il
zold - Februany 13, z01d and March 2, zoid. (JA 29-39)
This matter was +ried before a Jund beginning
Jauly 27,201¢ +0 Tuby 29, 2616 The Jury returned a
verdict OF guit hL\{ oN all Counts Hhen pPendiNg pursuat
4o +he indictment against Hhe Petbitioner. (TR. (05 (-1653)
W res pect +0 Coun - | ‘ (Ju-rx{ Pound Petittoner res-
pongible Lor (N excess of | MJIO%V\OM\ ol her~cin. P
e Count 20 Jung Found Pettioner responsible
Por over hundred (1005 grams oF hero:n. (Tn.1051-1053)
On August iz, 2016  Hhe Petitioner Piled a +imely
Mo+won For Judgmen +- /¥l an~d Newn tnadl. The
Counr+ dened Hhe Petitioner's Motion FPor verdicd of
Acguital oand New Tiral . The Petitioner was Sentenced
on July 28, 2007 1N the ﬁo/lowlng pDarticulars : ColH-1-
L Pe ‘Empms@mmm% Count 2 and 20 - one hundred
6181@4—\/ elth— Crgg) m&m—FhS and Nine+-8ix CQQ)
mMmonthg on CouNts 32,39 do ey, all sentences {~0
run  Concurrently. (TH C}‘;/ -(055 ) The Petttioner
Was qlso onrndered +0 Complete Bupervisea Nel-
ease br o +fofal of +en (10) Jears on all QOU/)‘I'S)
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Which Counts wWere +o ran Comn currentiy - (37
104811049), The [EFinal C)"ud@-@nﬂen#— ~was endered
i Hhis case August | 2017, (TR 1057 - (055) The
Petitoner Piled a Notice oF appeal on MRugustz,
2017, Can-105L). On TJune G)ZGIS*I Fthe Lourth Circuwit
Pederal Court of Appeals aPPirmed Hhe Convickions
OF +Hhe Petitiomer 1mn an wun pub/lshecl OPINILN.



REASONS For Cranming Tite PETITION

The Petitioner respectlully Submidds tha+
+hic Honoeable Courd+ Should Spgn—t- his petit+ion
and review +he Op(NIOM obP the Fourth Circuit
Federal court oF Appeals For clear errors. due
+0 the FLact that the Petitioner wasg Sentenced
+0 MFPe 1mprisonment Upon his ConVvickion at
dral. A juife gentence 1o gecond Chl\/ 4o +Hhe
death penalbhy 1n gravity of punish ment 10
Fhe United Gtates. The Petticmer has raised
(1N g Petitiom CQMpelI:mg I8sUes Pego,’\du’\a
violatiorn of Nis “Fourt+h Ammenciment V*:@h#s i
Ln addition , Petditioner has raised /18sues WitHs
FHhe suﬁtﬁ’:cze,ncb/ of evidlence presented a+
tral b Hhe &overn ment. An "Bracly rights “
wWhich was vioclated wnder Fourteen Amend-

men-



(1) Did the 4ral Court err 1n den\/cna ‘he Petitioner's
mMmo+on For verdict of Acquuttal ond New +rmad.

Ln reviewing whether dhe evidence was sSuffiuent
10 convict defendon+, "Hhe relevant Qquestion s whe -
+her , afler Viening Hhe evidence 1n Fhe 118h+ mos+t
Lavorable 40 4he Prosecution any rotional 4drie~ of fact
Could have Found the essential elements ol +he
Crime besyond a reasenable doubt. See Joacksen v
Virgnia, Hy3 U.s, 307,319,909 S.c+ 27189,6/ L.Ed. 2d 560
(1919). See U.S. v: Murphy , 35 F.3d 143 (44 Cr. 1994).
() Whetner Government Presented enough Substanhal
evidence +hat Supported verdict as 4o count | For
a quanti+y of heroin (N excess of | ILilogram.

The Government Presented M eullicient evidence
+06 Jury +hat Petrtioner cistributed | [&logmfn or more,
OF hercin during CoNsprracy. See U. S. v Giunta, 925
F.2d 7158 (4 Cir. 1990). The GoOvern ment Case wWas egg -
entially based on Conversations, Which led —+o no%wj

N +he end. Thus, +he evidence Could only have led +o
G Finoling of guti+ by an unacceptable process of raw
Speculation rather Hhan by a reasoned process of
1N De,r‘rwng gutl+ beyond a reasonable doubt. The only
evidence hat government- presented 4o Jury was Sin-
gletorn —Hestimony. Which was Contradict by qovernment

wWiness ¢6- conspuater Diketra Williams. (TB 606, 635,

¢36). @O\fer‘r\men-i— did not pr‘eSe/ﬂ-Cd C(/\/ Swrvesllance

or O‘f‘ug +ransac+ons Wit~ Petitioner and Singleton
+ogether From e, r ;mve%i—:aaﬂl—vo/\ +o Vuny +hat would
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have COrrobrated S’rn@le;l—on m#:mbn\/-slngle/wn was
indicted For hundred (106) grams of heroin . (IR 5499),
NO ma+ter how generously +rial Court znobulgcs +the
available reasonable inFPerences i~ Pavor of $he Bosern-
ment, dddnn3 4he post-- dilut+icm weight+ of hercin EBrom
atl Enown and reasonably (nFerable +ransactons - whet-
her completed  attempiecl 0 merely agreed upon by
any of Singleton or pehitioner CO- CONSpiraters +0
reach a €<um of one () /0109ncun, 12 not a mathemat-
ical 1mpossibilry [ would regui~e reason ing 80 atenuated
as 4o provide iNnsulPicient Support Lor “Hhe Jury's verdict
on e one (1) (Ulogram verdict, See U.S, . tHHickman,

G2C F.3d 786,704 (4 G 2010).

(_Z)) Bld Covermmen+t establish multiple Conspiracies
a+ +rial and not a Single CONspiracy As chargeol N
Hhe 1iNndictEmendt,

upon reguest a Jdudge Should instruct a Jury 07

Single versus multiple Conspiracies (P ¥Hhere s ewviol -
entiary basis +o suppor+ 1. See UL.S. V. borta 783 E.2d
129 Cd# Cir 1980)°, U.S. v. lHoyte , &I F.3d 1239 (U Cir,
quIS). Bur‘u’\j +he +rial Pedi+ioner Ccounsel Pecaues4—eol
\ndge Cor Q O-harge, oF multiple conspiracy because
ofF witness -l—es#;monaes.ﬂadge La.l 4o instract U'Lu\t-
(TA6G1). See U.S. V. Rennedy ,32 F.3d 870 (dHCin 1994
U.S. v. thes | T17 F. 20 4@ (4 Cir 1983)) U.S. V. Rob-
crte 202 F.gdd 286 (4 Cir 2000) ", @rady -vs - Corbin

4G5 us sog (1990 ),
@-)b'el Government er-~ lo\{ sndictr~ Count 2 MGrch 26,

1l



2010 Sale C,l’\anged 1 201d COMBPRInacy tNdichment
Govern mMen+ Created Confusion Lor Hhe Jurq w tHA
Ccount2). Tmputed drug quanties For achtong ocut-
Side of date and Scope OF COﬁ%P\POC,L[ Qhaf%ed 1N
cecount ). The Joinder of Hhese offFenses wos uno\u&\{
Pre judicial .

@5). Dl Bovernment Wiolated Retitionesr "rady D(lgl’*g‘).
by mnHreduc b0y evidence of vides Ceuhibids56) dU“""ﬂ
$rial dhat was not in discovery. AN sihould testmenes
L;)b, Ncebd officers Charihy Steinbrunner and
Jason bandridge be impeach For testify alosut
—+his evidence .
video CexhibiF56) was Mot 1A dtSQo\reng/, Defenzge

- Coungel| Piled motion +0 exclude evidence of 8earch
weavrant. T+S glated D motiorn Haat dhere was mno
video  dHransaript or bea-¢ briec. g 5i-90)

NCPD o0LLicers )O(‘eJud:.C-e Pe it~ enr b\/ +eg4—:ﬂ~1
abou+ allege crime that wasn'+ charged 11 Fhe
indictment. See RBrady-vs- Mww\/ land, 373 U.S. 83 83
S.CH. 114,10 t.ed. zd zi5 (1963).

@a) btd courd err in den\.l;n%%e Petitioner's wmor N
Suppress evidence Seized ot zot complon o
The U.S. Dlshmc% cour+ carcm#ed Peti+i10ner's motion
to exddude evidence Obtained Fram Hhe Seaich warront
excuted at zoi compron ¢k, Coungel For Hre Petrtioner
asled ot +he court grant Pethiones a hearing v
occordance w it Pourth Amendment Hie Petidioner
Inas Hhe mg)[m‘— +o have search warrant auttrentcated
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and Probable cause Lor wWarran - Lully estab lished
prior 40 Qddudacahng Hhe nexus betfween $he residence
and Hhe ;'Ilecju( drug achyviy . Nerther Hhe US. Dishact
court+ or Hhe Lourth Circur+ of Alj)peais e/ﬂﬁe:,c/i—we/t\/
reviewed e record LCor Clear errers . CCicerg
eter hhome without sea-ch war~ant was a Clear
Viclation Led . R.Crim . Procedures 4icd). See Colthing
Vi Vinginia, NO. 16" 10627, CdH Cir zoig) ) U.S. V. Mowakh,
513 F.3d 395 (4 L 2007, U S, V. @ant+ | 1ad 7,34 987,
Loo! Ca*h Cur, 19GT),
6‘7) lSto\ §>18+mc—i— Court evrv M dem-qtnq) WO+
éuppregs results ' oF Title UL Wiretcps.

Palse statement 1n Warrant+ application and
. Peditioner noume was nef rvde;nl«z/«l/ aS ndividual
- dHhat emgqge/d i Crhinmainall @,c;-lvu/n‘—«J/ anN neither
one of ¥Hhe Q([)[)' tcatton . Coiern went uses gl
Stale inbormatisn Lor second wWiretap. See U.S.
V. bonsvan 429 U-S. 4i3 428,978 Cc+. 658 50 . Ed.
5z (1977),

13
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| \N{/ﬂereﬁwe  the Petitioner Kenm et .
Nennedy Shannen, respectfully prays Hhatk
HHhis HonoRable Courd wiill gran+ his Pebition
Por ’l"e/’weamn@ e banc DO/" V\/V‘I-P ol G,e,'r‘r’-tczf‘ar'/,

"Q@P@wﬁu/( Subm e,
Petbrtioner . |
| | - LS, P. eS|
Novem ber 21 2018 P o. Box 308
» - Jonesville 5 22 2
| 24263



