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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

[ 1 For cases from federal courts:

The opinion of the United States court of éippeals appears at Appendix
the petition and is

to

[ ] reported at ; Or,

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1 is unpublished.

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

to

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X is unpublished.

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] is unpublished.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

The opinion of the Mandate for lln cepocied opinton C.0.5.A.  court
appears at Appendix to the petition and is

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is unpublished.

@



JURISDICTION

kA For cases from federal courts:

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

[ 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: AULSE‘S ¥ 1, 30i% , and a copy of the

order denying rehearing appears at Appendix __K___ November ¢, 20(%

[ 1 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. 8. C. § 1254(1).

[\j/ 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

[ 1 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).
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CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS INVOLVED
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STATEMENT OF THE CASE

The petitioner was tried in Circuit Court for Worcester County. MD. and accepted a Plea
on June 2, 2011. An Alford Plea by Judge Honorable Thomas C. Groton. As the
records/transcripts will reflect the issues the petitioner raised in All his attempts to address the
courts as to his understanding of the judicial process and as to his rights and tried to explain how
the police and the State turned around everything against him. His lack of knowledge, the full
understanding of the judicial system, his concerns are noted in the transcripts of the actual plea
hearing and sentencing. More so the fact that all indigent inmates are being denied due process
and it goes even further to say if the Honorable Court would just look at the issues of the entire
process, it is clear. The fact that trial counsel states they are limited to the time they can spend
with each case, because of the amount of cases assigned by the Public Defender’s Office, as well
as the fact when the State uses an expert, the defendants are denied the same rights. It is

impossible for an indigent Defendant in the State of Maryland to have a fair trial.

The petitioner being a layman to the law, fails to file a Motion with the, Courts to Appeal
the Plea agreement. Then afterwards advised his only course of action is o file a Post-
- Conviction, which he does only to be denied. Therefore, his next course of action was to seek an
Application to file Leave to Appeal the denial of Post-Conviction that was denied. His only
option then was to file a “Habeas Corpus™ petition and it was “time-barred”. He tried to clarify
the late filings throughout the Appeal process on the first filing of the Habeas Corpus brief that
resulted in having to start over because of the ambiguity and procedurally barred for the
timeliness. Thus resubmitting a second successive application, which has made it all the way to
where we are now with the Fourth Circuit Court of Appeals to the United States Supreme

Court...



REASON FOR GRANTING THE PETITION

The reason is for granting the petition is so that no other indigent inmate
would experience/endure the things I had to and my family. If an inmate and
his/her family cannot afford to retain an private experienced Attorney to represent
them, does not mean it is fair to be represented by overwhelmed, inexperienced and
underpaid court appointed Attorney. I could have had a fair chance at the judicial
process and my constitutional rights that are given to a person with the same
conviction and able to afford Counsel.

All indigent defendants in the State of Maryland are given the appointment
of Counsel. You are lucky if you get to meet the Attorney one time before you go to
trial to discuss your case and if there is, Plea offered to you. More so now whereas a
new law is in effect that all indigent inmates are entitled to Counsel to initial Bail
hearings in Maryland, and because of that, it has placed an additional strain on
Attorneys that are already juggling 10 times more cases. This has and is causing
the overworked and underpaid attorneys to be more discouraged. This type of
strain 1s minimizing Ethics and the indigent inmates are ignored for the lack of
resources and means to have an attorney who has time to even prepare for a trial
today, especially all cases that are handled by the Public Defender’s Office.

For that reason, all indigent inmates in the State of Maryland should have
the same Constitutional Rights as those who have the benefit of affording to pay an
experienced Counsel. As well as, for those who laid their lives down so that all
Americans could have Constitutional Rights...



CONCLUSION

The petition for a writ of certiorari should be granted. That all Defendants in
Maryland Courts that are indigent should have the same Constitutional Rights as
those who have paid Counsel. A new law in Maryland is that inmates are entitled
to Counsel at their initial Bail Hearing, causing more caseload strain on the Public
Defendant’s Staffing. There should be knowledgeable legal Counsel within the
Public Defender’s Office, so that an indigent person going to trial in Maryland, have
equal representation as a person who pay for his legal Counsel...

Respectfully Submitted,

om hnadoard,  2[1([z019
Gregory Donzell Bailey
DOC# 370379 — SID# 1714206
Eastern Correctional Institution
30420 Revells Neck Road
Westover, MD 21890



