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QUESTIONS PRESENTED FOR REVIEW

1. Whether Petitioner was denied the effective assistance of counsel
to which he was constitutionally entitled when trial counsel failed to present
readily available evidence to support a self—defense theory at trial.

2. Whether Petitioner was denied the effective assistance of counsel to
which he was constitutionally guaranteed when trial counsel provided Petitioner
with erroneous advice that resuléed in him making an unknowing and involuntary
waiver of hie right to ‘appeal the guiit/innocence phase of.his jury trial.

3. Whether Pétitioner was deHied the effective asgistandée of &ounsel
to which he was constitetionally guaranteed when trial counsel failed to object
-to improper argument and offers of proof during closinébargument and failing
to object to the playing of 9L1.tapes, |

4, Whether ﬁeeihioher was denied the effective aéSistence of coqnsel
gueranteed hiﬁ'inder federal law when trial counsel waived his.inherent right
to personally testify:Without consuiting him.

5. YWhether:Petitioner was dehied the.effective assiétance of counsel
guaraﬁteed'.him hnder federal ieWE Whenh.trial 'coﬁnsel. failed to pfepare or
present a defense tb the eharge ofifirst degree.hurglary, which.was the basis
of ehe_ComQOQWealth creatiné aggraerihg}ei;eumstances and pehalties.

6. Whether Petitiehef was“denied Ehe effective aseistance of counsel
guaranteed himllnder‘federal.1aw>Wheh trieiVCOUnsel'afgued to the jury that
Petitioner was ih fect the initiallaggressér.

7. Whether the District Coﬁrf; as well as the Sixth Circuit,Court of
Appeals acted contrahy{to,'er‘uﬁ&er'enlunreasonable app}ieeﬁion‘of federel law
wheh ih &eemedvmﬁltipie iSsﬁes as procedurally barred,ndespite the manifest

injustice of failing to entertained key, exculpatory issues and claims.



8. Whether Petitioner was denied the effectiwe assistance of counsel
to which he was constitutionally guaranteed when trial counsel admitted guilt
without consulting with Petitioner prior to making admissions, to wit:

confessions to the charged criminal offenses.
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OPINIONS BELOW . : .
The Opinion of the Sixth Circuit Courf'bf Appeals.affirming the decision
of the District Court was filed March 5, 2018 and isvcontained iﬁvthe appendix
heretoc‘ The order of the United States Sixth Cifcuit Court of Appeals denying
Petitioner's petition for rehearing was issued on July 20, 2018, and is
attached to the appendix hereto.
‘fhe Opinion and ORDER.\OF THE United States District Court for the

Western District of Kentucky was entered on April 10, 2017, and is cbntained

in the appendix hereto.



JURISDICTION

The Court's jurisdiction is pursuant to 28 U.S.C. §1257(a). The United
States Court of Appeals for the Sixth Circuit decision sought to be reviewed
is dated March 5, 2018. The Sixth Circuit Court of Appeals denied petitiomer's
petition for rehearing on July 20, 2015.

.Pursuant to Rule 10.1(9) of the United States<Sdpreme Cdurt Rulés this
case presents important questions of Féderal law decided by a United States
Cdurt of Appeals which havé not been settled by this Court and/or contrary “to

the established precedent of this Court.



CONSTITUTIONAL PROVISIONS INVOLVED

The constitutional provisions involved in the present case are:

United States Constitution Amendment V

No person shall be held to answer for a capital, or otherwise infamous
crime, unless on the presentment or indictment of a Grand Jury, except in cases
arising in the land or naval forces, or in the Militia, when in actual service
in time of War or public danger; nor shall any person be subject for the same
offence to be tWice put in jeopardy of life or limb; nor shall be compelled
in any criminalvcase to be a witness against himself, nor be deprived of 1life,
1iberty; or property, without due process 6f law; nor shall private préperty
be taken for public use, without jﬁst'compensation.

United Sta;és:Constitution Amendment VI

Inbail.briminai prosecutions; tﬁe'acéused shall enjoy the right to a
speedy and public trial, by an impértial jury of the State and district vherein
the criﬁe shailwhavé'been.committed;.whiéh district shall have been‘pfeviously
ascertained be law,  aﬁa to :bé informed of the naturé’ and cause of the
accusation; to be confrqnﬁgd with thg ﬁitneSses against him; to have compulsory
'process fbr'oﬁtaining witnésSes'iﬁ.his favor, and to have the Assistance of

Counsel for his defénqe.?



STATEMENT OF THE CASE

On January 25, 2006, Petitioner went to the home of his child's mother
to give her money for his child as he always visited. No other reason or
intention was meant. It was Petitioner's understanciing that this was supposed
to be the theory fhr his defense.

 Petitioner had visited his child since birth, all while knowing that
his childs mother 1lived with her other children's father. Petitioner, by
arrangement with his child's mother, only visited trhen Coleman was at work./

Once Petiti.oner arrived and knocked on the - door after mnot seeing
Coleman's car outside the residence, Coleman opened the door with his hands
to his .side. He esked Petitioher what he wanted and Petitioner replied
where.‘is the baby?' ‘This is vhen Celeman lunged at Petitioner with. tw (2)
knives as he stood on the outSide pqrch causing Petitioner to fight this life
threatening' attack by Coleﬁan off by pushing him beck down inside the house
- as he. was astabb'ing Pe_titioner repeetedly over and ever. Petitioner tried to
fend him off. ‘Peti'tiener knoc.ke_d on the‘ doq‘vr ﬁnarmed, and when Coleman
answered Pet]'..ti'o.ner‘ asked wher.e— is the vbaby end .w‘as' attacked with deadly force
by Coleman or‘;v.th'e front .'po__l‘eh. 'anetitiene'r_'s DNA outside on the porch wall.
proves thiysi a‘lvovng w.ith ]Ev’etit_i'oner'»'s‘.hloody hendpri’nt with fingers.pcinting
inside the -.residence. is the key,.fevidenc‘e that proves Petitiqner is actu.ally
innecent of these erimeé which he hae contested the whole time .

Rather.than“ed\}ocate .and argue the fotegoing plain facts, trial counsel
vioiate’d ‘Petitioner's _»ico‘n:stitvutional rights to_,a. f_ai_r triel and. adr.nitt.ed ._h-im
“to 'the‘ chérges ef _burg.lelry vah‘dv mﬁrder prejudieing .‘ P‘eti‘vtioﬁet and maklng the
entire. triel beimdamer‘ltarlly unfaif as the proseeutor alledged Petitioner _fo_‘.f'ce_d“
his way into the residence and killed Coleman. Petitioner's triai co.unsel

effectively joined in and in so doing both ethically and constitﬁtionally



viol‘ating‘his duty .to both Petitioner and the State . The wunderlying record
contains hothing whatsoever indicating Petitioner's consent and/or even
-awareness thatA trial counsel would ignore what Petitioner believed to be their
shared defense and become a second prosecutor.

With- Petitioner's trial counsel becomil}g a. seCona prosecutor b};
admititing him 'to crimes for which ihe maintains he is both actually and
factually innocent, the jury had no choice but; to find him guilty in the one-
sided trial that vwas highly tainted causing extreme prejudice by the surprise
attack and double prosecptio;l blidsiding Petitioner at the most critical part
of or stage of his legal need, all Qith Petitioner's very life_ and liberty on
the line.

Petition’er,n ‘Esau Milliner‘ is actual.l.y inﬁbc'eht of the criminal _charges
underiying this matter, and has contested. them to the best of his pro se
ability at all time s:'ulqce his trial. The judicial proceedings against him were
constituti'onal.ly improper, and wefe applied in a manner desigried ‘to ﬁrejudice
him at every stage of prosecution. "f/[.i.lliner was cheated out >of his inhgrent

right to a direct appeal of his criminal conviction and asks this Esteemed

Court to please seek justiqe for him.-



REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION

This Court is requested to recognize that the Sixth Circuit Court of Appeals
acted contrary to, or under an unreasobnable application of federal law, when
it failed to grant habeas corpus relief for ineffective assistance of counsel,

as mandated by Strickland v. Washington, 466 U.S. 668 (1984) due to trial

eounsel failing to present readily available evidence and/or proofs that
Petitioner's blood was found outside the entrance of the Coleman residence -
examaination of this blood spiatter evidence would have conclusively proven
“that Petitioner was wounded by Coleman stabbing him prior to defending himself
against Coleman's ongoing knife attack, with suchidefense requiring that he
move forward, thus preventing Coleman from producing a full swing of either
the»knife or meat fork he had utilized as weapdns upon'opeﬁing‘the door of his
residence and attacking Petitioner. |

The Sixth Circuit elected to concentrate upon the trial court decision
not to raise a prior physical altercation bétween Coleman and Petitioner,
impiying\that this.prior altercation justified a self-defense defense - this .
rational misses the mark. Trial counsel performed deficiently when he acted
under theverroneous.belief that pribr acts of violence are inadmissible under
Kentucky Rules ef Evidence. The Sixth Cireuit Court of‘ Appeals denied
meaningful review of this key issue under the guise that "... any argumeat that
Milliner was still afraid of Coledan would have been severely undermined by
the uncontroverted fact that Milllner weat to Coleman's home after dark banged
on his front door, and puahed his way inside;". Th1s negative 1nterpretat10n
of the facts denles a full understandlng of ! the facts of thls particular eaae -

Ignored by the Sixth Circuit 1s‘the fact that Coleman was under an
active Domestlc Violence Order,‘as well as an Emergency érotective Order issued

by the Jefferson County Family Court due- to Coleman having recently, again,



beaten the mother of Petifioner's infant child. Coleman was prohibited by law
from being within Ms. Brock's immediate area. Petitioner was fully aware of
this plain fact, and as Ms. Brock had been beaten on more t‘han one (1) occasion
by Coleman, Petitioner was entitled to ensure the safety of both his infant
son and the mother of his child. |

Certiorari should bev granted in this matter in order to. cure tﬁe
manifest injustice which has resuited from Petitioner being sentenced to a life
term of imprisonment without the benefit of probation or parole for a minimum
of twenty-five (25) years based upon what appears to be a purposeful mis-
interpretation of key facts underlying this case. Petitioner was denied the

effective assistance of counsel as mandated by' Strickland, supra, Bell v. Cone,

535 U.S. 685, 695 - 698 (2002),' and/or Smith v. Robbins, 528 U.S. 259, 287

(2000) to name just a few authorities in‘place to compel the effective
assistance of counsel which Petitioner was denied.
II.

Key to Petitvioner's underlying litig'atio.n is the issue of both ’triél
~court and trial counselv.de‘CeiVing him as to the éppellate consequences. of
entering into a sentencing agreement ratl'.lerb than receive the jury
recom_meridation to whiéh kenfucky 1.aw 'entiztled him. .Pefititioner, upon being
convicted -of béth mufde'r and "burgléry‘, e.nte_rved into a senfenciﬁg agreement
whiéh not oﬁly .impoéed 1‘1p‘on him the most severe pénalty Kentucky has to offer?
short 6f ra death peﬁéity which"likely woulci ﬁot ‘be ;:arri_ed out, but also
requirv‘ed that he waive any inhérenﬁ right'.t-o appeél, whaf P\etitioner believed
“to be-,-". the.'s"entence imposed.  Upon c_onvicvtbi'on; ‘the .pel_'nalty"‘ imp_os_éd did not
coﬁcern Pe.titioner because of the ’parAam'o'unt trial court errors whiéh océurred
and were compounded by multlple 1ncidents of 1neffect1ve ass1staﬁce of ‘counsel;

Wlthln Petitioner's ObJectlons to the Mag1strate s R & R he detalled

the colloquy Verbatlm.whereln it was conclusively established that by



Petitioner accepting the recommended sentence of life without for twenty-five
years he agreed to waive any appeal concerning the sentencing imposed - this
judicial exchange in no manner or fashion gave Petitioner cause to believe that
he was in fact waiving his inherent right to appeal the travesty of his
guilt/innocence phase of his trial, a trial which contained multiple judicial
errors as well as nds—steps‘by trial counsel, several of which offend any
meaningful standard of effective assistance of counsel.

This esteemed Court 1is requested to review and consider the merits of
his Sixth Circuit Court of Appeals litigation, Inrticularlybas concerns the
'waiver of his right to appeal. Petitioner maintains that the colloquy
conducted by trial court made plain that Petitioner was 'agreeing to a
recommended sentence, and that as the conditionnof receiving said recommended
sentence Petitioner would not be appealing the sentence‘imposed - it was the
convictin itself. - mnot the recommended sentence which +violated the
Constitutions of 'both Kentncky ‘and the United States. .Petitioner ‘did not
intend to waive any right of appealing hisr conviction; _fetitioner elected
simply, on the advice of trial counsel, and'based nponfthe colloquy between
trial court and hinself, to waive.any challenge to the sentence imposed, ,with
no mention whatsoever as to waiver of the right to appeal each and every trial
court error which denied him a fair trial.

Without further'rEView of this issﬁe and Claimzit appears plain that
a manifest.injustice will ensnre the prolonged~incarcerationiof an individual
compelled to endure'a less”than fair trial,as guaranteed by Strickland and its
‘progenyf “"' The Sixth C1rcu1t acted contraryvto the spirit and 1ntent of .
vStrickland in adoptlng the ﬁagistratels p051t10n that "...'the evidence does

" when alleglng to con51der Petitloner s claim

not support such a conclusion ;..
that "... counsel render[ed] ineffectlve' assistance by allegedly telllng

Milliner that the waiver of his right to appeal was an automatic consequence



of entering into a sentencing agreement thereby causing him to unknowingly and
involuntarily relinquish his right to appeal."” (page 31 of R&R). The Court
below held that as Petitioner failed to ";.. show a reasonable probability
that, but for counsel's unprofessional errors, the result of the proceeding
would have been different." (citing Strickland, 466 U.S. at 694).

While the foregoing is of course standard Strickland application, in
the instant matter the Court denied relief under the guise that Petitioner was
.required to conclusively prove a different oufcome rather than prove simply
that he had been denied a constitutionally ﬁrotected right to appeal an adverse
judiciél decision. = Certiorari should be grahted in this matter.

\

ITI.

The Sixth Circuit Court of Appeals acted contrary to and with an

unreasonable applicatidn of Darden v, Wainwright, 477 U.S. 168, 181 (1986) as

well as Berger v.vUﬁited States, 295 U.S.7é, 88 §1935)‘in holding that the
prosecutor in iPefitioner's casé was able to creatér aﬁd attribute a very
inculbatory .stateﬁent to 'Petitioﬁer 'provided.vthis inculpatory statement
contributed to the "themeﬁ éf'tﬁé prdsecutiqn; (see page 33 of R&R).
Tﬁé pr§se¢ution in Petitioner's casé bésed its attemﬁt at imposing the
deéth penéltybzon.vPétitibner' acting undéfv the. guise that Petitioner killed
Colemand _for disfeépeétiﬁg 'hiﬁ, By laughing at. him. The Kentﬁcky Court of

"

Aﬁpeals_ ... noted thaf théHComméhwealthvagreed fhat Milliner had made no such
statementﬁ as "héwbdare you di$réspéétvme". While finding that Petitionér did
ﬁot at any time make any vstatemehﬁ‘ to Coleman coﬁcerniﬁg respect, all

“underlying Cqurté ﬁaVé élected‘to‘igﬁéfé,ﬁhézpféjgdiéial effécts bf.;hé‘State
advancihg félsé étatementé;.partiéularly féise stafeﬁent designed to infiame
.fhe passions of thé jury. The Sixth Circﬁit Court‘of Appeals agreed with tﬁe.

Kentucky Court of Appeals in'holding that Petitiomer's trial counsel did not

provide ineffective assistance of counsel for failing to object to the



introduction of false information which was designed to inflame the jury.

Certiorari should be granted particularly as concerns tﬁis issue as it
would be manifestly injust to compel the continued incarceration of one who
is actually, as weli as factually innocent of the crimes for which he has been
convicted. To allow the State to offer its own false testimonial and tainting
words when said words have not basié,is reality is simply contrary to any
notion of fundamental fairness; to say that the presenting of false testimonial
from a State actor is permissible.simply because it fits a "theme" is coﬁtrary
to and an -unreasonable application of multiple constitutional mandates,
including but not limited to the Fifth Aﬁendment guarantee of due process; the
Sixth Amendment guarantee of 'the Assistance of Counsel for his defence"; all
apblicable to the States through the Fourteen Améndmenti

| Iv.

The remaining issues underlying Petitioner's litigation were held by
the lower courts as being procedufally defaulted based upon irregularities
resulting from appointed counsel either failing to include said issues and
claims in appellate litigation, and/or said issues and claims were brought on
the étate level via CR 60.02 (protesting the ﬁanifest injustice §f failing to
hear said issﬁes) rather than via:RCr 11.42 which in Kentucky tends to address
traditioﬁal iﬁéffective aééistancé of couhsel issﬁés.

The Sixth Circuit Courtb éf Appeals elected to apply a too nafrow

interpretation of ‘Martinez v. Ryan, 566‘iU.S. 1 (2012) wherein this Court

"... a procedﬁrél default will not bar a federal habeas

expressly held that
cdu;t_frdmvhééfing”q'Suﬁéténfi§l cléimf6f‘ihéffégtive'gssistaﬁCe gt:tfial.if, .
in the initiél—feview,éollateral proceedings, tﬁere waé'no counsel or counsel
in thaf pfoceéding was inéffectivé." 1d, 566 U.S. at 17. - As concerns issues

deemed by the lower courts to'be'procedurally barred, the ineffectiveness of

state-provided appellate counsel has been exposed as being the root cause for

10



sai& default. The only issue which should havé been of significance to the
‘lower courts was vwhether or not petitioner could, and did, "... demonstrate
that the iunderlying ineffective-assistance-of-trial-counsel is a substantial
one,-which is to say that the prisoner must demonétrate that the claiﬁ has some
gggig."lg., 566 U.S. at 14. (emphasis added).

. The Sixth Circuit Court of Appeals ignored the fact that the "procedural
default" issues were "substantial", which the Uniﬁed States Supreme Court
itself defines as simply having '"some merit".' Id. These exact issues and
claims included: (1) the normally inherent right to testify at trial; (2) the
failure ‘to present a defense to the burglary charge; (3) stating in clqsing
argument that Petitioner was the initial aggressor; (4) Baston v. Kentucky
violations; (5) a sentencing agreement *based upon false/perjured testimony;
and (6) the failufe to conduct a‘ pfetrial investigation in order to

meaningfully subject the prosecutions case to adversarial testing as defined

and mandated by Strickland v. Washington, supra.

Certoriari.should be.granted in fhié'métter, whereby this Esteemed Court -
may avail itself'tp a lower federal court decision whiéh has "so far departed
from the accepted and ﬁsual course .of judicial proceedings ... [that] an
exercise of this Court's éﬁpérVisory pdwer" is justified, if not required, as
eaéh' of the fbiecited issuéé and/or claims iﬁvolVe fundamental cornerstones
upon which'judicialvintegrity in ourvNation’is built. While it is  well
settled that "céﬁse" foi a procedural default of a federal claim "... does mnot
entitle thevprisoner to habeas relief ;.." it is équally‘well settléd that "It
["Caﬁse"].mgréiy allowé_a fédefal:éour; tb cohsidef the merits of a ciéim that

otherwise would have been procedurally defaulted." Martinez v. Ryan, 566 U.S.

at 17.
During the course of his state level litigation of the instant action

Petitioner, based upon his poverty and lack of judicial training, was compelled

11



to accept or be buidened with the advocacy of state-provided counsel who for.
reasons never documented nor explained, abandoned key issues and claims which
either individuelly or collectively would have more readily exposed ineffective
assistance of counsel to the point vherein had the errors or omissions not
occurred, there existed a reasonable probability of a different outcome, be that
outcome straight acquital or a mitigated sentenee,

'While the Sixth Circuit .Court of Appeals alleged to have review
Petitioner's issues and claims de novo, considering the District Court's R &
R Qith fresh eyes where legal conclusions and mixed questions of law held
and/or addressed, the "substantial" nature of the constitutional Violaeions
underlying Petitioner's issues escaped the lower court's recognition of the
fact that the maJorlty of- procedurally defaulted issues were the end result
of state—prov1ded counsel e1ther abandonlng said issues without conferring w1th
Petitioner, oi counsel simply abandoning the issue despite the claim being
presented containing "soﬁe merit" under the Martinez criteria.

Asvthere caﬁ be no doubt vhatsoever ehat the constitutionally based
'issues presented below b& Petitioner contained "some merit" at the least, the

only remaining question should have been does the Martinez criteria apply '

' to Kentucky's legal framewdrk“. This questlon was resolved in Woolbright v.

Crews, 791 F.3d 628, 636 (6th Cir. 2015) w1th the express holding that both

Martinez and Trevino v. Thalei, 133 S.Ct.v1911 (2013) do and shall apply to
Kentucki. |

It.is respectfully asserted that By the éixth Circuif.Court of Appeals
failing tb examine anY'proceddrally defadlted iSSue for "Some merit"”Petitioner
- was additionally denied any and all opportunlty of meetlng tﬁe strlngent
standard which dictates whether or not Certificate ‘of Appealability (CoA) will
be granted, whereby issues and claims adversely decided in the District Court

may be examined for merit by the Sixth Circuit.

12



In the matter of Miller-El v. Cockrell, 537 U.S. 322, 327 (2003) this
Esteemed Court expressly held thaf a "... court of appeals should limit its
examination [at the COA stage] to a threshold inauiry into the underlying merit
of [the] claims" and inquiry strictly and solely as to whether or not "... the
District Court's decisién was débatgble." Petitioner was denied meaningful
consideration at the COA stage under the guise that six (6) of his issues and
claims were procedurally defaulted; all Withouf consideration as to whether
or not the "cause" for default, if default occurred, Qés itself '"debatable'.
By the Sixth Circuit simpiy adoptfhg in full the recommendation of the

Magistrate that the forecited issues and claims, vital to due process as they

were, could not be considered due to being procedurally defaulted, the Court

elected to ignore a fundamental:tenet of- Coleman v. Thompson, 501 U.S. 722,
732 (1991) holding that "céuse"'fof any procedural default may exist when and

where the ... failure to consider the claims will result in a fundamental

migcarriage of justice."

| _vThroughout Petitioner's litigation below he has consistently raised the
point that ﬂe ié actuélly innocént of murder és well as the burglary which was
utilized by Kentuéky fo purportedl§ justify his trial being death qualified.
By and through iﬁeffeétive éssiétanée of Stéte—prévided trial counsel, as well
as state—providea appellafe éounéel, Pétitionér has Been effectively denied
any and all épporfunity foipresent and advance key issues from which at the
very minimum ensure ﬁhat ‘a reasonable. probaEility exists of not only a

N

different butcome,: but also that would provide cause to recognize that

confidénce in the outcome is undermined. The case of Harrington v. Richter,

562 ‘U.S. 86, 112 (2011),Vin reflectiﬁg upon Strickland v. Washington mandates
held that confidence in a judicial outcome may be based upon issues and claims
which are "substantial", that is to say possess "some merit". Any issue based

upon our Constitution possesses merit by its very existance.
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The majority of Petitiomner's inétant “and undeflying litigation was
designed to expose the plain fact that he was denied a fair trial, and that
this failure wés fhe end result of ineffective assistance of counsel. While
the Kentucky appellate court system was of course allowed to evade or avoid
iésues held as procedurally defaulted upon "an adequate and indepéndent state
ground",‘when this state ground is itself rooted in and caused by ineffective
and/or incompetent state-provided counsel whom it appears existed solely to
ensure that vital evidence eXpoéing actual, as well as factual innocence,
remained éuppressed,iit must be recognized that it would be, by definition,
a fundamental miscarriagé of justice" to allow, if not ensu?e, that the truth
would remain hidden thereby maintaining the false perception that justice has
been done in tLé instant matter. o

Because Petitioner has demonstrated both "cause and prejudice" under

the spirit and intent of Dretke v. Haley, 541 U.S. 386, 388 (2004) as well as

.Coleman v, Thompson, supra, it would be manifestly injust, as well as a
miscarriage of justice, to allow Kentuck& to maintain a life sentence agaihst
a man whose only crime was being too poor to obtain the services of competent
trial pounsel at the time of his greatest need. ‘

CONCLUSION
For all the above reasons, petitioner Esau Milliner resﬁectfully

requests this Court to grant his petition for a Writ of Certioria to the Sixth

‘Circuit Court of Appealé. l

' G Mol ROwiT

Esau Milliner, #206445
Eastern Ky. Corr. Complex
200 Road to Justice

West Liberty, Ky. 41472

Petitioner, pro se
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NOTICE
Please take notice that the foregoing writ of certiorari has been mailed
first—ciéss, postage prepaid, to: Clerk,iUnited States Supreme Court, 1 lst
Street; NE, Washington, D.C., 20543-0001. This writ should be filed upon

receipt and placed before the Court for its timely review and consideration.

Done this 18th day of October, 2018, and logged via institutional lesn1 @ail._

i

4>

}

- : . : Esau Maudee Milliner, #206445
Eastern Ky. Corr. Complex
200 Road to Justiee

West  Liberty, Ky. 41472

s Masde Ml 2004

Petitioner, pro se

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereBy certify that a true and correct copy of the foregoing Writ of
,Certiorari has’ been mailed first-class, postage prepaid, to: Office of the
Attorney General, Attn: Hoﬁ. Todd D. Ferguson, 1024 Capital Center Drive, Ste.
200, Frankfort, Kentucky, 40601-8204. Done this 18th day of October, 2018,
and logged out of the institution Via_légal mail log for immediate delivery

‘to all parties.

Cpoe Mewdis Millis

Esau Maudee  Milliner, Pétitioner
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