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QUESTION(S) PRESENTED

1) DOES THE UNCOMMON CIRCUMSTANCES OF THIS CASE RISE TO THE LEVEL
[ £} ’ ‘_ ° . . .
oF AN EXTRAORDINARY CIRCUMSTANCE = WARRANTING EQUITABLE TOLLING OF

THE AEDPA STATUTE OF LIMITATION ©

. ’ o ’ :
2) 1S THE STATES REFUSALTO ADIUDICATE ON THE MERITS , PETITIONERS
PROPERLY PRESENTED FEDERAL CLAIMS ; A “STATE —~ CREATED 1MPEDINENT

(S 2294 (d)(1)(BY) 7



LIST OF PARTIES

M All parties appear in the caption of the case on the cover page.

[ 1 All parties do not appear in the caption of the case on the cover page. A list of
all parties to the proceeding in the court whose judgment is the subject of this
petition is as follows: ' ' ‘
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IN THE

' SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES |
PETITION FOR WRIT OF CERTIORARI

Petitioner réspectfully prays that a writ of certiorari issue to review the judgment below.

~ OPINIONS BELOW

[ ] For cases from federal courts:

The oplmon of the United States court of appeals appears at Appendlx to -

the petition and is

[ ] reported at | | ; or,
[ ] has been designated for pubhcatlon but is not yet reported; or,
[\/f is unpubhshed.

The oplmon of the United States district court appears at Appendlx
- the petition and is

to_

[ ] reported at : : _ : | ;Or,
[ ] has been designated for publication but 1s not .yet: reported or,
[\/fls unpubhshed

[ ] For cases from state courts:

The opinion of the highest state court to review the mer1ts appears at
Appendu( to the pet1t10n and is

[ ] reported at : ' ' l ; 0T,
[ 1 has been designated for publication but is not yet repo1 ted or,
[\/f is unpublished. : :

The opinion ‘of the _ court
appears at Appendix to the petition and is

[ 1 reported at | o ; or,
[ 1 has been designated for publication but is not yet 1eported or, .
[\/f is unpubhshed




 JURISDICTION -
[ ] For cases from federal courts:

The date on which the United States Comt of Appeals dec1ded my case
was _NoV- 2}, 2-0!‘3

[ 1No petition for rehearing was timely ﬁliéd in my case.

[\/f A timely petition for rehearing was denied by the Unit"ed States Court of
Appeals on the following date: _.FANVARY 23 5 2013 and a copy of the
or: der denymg Iehearmg appears at Appendlx - '

[ ] 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 juriédictioh of _this Court is invoked under 28 U. S. C. § 1254(1).

'[ 1 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 __N_Lé_.

[1A tlmely petltlon for rehearmg was thereafter denied on the following date
and a copy of the order denying rehearmg

appears at Appendix _

[ 1 An extension of ti_mé to file the petition for a writ of certiorari was gfanted_
to and including _ - (date) on , - (date) in
Application No. ___A 4 ' ' '

The jurisdiction of this Court is invoked under 28 U. S. C. § 1257(a).

K THE H\GHéST STATE COURT DISMISSED THE APPLICATION FoR LEAVE TO APPERL
oN NOVEMBER 24, 2.01G.



CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS lNVOLVED

™IS Pennoﬁl iavox_ves TWO FEpéRAL CONSTITUTIONAL QmiMs: HASSIAH
VIOLATION AND COERCED CONFESSION , WHICH WERE NEVER AbJUS;cA_TEb oN THE |
HERITS . THE UNDERLYING SURREPTITIOUS RECoﬁbnNGs ( NEVER DISCLOSED 8Y
THE STATE ) WERE OBTRINED ILLEGALLY ; 1N VIOLATION oF THE BTH AND GTH
AMENDMENT meu'r-rb COUNSEL , BY AN AGENT oF THE POLICE —THE DEF.ENDRNT’S
PARAMOUR — AND ADDUCED AT TRIAL . THEY CONTAIN A CoERCED CONFESSION
AN VIOLATION OF THE 14 TH AMENDMENT RIGHTTO DUE PROCESS AND THE STH
 AMENDMENT RIGHT AGAINST SELF- mcmMmAnon. THEY WERE OBTAINED WHILE
THE DEFENDANT WAS HOSPITALIZED IN' A LOCKED PSYCHIATRIC WARD , UNDER
oB.‘SERVPmoAN AND TRERTMENT, THE STATE CoURTS SUMMARILY DENIED THE
DEFENDANTS CLAIMS WITHOUT A MASSIAH OR TACKSON Y. DENNO HERARING . THE
UNUSUAL CIRCUMSTANCE OF THE PET1110¥;JER’S caés INCLUDES VAmouvs G&bs IN
ACCESS TO HER LE‘GAL.PA.DEQS‘ AND L0SS OF PROPERTY (mc;uome TRIAL
TRANSCRIPTS) BY THE DEPARTMENT oF CORRECTIONS , IN ABSITION To THE
pELAYED n:smvéﬁy OF THE UNDISCLOSED BURREPTITIOUS Reébszplmes AND GAPS
IN Ac;ess ,ﬁ THOSE TRANSCRIPTS . wrﬁaour SoME :oén OF EQUITABLE

CONSIDERATION , THE CLAIMS WILL NEVER BE REVIEWED ON THE MERITS .



 STATEMENT OF THE CASE

‘l‘HE’DEPANDANf_ WAS CONVICTED 1IN 2004, Foaowtns A BENCHTRAIAIL m
" WESTCHESTER counfy > NY- ) OF A_ﬂEMFf HuRbEﬁ AND SENTENCEDTD A DETER. -
MINATE TERM OF 25 YEARS IMPRISONMENT . THE Appum‘re mvxsnoN_At_-jpgguep
M_QD ™HE oltzE;rAPPéAL WAS EI&AL IN Ausosr 200% .
TWO MoNTHS I.ATER , A WAkéANf wAs‘VISSU‘ED. FOR THE PET\TI‘ONEE‘S Amzésr
m couuecnw'r EXTRADITION ?ROCEEDINGS ENSUVED (FlNAleED N NOVEHBER |
7u008)- on DE(‘_EMBEE 30, 200% , ms PETITIONER. WAS Ex-rteAptrEb-ro . CONNECTICUT
PORSUANT'TD AN INTERSTATE AGREEMENT ON DETAINERS . 1IN APRIL. 2012, _me B
PETITIONER WAS SENTENCED To 50 YERRS , éénsgconvé 10 HER NEW YoRK.
SENTENCE. DUE TO HER EXTRADITION AND TRANSFER TO CONNECNCUT tHE
éeﬁnoNER wAS. UNABLE To t—'ueméz éuzsus ms.cwus RM_SEDAON BIRECT
‘APPEAL OR F.\RST‘ COLLATERAL PROCEEDING ; THosE m.gs' ARE TIME - ngggb;
THE CLAIMS IN THE UNDERLYING HABEAS PENTION w_sﬁ: Rmses.sogﬁé F.§ST
TIME IN A SECOND coLuwénAL PROCEEDING . THESE CLAIMS WERE ﬁls_goveaeb
BELATEDLY IN CT , WHERE THE TRANSCRIPTS of THE ‘RE(,oeou-\xes WERE
msdos@-" |
THE uuoean,ft iNe'naasné PETITION WAS Fl@ oN No_VEMBEé 24, 201‘6
IN THE NEW YORK. DISTRICT coURT ‘Fol?_'-;;nE sbufusan pIsTRICT (16 CV 9342
'(VB)). ON JULY 5, 2018, THE HON. VINCENT BRICCET V~8--D-3'- :
ADOPTED THE REPORT AND RECOMMENDATION SRANTI NG RESPONDENTS
MOT1ON TO PISMISS THE PETITION ASTIME BARRED . THE COURT OF APP;BLS
FoR THE SECOND CIRCUIT DENIED PETITIONERS MOTION FOR RECONSIDERA -

TioN oN JANUARY 23, 2019 .



REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION

To PROVIDE ONE OPPORTUNMTY Fop MERITS REVIEW OF FEDERAL

CONSTITUMONAL CLAIMS.



~ CONCLUSION

The petition for a writ of certiorari should be granted.

R spectfully submitted, |

Da’ce:' Hllsllq :




