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GROUNDS RAISED

A. Petitioners Aaron Murrays Plea to information
and plea deal is void; as it has transpired in violation of his..Fifth

Amendment Due Process Rights, and Rule 5 and 7 Fed. R. Crm. P.

B. ©Petitioner Aaron Murrays Fourth, Fifth, and Sixth
Amendment Rights have been violated, and in every attempt to raise
these arguments to the lower courts , have been completley ignored

as if he never raised them.

CERTIFICATE OFAATTESTATION

I, Aaron Murray, do declare that the grounds raised

above are limited to intervening circumstances of substantial or
controlling effect and/or to other substantial grounds not previously

presented. This petition for rehearing is presented in good faith and

not for delay.




! : 1ii

TABLE OF AUTHORITIES CITED

STATUTES AND RULES:

RULE‘S FED. Ro CRM. Po oooooooo uco’o.-' ooooooo ¢ e o e a0s 0 c 00000 sa PAGE 1,2’4

RULE'7 FED. R. CRM. Pu.uvrnnn.. e, e . PAGE 1,2

OTHER:
Fourth Amendment Violatioma-RightlAgainst Illegal Search/Seizures

Of pe:FSOHS..- ooooo ‘oo-no.o ooooo '..oo‘-otoo-onno.oo‘ ............ PAGE 4

Fifth Amendment Violation: Due ProéeSs Initial Appearance Rights.'PAGE{
' 2,4

§ixth Amendment : Right to Appainted Counsel And Choice of Counsel .

ViOlatiOmu ooooooooooooooo ooo.oc.o.o-ooa-oo; oooooooooooooooo e eaccea Pagez

CASES:

' UNITED STATES V. CHADWICK (1969, CA10 NM) 415 F.2d 167..... ceees PAGE 1



REASONS FOR GRANTING
GROUNDS

§round A. Petitioner Aaron Murrays .plea .to information

and plea; deal is void; as it has transpired in viotatioéonuof his

Fifth Amendment Due PBrocess Rights , and Rule 5 and 7 Féd..R.;Crm.?.

Appendix*B will cleafly reveal thét Petitioner Aaron Murray
Signed a plea to information and waiver of indictment on april,21
2015. A simple reveiw of both appendix A and B &ill prove that the
plea deal was signed before Petitioner Aaron Murray was federally
arrested,:chargéd, or broughtito any federal court foom%to bevad—
vised and infofmedvéf his chargés and rights in‘open court. Appe-
ndix A shows‘that Petitioner Aaron Murrays first apperance éver in
a federal court room was on june,3rd 2015; the day he was put iﬁto
federal custody; 43 days after he signed the plea deal. This alone
is grounds to dismiss the information and/or reverse the conviction;

as it is an obvious plainierror and miscarraige of justice.

According to Rule 5 fed. crm. r. p. a defendant should promptly

" to prevent pre-

be taken before a committing magistrate upon arrest
" arraignment detention of arrested person for purpose of securin con-
fession and to have such person advised of his rights by judicial,
instead of enforcment officer'". United States v. Chadwick (1969, CAiO
NM) 415 F.2d 167 , Sadly, Petitioner Aaron Murray never héd the benifit

of suchza:procedure and instead was only subject to what information



the law enforcment officers had to inform him about the plea deal

hé was to sign. Anyone would've signed it when forced into secret
captivity against their will, while recieving thfeats of never re-
turning home , and all the while afraid and-confused about the whole
situation; as it would've been literally impossible to have had any
clear understanding of what was going onwwithout 4t least first be-

ing brought to a judge to be fairly-informed and advised.

Rule 7(B) fed. r. crm. p. clearly states that " an offense
-punishable by imprisonment for more than one year may be prosecuted by
information if the defendant-- in open court and after being advised
of the nature of the charge and of the defendants righté-- waives pr-

osecution by indictment". Again, Appendix B .will prove that the infor-

mation was signed april 21st, 2015 and filed on april,23rd,2015. It is
therfore in. violation of Rule 7 fed. r. crm. p. since appendix A ptoéves
that PetifioneruAaron Murrays first federal court date was jume,3,2015.
At minimum, Petitioner Aaron Murrays plea to info;mation cannot be valid
since the plea deal was signed before ever being brought in. front of

of a judge to be advised -and informed. It is apparent that.Petftioner
‘Aaron Murrays Due Process Rights have been violated since he was_never~
afforded the oppurtunity to be advised and infqrméd in open court before
being approached with a plea deal. Petitioner Aaron Murray has been com-
pletley prejudiced by such an act and court records prove so’{see app-

endix A and B),



GROUND B. PetltlonerhAarOn Murrays Fourth, Fifth, and Sixth

 Amendment Constltutlonal Rights have been violated and deprived
from him. Petitioner Morray has raised these issues in numérous
Appeal Courtsﬁand'have yet to receive & response on any of his

Constitutional violation claims.

Any court that looks‘upon'thms matter will see that it’is indeed

a substantial one; for the proof of the claims clearly reveal 1tself
in court records (SEE APPENDIX A) When a defendent is deprlved his o
Constitutional Rights anq beco@es_aware of the error, he is supposed
to be afforded the opourtunity to have his claims looked upon and
answered to. The term "Constitutional Violation" wouldrbe deemed fri-
volous if there.exsisted:no remedy or even the oppoertunity for reﬁedy

upon -the substantial matter.

Fortunately, Petitioner Murray is an American Citizen'sobject to the

: American Justice System upon a Constitutional Violation claim, in which
such claims will be heard accordlngly, unfortunateiy, that has not been
the sequence of events pertaining to Petitioner Murrays Constitutional
Violation claiﬁs.

Petitioner Murray has raised numerous Constitutional Violation claims
only to be igoored. Petitioner Murray has not had the chance‘for his
Constitutianal Violations to be answered to. Petitioner Murray has be-

en forced to bring this matter to the Supreme Courts attentienu



Normally, in évery criminal case there egists a-certain
procedure in.whiéh a defendent shall first, after being arrested,
be brought in front of a Magistrate Judge or Judicial Officer; an
" Initial Apperance. Fed. R. Crﬁ. P. Rule 5 marks point at which the right
to counsel attatches because it is the hearing at which the Magistrate
inférms defendant of charge in complaint, and of various Constitutional
Rights in further proceedings, and determinés conditions for prétrial

release. This hearingmarKs the start of adversary judicial proceedings.

‘At this'heariﬁg a defendant is 5ffofded hié Fourth, Fiftﬁ, and- Sixth
Amendment Rights; thus a criminal case could-not exsist without such

a hearing. Nevertheless, Petitioner Aaron Murray never‘;ecéiVedffhié
sort of hearing and thefore was never advised his €onstitutional Rights
'pertaininglto.his criminal~casé. Petitioner Aaron Murray never received
any probable cause hearing to be determined that there :existed enough
evidence to put 6r keep him in custody; Fourth Amendment illegal.seérch
and seizures of persons violation. Petitioner Murray ne&er recéived a
hearing in which he was advised his Constitutional Righﬁ to remain silent
after being,iﬁfarmed of the reason he was in’cuétody; Fifth Amendment
Due- Process vioiation. Petitioner Murray never received a hearing in
which he was advised his right fo appointed'counsél and/or. choice of
counsel; Sixth Amendment rights to counsel Violations.

The 1ist goes on, but as Petitioner Murray is a layman of the law; af-
irst time offender, and has not been afforded the normal procedure of
the foundation of every criminal case, it would be éxpécted for him

to not notice all the ConstitutionalViolations he has endured.



Nevertheless,Coﬁstitutional Violations exists in the instant
case and they were all brought up to the lower Courts attention but
. never received anyxacknow1edgement.'Again, these claims have proven
to be fact according to court recérds (SEE APPENDIX A).fThe lower
Courts completely o&erlooked the claims as if Petitioner Murray never
faised them; thus.the'ldwer>CoUrts have departed from normal judiéial
proceedings aqdvforced'?etitioner Murray to pray upon this.Honorable

Counti

This is iésue must be deemed important and’ embarassing if as an American
Citizen PetitionerrMﬁrray is to be afforded all his Constitutional Righ—
ts just as the»pubiic is. There has to be some apparent error in the fact
that the lower Courts neveﬁ reéponded to Petitioner Murrays Constitut-
jonal Violation plaims. Petitioner Murray raised Fed. Crm. P. Rule 5

violations and Constitutional Violation claims to the Southern District

of Ohio South Western Divison Cincinatti District Court on §2255 and A
" to the United States Court of Appeals for the Sixth Circut. Petitioner

never received a response to his Rule 5 violation claims or his Consti-

tutional Violation ¢1aims fro@ any of the lower Courts.



CONCLUSION

As it is clear that Constitutional Violétions have transpired
in Petitioner Mﬁfrays criminal case, Petitioner Murray prays this court
will not miscarry justice as the lower Coufts‘did, Petitioner Murray
| was first supposed to Bé afforded his Conéti;utional Rights in open
court rather than to be forced into a plea hearing upon his arrest as
APPENDIX A CLEARLY REVEALS. Pefitioner Murray'respectfully asks this
court to simply look at how he was put intb custqdy or even why he was
put into custody and all that has been claimed by PetitionervMurray w-

i1l be seen as the truth. -

Please Grant the Petitionu
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