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question(s) presented lru.-Li i'-lA ) 

Absent a constitutional amendment promulgated by the U.S. Congress, 

under what circumstances {if any} does a legislative body have a lawful right 

to amend/improve the U.S. Constitution's Article 1, sections 9 & 10 ex-post 

facto law {which in it's literal syntax provides for no alternate meaning or 

ambiguity} retroactively so-as to extend an active time bar? 

What protects criminally convicted Defs/Ptrs with dyslexia/dementia 

from judicial {S.C.} and prosecutorial vindictiveness culminating in 

impediment of constitutional protections as-with protections afforded via 

"The Americans with Disabilities Act"? 

By what lawful authority is any court The that federal or state} 

empowered to violate criminally convicted Defs/Ptrs constitutional 

protection(s) of equal justice, due process and redress of grievance? 

At what pOint is a victim of a criminal offense held accountable for 

[aches resulting in double jeopardy initiated by victim molestation of the 

offender? 

Does a S.C. have a lawful right to retroactively override its own statute 

so-as to resentence criminally convicted Defs/Ptrs {beyond the legislated rule 

35c-'s 7 day window /time-bar} culminating in a more onerous punishment? 
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List of additional {el all parties 

Parties not appearing in the caption in the case on the cover page are as 

follows {et all: 

Deputy Attorney General for the State of Delaware 

"Carolyn S. Hake" 

820 N. French St. 

Wilmington, De. 19802 
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PA I 

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 judrnent below. 

OPINIONS BELOW 

{ ] For cases from federal courts: 

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

11 reported at 1) 1K Ikk(4 A) ; or, 
{ ] has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or, 
I I is unpublished. 

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

1 reported at or, 
L j 11db been uebIgI1auQ iOi publication UUL is not yetipui uu, or, 

I. ] is unpublished. 

[ ] For cases from state courts: 

The opinion (g the highest state court to review the merits appears at 
Appendix to the petition and is 

[ I reported at ,qoq  Y-2-34 ; or, 
[ ] has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or, 

j is unpublished. 

The opinion of the ________________________________________ court 
appears at Appendix 4t 'o the petition and is 
[I reported at ; or, 
[I has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or, 
[ ] is unpublished. 

P6, 1. 



JURISDICTION 

'Pft For cases from federal courts: I -Zo3 I 

The date on which the United States Court of Appeals decided my case 
was  

No petition for rehearing was timely filed in my case. 

I A timely petition for rehearing was denied by the United States Court of 
Appeals on the following date: , and a copy of the 
order denying rehearing appears at Appendix 

[ ] 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). 

[XFor cases from state courts: 

The date on which the highest state court decided my case was 6 
A copy of that decision appears at Appendix 

Wti ely, petitio 0 r rehearing was thereafter denied on the following date: 
OPM and a copy of the order denying rehearing 

appears at Appendix 

L I 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): 

4 

Vill 



U.S. Supreme court Writ of Certiorari Jurisdictional grounds pursuant 
to rule 14.1 (e) 

In sum, both U.S. District and the 31  Circuit court's have asserted petitioner's 

{ hereinafter; "Ptr" or "Ptr's"} claims are: 

• Jurisdictionally barred predicated upon Ptr's failure to exhaust all available 

remedies, failure to file a direct appeal and comport with procedural rules. 

The court's further assert in sum Ptr failed to meet the requisite showing of 

"cause", prejudice and/or miscarriage of justice in denying Ptr's claim of qualified 

exemption pursuant 28USCA2254(d) so-as to overcome procedural defaults. 

Ptr asserts a plethora of irrefutable evidence was presented to both federal courts 

as-with both state courts that exceed the requisite criteria for showing of "cause" 

pursuant to 28USCA2254(d) {see statement of facts @ page 17 for specifics). 

Among {but not limited to) 28USCA2254(d) qualifying exemptions was/is Ptr's 

asserted mental health impairment of [a] dyslexia fbJ early stage dementia in addition 

to the state government's attorney's overt obstructions of justice and U.S. Constitutional 

violations compounded by the court's complicity. 

{part 1 of 21 

P (11k 



U.S. Supreme court Writ of Certiorari Jurisdictional grounds pursuant 
to rule 14.1 (e) 

{ continued} 

The jurisdictional grounds upon which this W. of C. is premised has to do with 

Ptr's ongoing jurisdictionally time-barred imprisonment {six and a half years as of this 

writing} stemming from the court's: 

• falsified indictment <> refusal to enforce the U.S. Constitution's article 1, 

sections 9 & 10 wherein the courts have consistently upheld "stretching" 

[creating new constitutional law absent a requisite constitutional amendment 

<> extorting Ptr 's ]5th  amendment right to vote as a condition of a plea 

agreement > consistent denial of Ptr 's Constitutional protection barring 

"double jeopardy" <> subjected to "cruel punishment" cdenied "equal 

justice" all under color of law. 

In sum, the courts as-with the state legislators are ripping apart the U.S. 

Constitution's Article 1, sections 9 & 10 {ex-post facto law} stih by stih with blatant 

impunity and malfeasance without any oversight or constitutional safeguards. 

These are the grounds upon which Ptr brings this matter before this honorable U.S. 

Supreme Court. 

{part 2 of 21 
f'G it/-f— 



Page 2 2018-11-27 

U.S. Supreme Court Writ of Certiorari {2018-11-27} 

Statement of the case 

Retroactive extension of "active" time bar (Statute of limitations) 

In review of "F. Wharton Criminal proceedings and practices 316 210 (8th  edition 1880) it 

espouses in sum: "A constitution that permits such an extension by allowing legislator's to pick 

and choose when to act retroactively risk arbitrarily and potentially vindictive legislation". 

Moreover, in Miranda VArizona, 384 U.S. 436 491 asserts in sum: "Where rights 

secured by the constitution are involved, there can be no rule making or legislation which 

would abrogate them". 

Both Miranda and Wharton substantiate the will and intent of the constitution's Article 

1, sections 9 & 10 unequivocally where in it asserts "no bill of attainder or ex-post facto law 

shall be passed". Therein exist no exemption or alternate meaning nor ambiguity! Yet and 

still, not just the state T.C. but also the S.S. Ct. followed by both federal courts insist 

emphatically, "the state's jurisdictional time bar does not violate ex-post facto law 

{paraphrased}" 

Anecdotally, the state of Delaware's legislative body on or about July 15, 1992 took it 

upon itself to add and/or create new meaning to ex-post facto law thus overreaching the 

requisite mandate of a constitutional amendment for doing so! 

Ptr asserts at no place within the constitution's Article 1, sections 9 and/or 10 is such a 

distinction or wavier exist regardless of good intent or public outrage/support. All punitive 

retroactively applied legislation is ex-post facto be that civil or criminal and thereby 

constitutionally flawed! 
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U.S. Supreme Court Writ of Certiorari {2018-11-27} 

Statement of the case 

Retroactive extension of "active" time bar (Statute of limitations) cont'd from 
page 2 

Norton v Shelby County, 118 U.S. 425' 442 

"An unconstitutional act is not law. It confers no rights; it imposes no duties; affords no 

protections {contrary to opinions expressed by both state and federal court in the instant 

matter now before this court), 

U.S. District Court bases it's averment of Delaware's S.S.Ct. as-with it's T.C. upon the following 

constitutionally defective case histories: 

Hoennicke v State, 13 A.3D 744 <and> Stogner v California,  539 U.S. 607 (2003) 

In "Stogner", the U.S. Supreme Court ruled: "A statute merely alters penalty provisions 

accorded by the grace of the legislature violates the ex-post facto clause if it is both 

retrospective and more onerous than the law in effect on the date of the offense". It is effect 

{emphasis added}, not the form oFthe law that determines ex-post facto. Changing them 

quantum of punishment is retroactive which can be constitutionally applied to Ptr only if it is 

not to his/her detriment! The ban also restricts governmental power by restraining arbitrary 

and potentially vindictive legislation". 

Fed Key 2473, 109 pg. 313, Bartky EB (Mich 2012) and N.D Fla (2006) 

State's emphatically: Court's function is to apply statutes to carry-out the expressions of 

legislative will that is embodied in them, and not to improve statutes by altering them. 
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U.S. Supreme Court Writ of Certiorari (2018-11-27) 

Statement of the Case 

Retroactive extension of "active" time-bar (Statute of limitations) cont'd from page 3 

By virtue of all prior court orders/rulings, the message being conveyed is: "in the 

absence of Article 1, sec's 9 & 10 not specifically stating retroactive extension of unexpired 

time-bars are prohibited", the state erroneously assumes it has a lawful right to add, amend or 

delete constitutional law so-as to "fit" it's purpose. Ptr asserts such to be an infringement of 

contemporaneous-construction doctrine; merely metaphysical or colorable. 

This is analogous to saying: "just because I added arsenic to the meatloaf, it's perfectly 

legal because the recipe {statute} never said I couldn't". an alternate analogy is where an 

attractive lady standing at a bus stop chooses to ignore man's sexual comment. The assailant 

in turn assumes victim's silence to be an approval/authorization to assault her. 

In the same manor as in the above hypothetical scenario, the state has opted to 

interpret Article 1, sec's 9 & 10 as having approved extending unexpired time bars in the 

absence of verbiage that specifically prohibits such. 

Most disturbing, both federal court's proceeded to affirm the state court's overreach of 

long standing, clearly defined unambiguous ex-post facto law in it's literal context thus 

usurping their sworn oath of office to uphold the integrity of our Federal constitution. 

Acceptance of responsibility is not limited to criminal defendants whom have fallen 

from grace. When I became aware of a criminal complaint having been lodged against myself, I 

had already moved to Africa" and could have remained there and gone off the grid. I opted 

instead to take responsibility for my lapse in judgement dating back two decades prior to my 

returning to the U.S. and manning-up. why won't my government man-up. 
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U.S. Supreme Court Writ of Certiorari {2018-11027} 

Statement of the case 

Retroactive extension of "active "time bar {Statute of Limitations} cont'd from page 4 

The government as-with both federal courts have demonstrated repeatedly it/they 

has/have absolutely no compunction whatsoever as to overreaching statutory and/or 

constitutional law so-as to impede Ptr's right to redress of grievance, equal justice, due 

process, "qualified" right to legal counsel pursuant to Ptr's first P.C.R.M. {RULE 611 which 

followed T.C.'s sentencing order under pretext of improper challenge and protection from 

double jeopardy. 

These acts were perpetrated via deliberate indifference of Ptr's legal counsel 

compounded by T.C.'s systemic denial of Ptr's motions requesting relief and replacement of 

Ptr's complacent, unmotivated, cavalier, and confrontational legal counsel who had absolutely 

no interest in advocating for Ptr's constitutional rights of which Ptr argued repeatedly! 

The accumulation of such culminated in obstructing Ptr's compliance with procedural 

rules through no fault of Ptr in that such mattejare beyond Ptr's skill-set where the court 

should have interceded in the interest of justice and fundamental fairness. 

As supported by U.S. Supreme Court's order pursuant to "Stogner" (2003), the arrest 

warrant in and of itself was {D.O.AJ jurisdictionally barred at it's inception! For the lower 

courts to approve retroactive extension of such is/was an non-debatable overreach of 

Article 1, sections 9 & 10 which provides for no creative interpretation! 
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U.S. Supreme Court Writ of Certiorari (2018-11-27} 

Statement of the Case 

Retroactive Extension of "active" time bar {Statue of limitations) cont'd from pg. 5 

In Stogner", the U.S. Supreme Court in Certiorari asserts with clarity, "The California 

State Supreme Court improperly stretched [emphasis added) it's reference to former justice 

"chase's" case history Colder v Bull, 386/led 648> yr. 1798/ ruling so-as to "fit" [emphasis 

added)" the California statue by: 

Departing from well-established precedent. 

Misapprehended the purpose of the constitution's ex-post facto prohibition. 

The Supreme Court went on to say {in sum}, "It is well settled that ex-post facto 

prohibition bared the resurrection of time barred prosecution". In the matter now before this 

honorable court, the state of Delaware's legislative body has unilaterally adapted a 

constitutionally defective statute with impunity! 

The state court, the U.S. District Court as-with the U.S. 3rd  Circuit Court has taken it upon 

themselves to assume an extension of an unexpired "active" time-bar is constitutionally 

compliant so-as to "fit" (emphasis added) it's M.O.. 

Ptr asserts the absence of specificity does not vouchsafe legislators a right to create 

their own altered version/meaning so-as to ameliorate the constitution's unambiguously clear 

syntax as evidenced via Stogner! 
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U.S. Supreme court Writ of Certiorari {2018-11-27} 

Statement of the Case 

Retroactive extension of "active" time bar {Statute of limitations} cont'd from 

The state of Delaware has taken it upon itself to embellish Article 1, sections 

9 & 10 predicated upon "Honnecke" and "Stogner" of which both citing's were 

constitutionally defective from the onset. This is a "textbook example" of overly 

zealous vindictive legislators in their unrelenting quest to diminish and/or more 

pointedly "eradicate" ex-post facto law citing such constitutionally defective case 

histories over a sustained period of time, such malfeasance has taken on a prima 

fade appearance of credible precedent as axiomatic. 

The U.S. District Court's order {2018-04-23} at appendix "A", pg. 5, at lines 3 

& 4 indicate "S.J." attempts to trivialize the significance of both the victim's as-

with the official arrest warrant's date of the offense {hereinafter: D.O.O.} by 

asserting such is/was predicated upon the investigator's initial narrative. 

The inference tdrawn is to imply the vic's sworn statement is/was an error 

as further evidenced by the government's complete omission of vic's asserted 

D.O.O. from the subsequent indictment and "switched" plea agreement. 

Constitutional law 512- equal protection clause- criminal statutes- selective 

enforcement iDa, lob. 

Prohibits selective enforcement 
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U.S. Supreme court Writ of Certiorari {2018-11-27} 

Statement of the Case 

Retroactive extension of "active" time bar {Statute of limitations} cont'd from 
page 7 

Ptr further asserts: 

1> It is not within the "S.J.'s" purview {nor the state's legislative body} to 

decide what it wants vic's own asserted D.O.O. to be! 

2> S.J.'s rationale is materially misleading as-to infer vic's D.O.O. being 

irrelevant in that prior to the government's "D.O.A." jurisdictionally time-bared 

warrant, the government enjoyed 371 days in which it had to amend/correct or 

"tweak" it's subsequent arrest warrant. In their arrogance and historical overreach 

of ex-post facto law reliance upon a constitutional defective amended 

I' 11:deLc.205e statute, they proceeded assuming there would no 
 BrA 
ticredlble 

challenge to such nefarious antics which unlawfully authorized extending an 

"active" unexpired jurisdictional time-bar. 

Sadly, all four {T.C., S.S.Ct., District court and Third Circuit court} court rulings 

failed to uphold the constitution's Article 1, sections 9 & 10 as delineated herein. 

They have been allowed to violate ex-post facto law for so long, they truly believe 

it to be lawful; sort of like telling a lie for so long, it takes on a life of truthfulness. 
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U.S. Supreme Court Writ of Certiorari (2018-11-27} 

Statement of the case 

Retroactive extension of "active" time bar {Statute of Limitations} cont'd from page 8 

This concludes part "1" of "ex-post facto" violations pursuant to U.S. Constitution's 

Article 1, sections 9 & 10. 

At this point, Ptr asserts it is self-evident that Ptr's liberty is/was unlawfully restrained. 

Six years of Ptr's life has been spent in time-barred bondage that can never be undone! 

This is not to say or infer Ptr lacks remorse for his atypical lapse in judgement dating back two 

decades to victim's reporting of the offense. Ptr has merely asked the court(s) to uphold his 

constitutional rights even when it may not be politically expedient or popular as in the instant 

case. 

The founding fathers of our constitution got it right from the onset wherein at it's core 

the intent was to provide a counter-balance to punishment comprised of compassion & 

fundamental fairness which is effectively "true law". This was incorporated so-as to eschew 

an overly zealous and/or vindictive government. The instant case is a text-book example of 

how and when our constitution is to function. 

Assuming this honorable court acknowledges Ptr's constitutional rights barring ex-post 

facto criminal prosecution has been maliciously and/or repeatedly violated, the remainder of 

Ptr's claims espoused herein {going forward} will be appropriately deemed moot culminating 

in Ptr's conviction being quashed, with prejudice. 

Otherwise, Ptr now moves forward to part "2" {SORNA} ex-post facto segment of Ptr's 

grievance/claim(s). 
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U.S. Supreme Court Writ of Certiorari (2018-11-27) 

Statement of the case 

Part "2" of Ex-post Facto violations pursuant to SORNA legislation 

First and foremost, Ptr wishes to remind the court Ptr's offense pre-dates the 

implementation of SORNA legislation thereby rendering such to be jurisdictionally {ex-post 

facto} barred from the onset! Ptr asserts the {sentencing court} "T.C." retroactively appending 

a SORNA mandate to it's sentencing order was/is an unambiguously clear Article 1, sections 9 

& 10 constitutional violation. 

Unilaterally, for all of the reasons espoused in part "1" of this document, the state 

government here again has opted to create it's own version/understanding of ex-post facto 

law wherein such retroactivity is/was constitutionally prohibited, also apply here! 

In the instant case, the government mandate of SORNA compliance is misplaced in that 

the court(s) were/are well aware of SORNA's non-existence at time of Ptr's offense. 

The U.S. District Court's 2018-04-23 order asserts Ptr's claim of ex-post facto application 

of SORNA {and/or parts thereof} was procedurally barred. Legislators in an attempt to 

undermine/eschew the appearance of overreaching U.S. Constitution's "double jeopardy" and 

"Article 1, sections 9 & 10" prohibitions, have argued SORNA legislation is not punitive and 

thereby not constitutionally barred. 

Ptr asserts an illegal {constitutionally barred} act cannot be procedurally barred. 

Moreover, as previously noted this U. S. Supreme Court's ruling of "Stogner" {at page "3", part 

"1"} asserts {in sum} "It is the effect {emphasis added) not the form of the law that 

determines ex-post facto! Retrospective legislation culminating in a more onerous/punitive 

legislation, is an ex-post facto illegal act and cannot become law!" 



Page 11 2018-11-27 

U.S. Supreme Court writ of certiorari {2018-11-27} 

Statement of the case 

Part "2" of Ex-post Facto violations pursuant to SORNA legislation cont'd from pg. 10 

In "Doe v Pataki", The court ruled in sum: Regulatory violations transformed into felony 

criminal penalties either in purpose or effect culminate in a double jeopardy violation. 

Moreover, in the instant case now before this court, Ptr was denied "fair  notice" pursuant to 

17 Key pleading 48 as with State of Delaware's own 11:del.c. 201.a nd Fed rule 8(e)(a)28USCA 

Ptr further asserts instances where the "notification" component of SORNA violate 

11:de!.c. 8513 & 4322 supported by 11:de1.c.4121m's bar prohibiting legislation contrary to or 

overreach of existing statues. Theses statues were established to protect offender's criminal 

histories apart from courts, D.O.J. officials, and/or their assignees. Non adherence, opens the 

door to C.&U.P, via aggressive marketing of ex-offender's criminal histories to the general 

public thus impeding offender's successful assimilation upon returning to the community upon 

release. 

The government has previously argued such information is already available to the 

public. Ptr asserts that such an argument is at minimum disingenuous in that there is A 

difference between a passive search verses aggressive community {marketing} notification; 

the later creates fearmongering, irreparable public shaming and disgrace under {pretext} color 

of law far exceeding ex-offender's having paid his/her debt to society. 

Fact of the matter is, the government's own statistics have repeatedly and consistently 

proven ex-sex offenders rarely re-offend as compared to all other serious felony offender's. 

Our federal court's have thus far appear to have proven to lack the requisite intestinal 

fortitude to defend Ptr's constitutional protection {8th  amendment} barring C. & U. P. in favor 

01 not offending popular opposition! 
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U.S. Supreme Court writ of certiorari {2018-11-27} 

Statement of the case 

Part "3" of Ex-post Facto {punitive} resentencing 

Both the U.S.. District court and the 3rd  Circuit Court in their rulings appear to have 

exhibited deliberateihdifference astqtheir judicial mandate of executing the government's 

legislative will which. prohibits embellishments or creative interpretations of constitutional 

-law. In the instant case, the T.C. took it upon itself to overreach the state's own rule 35c's 7 

day window {time-bar} in which it has to correct/amend it's own sentence. 

In the instant case, Ptr filed an independent Writ of H. C. stemming from the T.C.'s 

jurisdictionally time-barred resentencing {as-with the state's Supreme Court's affirmance of 

such} at the behest of the state's attorney 2 yrs. 8 months post sentencing so-as to 

retroactively withdraw and replace the T.C.'s non-tis sentencing order with a more 

onerous/punitive TIS sentencing order {see: appendix "A", exhibit: SFHc-51. 

The T.C. was well aware of the plea-agreement's TIS provision at time of sentencing, 

however within the court's wide latitude of sentencing discretion, the court is/was not 

obligated to abide by the terms of the plea agreement. The court opted to apply non-tis 

sentencing in the instant case as evidenced by it's sentencing order not once, or twice but 

three time re-iterated post sentencing over the following 15 or so months {see: appendix "E", 

exhibits: so-1, 2 & 31. This was not an error as the T.C. and state of Delaware's Supreme Court 

has since inferred by asserting the T.C. response to Ptr's motion was "well-reasoned" 

predicated upon the indictment's TIS date of offense which differs from victim's sworn non-tis 

D.O.O.. Delaware's Supreme Court's assertion of "well-reasoned" does not usurp the court's 

obligation to uphold the legislated statute4barring a more onerous/punitive retroactive 

resentencing beyond the statute's 7 day time bar. 
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U.S. Supreme Court Writ of Certiorari (2018-11-27) 

Statement of the Case 

Part "3" of ex-post facto {punitive} resentencing cont'd from pg. 12 

The U.S. District Court via it's 2018-04-23 order errored when it refused/failed to 

address/remand the state court's willful violation of it's own lawfully legislated Rule 35c's 7 

day (window) time-bar provided to the court so-as to correct it's own sentencing error; this 

act also violates the constitution's double jeopardy protection. 

Further compounding the T.C.'s unlawful withdrawn non4is sentence, at no point was 

Ptr afforded an opportunity a hearing {due process}. Additionally, within the T.C.'s 

jurisdictionally time-barred resentencing order, the court unlawfully1ricreased Ptr's monetary 

assessment by $100.00 {see: appendix "E", exhibit: so-5 & 6 as-with IS-2}. 

These matters were p[resented to the U.S. District court via Ptr's W. of H. C.{case 

number 17-304-LPS & 17-1026-LPS} however both habeas cases were administratively closed 

{see: appendix "A", exhibits: 17-1026-v-1 & 17-314-v-1) premised upon such being part and 

parcel of Ptr's then pending W. of H. C.{00680-LPS}. As it stands, the U.S. District appears to 

have ignored or forgotten to address this matter-ii-tin it's order If this were to remain as is, 

any sentencing order is subject to being resentenced over and over again which is effectively 

perpetual {double}jéopardy. 

The core of the matter is Are the state's attorney has opted to "double-down" on it's 

nefarious M. 0. by omitting {obstructing justice with impunity} Vic's undisputed {NON-TIS} 

D.O.O. from it's indictment only to replace such with an ambiguous embellished {and factually 

false} D.O.O. as if Vic's sworn D.O.O. never existed, is nothing short of malfeasance equating to 

a criminal fraud perpetrated by the government! 
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U.S. Supreme Court Writ of Certiorari (2018-11-27) 

Statement of the Case 

Ex-post facto {Article 1, sections 9 & 10} summary 

In sum, ex-post facto violation(s) pursuant to the this instant case was unequivocally 

clear wherein the the U.S. District Court upheld the state court's overreach of Articles 1, 

sections 9 & 10 under color of law. 

Among other things, both state courts have asserted the official arrest warrant as-with 

the vic's sworn D.O.O. were not time-barred predicated upon a constitutionally defective 

"stretch" of Articles 1, sections 9 & 10. 

The State Supreme court as affirmed by the U.S. District Court's 2018-04-23 order also 

asserts "Ptr was aware of the offense date as evidenced by his plea agreement {paraphrased}". 

What the state courts have continuously eviscerated fn that stated position is/was: 

Ptr at time of colloquy {yr. 20121 was extremely naïve as-to the legal ramifications or 

nexus associated with documented D.O.O. such as "non-tis verses tis sentencing". Accordingly, 

Ptr being a man of his word, saw no reason to challenge/protest the state attorney's 

manipulation and/or omission of the offense date. 

Ptr was totally reliant upon his legal counsel for appropriate and effective advocacy 

which fell significantly below the "Strickland" or common sense standard. Further 

exacerbating matters, Ptr's counsel concealed a 1 year non provisional plea proposal from his 

client {Ptr}. Said counsel arbitrarily side-stepped numerous procedural rule!that have adversely 

impacted Ptr's ability to correct misdeeds of said counsel as-with the government to which the 

courts now cite so-as to impede Ptr's ability to redress grievances of gross misconduct 

perpetrated by both the state's attorney and the courts. 
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U.S. Supreme Court <> Writ of Certiorari {2018-11-27 

Statement of the Case 

Ex-post facto {Article 1, sections 9 & 101 summary cont'd from pg. 14 

Ptr was denied "fair notice" as-to the plea agreement's mandated SORNA compliance of 

which was jurisdictionally {not procedurally} time-barred and non-existent at it's inception. 

In sum, before destroying a man's life, {estoppel by misrepresentation] D.O.J. officials 

owe the accused an opportunity to be heard/interviewed. If for no other reason, to avoid the 

appearance of an impropriety and assure Ptr's constitutional right of equal justice is upheld. 

The government proceeded with it's case predicate  unaware that victim provided 

numerous embellishments and hearsay stated as facts absent an unbiased witness or 

polygraph and most importantly, a statement provided by the offender. 

An analogy is where the recent appointment "Justice Brett avanaugh" was challenge in 

that his former acquaintance "Professor Christine B. Ford" accused Justice avanaugh of 

serious sexual misconduct. In an effort to assure her integrity and veracity were not 

questioned, she had the courage and decency to voluntarily submit to a polygraph. 

On the other hand, Justice  )Cava naugh would have no part of it. It was if his character 
/ 

was above reproach or he feared being exposed. An honest man/woman has no reason to fear 

a polygraph exam. Justice avanaugh's inaction spoke volumes! 

I now ponder who's offense is more repugnant, mine or a U.S. Supreme court justice in 

the person of Justice Kavanaugh. Perhaps he should be placed on the sex offender's registry. I 

say no because his offense like mine predates the implementation of SORNA legislation; This 

Ptr only ask for equal protection unless that's reserved for the privileged. 
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U.S. Supreme Court <> Writ of Certiorari 12018-11-27 

Statement of the Case 

Constructive abandonment and procedural defaults 

Apart from what was unknown or non-existent post-sentencing, Ptr presented or 

attempted to present to the court all/any grievances concerning statutory or constitutional 

violations to the attention of his legal counsel. In his {legal counsel's} haste to dispose of Ptr's 

case as expeditiously as possible, he failA to advocate for his client jPtrjjM as if he were so 

repulsed by Ptr's offense, his representation was bare minimum as if Ptr's life was worthless 

and not deserving of effective representation! 

As I best recall, I notified the T.C. via motion(s) on 3 occasions requesting {replacement} 

relief to no avail in that the court consistently denied Ptr's request. Unbeknownst to Ptr, this 

set in place a plethora of procedural defaults and failure to exhaust all state remedies through 

no fault of Ptr. The court's denial of repeated request to replace Ptr's deliberately indifferent 

legal counsel in effect contributed to Ptr's procedural defaults. 

During the actual sentencing, the court summarily dismissed 3 or 4 other materially 

substantive motions that were statutory and/or constitutional at it's core. Immediately 

following sentencing, Ptr's spouse engaged Ptr's counsel and inquired: "is there anything more 

that can do" to which he replied "N0 totally indifferent to Ptr's asserted grievances; totally 

indifferent to Ptr's time-sensitive 30 day window in which a direct appeal must be filed. 

Ptr's conviction and sentence violated numerous statutory and/or constitutional laws 

worthy of appeal such as: 
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U.S. Supreme Court <> Writ of Certiorari 12018-11-27 

Statement of the Case 

Constructive abandonment and procedural defaults cont'd from Pg 16 

Jurisdictionally time-barred {ex-post facto} warrant at point or-issue. 

Willful and wonton omission of victim's non-tis asserted D.O.Q. from the government's 

indictment so-as to enhance Ptr's mm/man imprisonment from 2 yrs. to 10 yrs. 

Denied Ptr unfettered access to the materially substantive portions of Ptr's PSI report 

{see: appendix "A" exhibits: DC-12-2 <and> HC-12-2-H}. 

Denied Ptr complete time served credit for periods of provisional release pursuant to 

11:del.c.3901c {see: appendix "A" exhibits: DC-12-2 <and> HCM-3d}. 

Ptr's legal counsel refused to address the government's unlawfully withdrawn 1 year 

non provisional plea proposal {see: appendix "A" exhibit: DC-12-1 <and> SFHC-11-Y. Also see: 

appendix "C" exhibit: "P" }. 

Jurisdictional time-barred SORNA mandate {see: appendix "A" exhibit: SFHC-101. 

Constitutionally prohibited {15th amendment} revocation of Ptr's protected right to vote 

and second amendment right to bear arms {see: appendix "E" exhibit: lS-21. 

Ptr further asserts both federal courts have consistently asserted Ptr's reasoning {in 

sum} doesn't "fit" the exemption criteria set-forth in 28 USC 2254d. Ptr asserts the court(s) 

erroneously denied Ptr exemptions to Procedural defaults and exhaustion of all state remedies 

in that a person of reason would find that Ptr does meet or exceed the exemption 

requirements of 28 USC 2254d. 



A 
.4 

' - 

-

Ilk 1: 

. 1 — 

't  

' 
A ( 

I 

- •, 
.4 ,, - 

I1b A s  

I A1 

I I'" 

I I, A'lPA • 

• .A t'a 1 . Alif / 

I A 4 "aId 1' 

I - I 

.1 
' A I 'A 11j4 f7A - 

' • b•O
"WAWAS 

H 
I Miii 

I 
Oil  

IF I 



pj 2019-11-2q 

A & 
I • 

'ft I 

-ml A  

: Ni •IIIIIAM!- 

_ Will  •D 

— AN 11 f- & i lYfffiV.-  

I I a 

i.VMII/ j'á " I 

jr
UNA i.t v I 

.lt A 

! I lAP 

' I ' 0/ 1 AiAA..A A La 

j4 4 Lat4 'aZ 

I I I1' , S WA Al 

' a / 

ato4 ' A -1' ' i/I L'1# ci' : • 4 Wh 

ii #1 t I VI! 

.. 
.h . 

jA L•I1 



I 

a 

I 

s .f. 4 ,• . II • .., , 

I • r g J • A /Affj  

'9 'A i CIA hi 

d t' : ii I •- 
• 1 '• ' 

I • : ': A A 
- - 

. .!'4 
g-owiff 

 
I/JIll 

- 

-1 
I 1 

I L • / • 

I - Iiii.i iS / Jj I A 

I s' I ' •J'' 

IUK • . / ' 
- ' / ii 

I ' 



# I IA 

If 

WE MA 

6O ') "VIAL , 

. MIA I I " / 

i_ A. • A 

q 
- / , f• - I 11/ ,A I ' 

, , # 

'I 

ii)', 

t,, e OORW 
I 

- -  

k m "

I'LLALT  - 'I 4-Cb4!i# 
A A 1 

/ •"# Pc  aaw I #4 ' 4 

IIA  NO'  

41 / 



OoF 6RL. 
yMALri_71fL?_ol f!E_ 

M  N1  A-Rv 

TTh ARRAA)EL. IVZTLFROIS~ 2,77C/417 AA/t 

___ 

As i 

TLTMLfZ 4-(-)A-Lz qkTTI  
fôr. O (/4LS 1f7'tf '/1foA /A1lWMrr 

17JR'kL) QZ&M 4?L 
AT 

sLnRfAI 
P.N) atiam Age 

ALThW' 
VC ro  Ake- L2 k6h/A/JAl 

.LAKAV 
I1y / 1MKiIJ 7JFW A)T JkD&cJ21 

_____ 

1kW' VE7AAll7Ttht D/1L& A 77L9&Zj" /,tM) CkTLT PA! 

A !4AP4M M ID //)/PtOr,  ciMIJzrALt 
• fr'iWM)/I (6 o 2Q 

OA) OPSI 1'oi4O WT WD_7RL Of_D7— 

_____  

• 
_____ 

___ 



qw 

r 

• I I m - - NJ  "
WAN A 

I 
I _ 
I 
I •. 6 øAAJL 

-W4 

It 4 1A 

I 
p I'AMR  

I ft 

Fl 941 4 J , ,PJ f / a ZHA 

IJ'4 .AIe .1• 

J , a5 t 
loin 

S '  

11 A  

.A'' - 

ILi I iA 

1A P IL  

A 

/ ' / 



" .S. 'S 
• S S 5 

•• . - 

__  

• S  
•• . S -  

______________________ 

TTI ITIiI 
Jp 

- JALLL __- 
__ 

AfJIA)_  

00  RN 
AA  (1p 'j) yj4j  • 

MVIiSRU7!AiA/J 

bl~Ajb PQ OL2fi4! 
S.5 

• - T] t7Z7 AJEs  

• ____ sy  (LLVJ?A)LO&VJY? O AJO (JA) Oífl LAJ7 
•_____ 
-__ 1i&tL 7P S'7A7Z COATP lÀ) 7 
- •. •••__ __ 

4fT wi 
1XLD7?/— 

____ kctiI OF NT 0~,UOLJR Co e fJ1!Ih (5  

AJLLL2Ah 14A 10 Li4/N 
L £ThA)i AA- 

_____ UD/1A7L' 77 



4 

CnTlogAfll  

'IA Al Will 
• flyff 

.1/ Ø' 

,A g 4 4 Ii I I 

J IJj 
' '• .44 / lb 4 - 

c'- 

tA 'Z hiI 

A 6 

4. IA l.a I 

I r 

• A I m / 

4 cAI.A a, 0 

AAJ Wo S  
0 

•., i . _,STCIFJA J_ t A — 

- •J , 0 , 5411/ 'iV ' _,i 711 

C A 

'r0. a,' UVA  worki 



" I 

I / 

NOW  / 

r i 'AL / 4 4 0 A I • / a - -/4 1 / 

'.4 IA ' • K 
- 

/ I j; a,  

i A k 

I A -'dA L,i. I, •f -i j 
A . j 

.1 .. 
a. 

 

- ' ', 
 Ill sop 

MAN-  . 



O,tini vT-4Lt?1Tdr i/oMRL.._ 

V M Al A fJ/  

ffli2iAL M1c[oRP' 
r2KM' To pmfcr PL 

L (9AIAc1L ,? 70  7 eot1R7(A 

WRi7&2. 1/Jjj4'---  f'fljm' &LMJJIPYiI2ML/IJ.1'AL_ 
,°Micr 274I4JL2ARD PRCt/RAL Doc'M1Vrs  

RtMRT.NdR  

WALY.M)7 . .Lk2M7. th1O 
6 MN/M 

vz ' zv Lr-  avR7 I  Mt5V7 &MW  

7m1 uP 0240Li11) Ma-  4L5-1v —1 0)LA ,°77 211W S  ro 
1A'1 (W tT WM V7T4A) C ( 

/3 m/A1Zs . 7?/4,!- WW 77 %)J€Y 

• I.--- _ PURJUAAtl- i'3 2{f) .M 

/i4 A-2 77i 7t ,MPL!7 
Td  gwx 

is 12R7I0N LAX/IR 

-tiil )—r '-,qj/ 4/ 6) 4cA 1,41 44 &--h h—,-?,,- k7710 f77-A' 1 i A 4 A A 1/n A 4' , 



P9. 20 

ills. 

ZoI3f/-2'1 

AL I 

.SOMMMY 

__ iT)c/AJG T SrnTS J77'AJY 4/LQJR 7! ICRT 
______ 

om  A) 7WJS) ToJthRA!. .%7At MM., 
1)M71 A *S/AAS' Akin Al  /L7 /r1SSA &S 75 Ct)/IfOV 

P71_J'.R_ML/J P/7t1C MI)7PM) - RTJvV-7W'M Lfr: 

W7fAk- AS 7Th'S, , &i AM aWMf Lb 4fl?AfO AM W 34471!LY Rt- 
c J7 M— /JL~4I- RIAZ M(L/44, 

________ 

84M'OAI7 IJI,4L AOiE 7e5,M 

QJR iM(M8o4 ff 71 

ffE 7WMOt2 7 MY £YS- 
cv j9kfW(M MV \çpg D2 -M JM Cbi d,tJD 

______ 

or 77Kc 44ATTYALLY 

cMct~z- L1Itht2 tw 
sill" Y ijiJ[AMiVD&J/k2LWT i 
7TMLV7/9rMP)- 

_______ 

79OWRO 
______  

IL 

!I?F Or 1/Al Si4f -ro AAVi, 

______ 

( y  M / c&c Aq 71rzyp O1 



S 4 

&)RITQF  6L 16 010 -RT 

I - 

I ILI-& MAR 
I 
I 

A 

I # A F  

G ,i . 4 4 ,'••4 , 

I - 

, Tf4.(1I ad/b' 

Ii' I&b 4à4t /r I 

LI tA 'AL 

Ió' ii ' AJJAJ 

I gAAWhI''d'$  

lJ'J / 'jgf44t"1  

I • " fl 'fJ4  

A1alF =#I 4/ 

v #...

WK 

 

I t • • ii •' 

I - 

"Ivy 

 
Il "  

I / 



REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION 

&)rn Ab (1O1ThL' 3'7iT't i,vz M 41tJo C oRLJSYThMi c M?ac, 

O F 0,5 v71A)!s' A ci 2Ss 9-/ A"',' iii' A 

6P bADs 

ill) 7T4LT /1TMA771R R -  7J4I' CaORTPIR /tL07-La-  okys gptEmc 

/c7kkc 6malAM N izo& 

A> &MLE A L LLA7J '- &OY MV Mo 60' AM tJdO OR CP?7T A SA/VI— 

Ks-As IT StIF t7T)  A 1L/A ,w L 1'LAV MVS  —tg t If, 9, 77øAI Ci/flP& 

/ A M'r, MY WISM-ffo) Lg OAtpaWICAUY 

RTh°C171/ )rrr4 Mi /JIJ S?odl L47OAJ &1J- 

17s' O c/eJ/7ry tft /A)/)/CA7J Al 

/JWA/T 1P L/!LA7RS #A L't * &vcTw A)Awl 

/"/A 97A7?}7i 7 M /7& oW A) /AI7R- 

PR?T71foA/ Af?77CL/ Je 9'-Iô J-AS To fr13 Puf?- 

P6!3Y j)D/AJ-M) 47nJt ,  jvRLWC7ToA)AL71MJ-'AR ft-Tkel  

A MtlkW, PTh A 2J' 1?7 AT YJ 1c c A 177CLL I, 

q o g  lo &) .QOH 4 01,2 iAJC 7T Al e  R i) AMX I PT orrn LR 

VrL14;,ftkTV 74Li4 6ML /iE IS AJ711/1V Mfr 7W 

ARfoLZS'NJt b U8 lo UT L'AID-1WAJ ARt3oLW 

WTiiIIJOA1ALLVPM?RWM-1W7PACTO ii&J 

V (M L&W2tA7761V I LTTJ ii IV u 44 L-"5-KoUY 2R1M1 /dA L 

'iic' - Mlb t VUS ebV71MU77)J 

Aic ot A) 'iT Al itii14 

4)Rl1iac LW7TA}C1ToA) 64Of//L/6 p 

PfWoAJ IOLft7ToAl1 

N, JZTLI pp,  r~ g OrA 



RMi f I 

rn VLt W M N79 A WZ7-6)ARRUT IJM nRUVWWA LLY 
AT nic WemA -uw aozT PRLCzD 

19I71i /ñ1PWtTV PWAAJT 11p6AJ /7i ILL-&TTN P C/iJL1)T W9T 

A U ei P4J7M 6- 1VJVM1 M L/WAJ7 AJO f)AI &W/Ps7A) M 

ctr ro CMLLLX1 riic in4AJ/r1r /1VP1 11L ZdW  

7 714L U.2 OP -14L e'tiflr WD/R 1WRLi~-  /MPLAeIMtAJ7 

TWS R7' 'VLk77A) 6r P71 Lc (IQ 1 - 7oAm I 7761V JIM 

0Qt9L79b f/u' ViVY PThL IJ YFR11)LR LzifT Pf19 /A/ 

r1M i WiL/e WHO  69 MYT  iiM '/?7J/?T 

OCCOIfA)' Tide Di 76 /r!I 9ø'U - 

P7c/'DWP i9 ) uP 

11 MR LQT yM WM1PLJdY C901-54 AU 

U'4OL PoX)LQIQM LW7 7T1iS 6A)  L5- iJi I 

> Wf\ R6TT7OM AA)L MiMUNiTY ,VO)Tni (ATiOA) I' 

ThfT Ai -m i 1k rnI26 fo 

PT9 7/ CP  

LO /AJ6 h74> 
A1197 

ST kT 77'4iT 6r O ASLL2k119 &)RIJ1 T1113 liD 

AJ(TL$WT MTMAJUA7 (bMIWAAJC- 

77 IS A 'ILA77AJ AP7 V7/CL &Lt 9/ M OL- 

/ A) /A7 /A/ A 1?T A *rth) (Io- Wi44 MIT /1 WI) 

JLWV 'W51TSI' 2/ 2z-L3) 

PTR U2 L5 ,  3 CCURD Pffj R To 7L /44PL//v)PV- 
7?7ThA) 6 P,  Sd R1A L MS,  7T  OA/ 41egL! Ja%JAW' 

/ 8  L-57  77 A QW L 6K C  fM/I VA I A77I 
V li 77LL Th L tJLt) /4 LJT P1R /T /,J - 7VP\ ref 7/v 

i fr I 'L?-e'! Q /, _c Al 14 Au V &Vr A C - 

L M 



AM P?OR AI 7P P77ThV 
06ifl7A)0iD V-fv') 14 PC, 2 

FT A AmLr ekllRi O&Y R2M)TL1JC LY/ MW7(4 

POT-rL=JCL iJL g 
. P1UID1i 7T/ 'WYA '7 !Y 

iAlli,i / &/j-iei IT YAX To O'Rer /7 oA) J7)C. 

07-  61)1-Y /4A 7 RAM1AJT P?kfVJM  -E M61J6R fl?2 

,0&)V't7V7 P7R E JVRL ThOI4 f?i)Y'' rmr71c,,vAL 

Pmii Al 0 1V ifa/A Tht) rw is 5Dv L 

PRi2 /41 711MT1 PTt 1U 0CL41 W  ( tr O Al  

£20 U f?-1 'S k ST C7 /A17I~IT, A- 9nfi2 kAJ7I* /31 

i SoL 4Jc - 
4eA) &U 7T1O iiV m7a)A) A/ôAJ-iS 9AJ7icl 

/kRMj Mo A.&7A f?Y A2c417W JI-,?c üf'fl 

ek PPLAL1M! RQwA'7 

RN un" (i1 eu PT?? AS'2Z 7M677A77JT R/ih1 

70 27A7S P!4O! ?a'RT //l1R73 1r1?ôR 54d1tu1R7p1 - 

£)t?7' UAL 1L A4 TRe Mt/OR TLf 

POLIC4ThTAH73 
i> 774I 7477 (YW?T 172 Mr U rb i31 PO CIT /A) &&7ft)C77 A,1& 

2W!77C EY 41L//L  7IIL tA)MJT A77n' Td oMIT t'YaJ 

W /4rLr ucr (A'ôA1'- ) is JVflM&r7vVAW 
7.F4RR1LT /AJD/(7-M1r,4Ali3 PLM AR814LIVT &S To' 

bkvUlv  PTh .gk)117' O F A)oW-77S PtS JtAI -M tLi IA)- 

2RV/)Jc MiAJ/MAAJ r VFU 72 MM,  

OA)LA& toLLV WI-Nb ?AuW I W. PLM ffô/M/4 f!c o, &smu 
M7IAJ 6 Ok, V9) 

Pr:i, 2z FA RT/MW 



2018-11-27 

Supreme Court Writ of Certiorari 

CONCLUSION 

This is a serious national erosion of U.S. Constitution's Article 1, 
sections 9 & 10. The spirit and literal intent of this Article is to protect 
citizens from overly zealous & vindictive government; collaterally, double 
jeopardy. 

Retrospective vengeance is cruel. Prohibited ex-post facto legislation is 
balanced via this Article's fundamental fairness. 

Our U.S. Constitution protects citizens of "Caste" from those of 
"privilege" who seek to oppress the least among us. Privilege dictates, Caste 
submits, Article 1. sections 9 & 10 protect. 

The petition for Writ of Certiorari should be granted. 

Respectfully submitted, 

%e,,e 
Fred Huffman {Pro-Se} 

dated: L8/  f( / 2.,7 

I Ml 


