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LIST OF PARTIES

[WAll 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 respectfully prays that a writ of certiorari issue to review the judgment below.

OPINIONS BELOW

[ ] For cases from federal courts:

The dpinion of the United States court of appeals appears at Appendix L to
the petition and is '
[ ] reported at ; Or,

[ ] has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,
[\Y1is unpublished.

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

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[14-is unpublished.

[ ] For cases from state courts:

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

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[ 1 is unpublished.

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

[ ] reported at ; Or,

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[ ] is unpublished.




JURISDICTION

[\V{ For cases from federal courts:

The date on which the United States Court of Appeals decided my case
was Feby. la) 2019

[\J/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: , 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. § 1254(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

[ ] A timely petition for rehearing was thereafter denied 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. § 1257(a).
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STATEMENT OF THE CASE

The petitioner was convicted for possession of
Mac ywand with intent o distciloute in .C'ac\c\o
Parish Disteict Cour+J Saate of Louisiana on

| ‘)U‘\I 7,015, The petitionec was sentenced +o
40 years hacd \abor as 2 multple offendec on
Au%us-t 3\JaDi5.

Alier e%\(\aus'ﬂng stare cemedies by pcesem‘ine
a\l o his claims +o +he Louisiana Supreme Court,
+he petitioner filed a pervtion for weik of Nabeas
Corpus 1n +he United S+a,+gs Disyerick Court Ror +he
Western Distact of Loutsian 2, c\aiming,among other
things, 2 denial of covnsel a¥ ¥e prelwninary exam,
+c1al and sentencing heacing.

The v.5.0.C. Svmmar’dv denied +\e pe,-\-\+\'on Do
Palure Yo exNavet remedies, withouvt examining
We state courd tecord or ocdecing e state +o
tespond and set out 2 Raduce +o exhavst detease,
The petitionec appealed ro the V.8, C.A. for
+he 5”‘ Circoct and was denied 2 COA. Now
+he Pa—\;\'\'\‘of\e(ﬁ pe*&\‘(on.s +Wis Court +o grant
cectiofaly,

4,



REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION
. TWe Chrecvit Court erced 'n anot %ran’r'\r\g a C.0.4.

In Geanbeceyv. Greer, 481 v.5.134,107 S.C+ ‘67l)

ds L Ed, 24114 +his covrt stated ( “We have 2l teady
decided +hat e tailure +o exavst state cemedies
does not deprive an appellate court of yurisdiction
Y0 consider the mecits off g habeas cocpus application.
oo [TIhece 3ce some cases \n which it is appeopriate
Ror an appellate court +o address the mecits of a
habeas corpus application notwithstanding the lack
ot -c,omp\ ete exhaustion. A\-}houg\f\ ece 13 a steong
pc@.sumq)*‘vbﬂ wn Ravor of (equ‘u‘ing the prisonec +o
pursve Nhis available state rem edies his £aluce +o

do 9015 not an absolute ac 4o appeilate considecation
ot Nis c1dims)) citing S+eickland v Washingron Ubb

U.5. 668,104 $.C+. 2053 80 L.£d. 674

TO sD+ain 2 C'O'A.j a pr\sov\e( must make 2
svbstantial ‘S\f\ou)\ngo‘? +he demal ot g cOﬂs+\'\-u+{onal
(ight. Millec-El v C,ockce.\\) £§37U.5.33Q(2003)
Wherte ‘35 hece, +the distereY court Jeaies celief on
Procedura\ grounds ,“a COA . should 1ssue when +he

cisonec shows at least that yorist ol ceaseon
would £ind it debarable wherher Hhe petition

S.



S+3\-e.5 2 \/a\ic\ claim o-P +he é\er\\al O'P a conshfu{’ional
cight and +hat jucist od reason would £1nd 1} deloatable
whether the disteiet court was cocrect 1n 1hs

orocedural cu\imb,n Slack v McDaniel 539 V.S U73a000

The Pa*'( tonec cleacly made the cequisite showing
 his express motion forissuance of C.0.4.

see(App. B)

Thece Vs no doub+ +hat complete deaial of +he ("\3\4«}
ro coonsel io avalid claim of +he denial of g
constitutional cight.

DBQ(‘ﬁwaﬁon ol cour\se\ 15 3 steuctucal Ae'gec\' Ceq&&r{ns
actomatic ceversal. Bland v Calfornia Dep+ o Cocr
30 F.34 1469 (4+h Cir 1494

Af\y Jur\s‘l of teason would £ind it debatgble whether
he disteict coort was coccect \n Y pro ceducal cuhing
to dismiss +he pe:*r'&{on Lor Laluce +0 exNaust
cemédes,

The petitioner presented all pb Wis claims +o +he
Lovisiazng Supreme Couct belore filing his
petition in +he disteict court and ¥his is all vhat
.\\S Cequ‘trga,

@\



To exaust Wis or her cemedies | g peritionec for
Pedeca\ Wabeas corpus celief is only ceg uiced 4o
case his claims elore the states Wighest court;
e fact +hat vhe state court does not addcess

We mer\t+6 O—Q +he clawm does not prec\uAe a

?inéing a‘p ex\ aus"h’on . C@rpe{ﬁer v W\o\f\()\ég F,?)AC{BX
C.A.b pwio 1948

& The disteict covct ecced by dismissing +he pehition
For failuce 40 exhavst remedies without hav?m, befoce
\+ +he state court fecords o ordering the state
+o cespond and set out a Railuce 4o exhavst dedense.

FQAQMI»\ Habeas cover must Ceview state court tecocds
Yo Ae*erm‘me)\{) ex\f\aush'on (equ(rcmeo’\'} {s Sa+\sﬂ5)iéc\.
C\ack.v Com. of Pa. 893 F.A4 1142 cect. dened
cas¥ille v Cack W0 $.C+.3334 496 US. 443,110 L.£4.34 675

Where convicted defendants petition for habeas cocpus
set focth 2 den.\ al of Jdue processo'Fcée(a\ court should
not have dismissed petition summacly. Chessman v
Teets ,7b S.C4.34,350 U.5.3 100 L.FAY.

S+are parsonecs Nabeas pehition was impropecly
Aismissed Ror Lailuce of \nmate vo0 exnavst state
cemedies where state offic1al named as (espondant
faled +o taise exWaustion as defense; exhavstion
wis ot :)urisc\(c-\—{onal 1nd could be watved by

7.



gtate and +\!\us) pe‘\:v\“ixoﬂ coold aot be AMswmissed sv\e\/
on %rouV\A of Raluvre 40 exnavst. Pratec v Norwran
40\ F.2 95 C. AW\ 4.1490

The disﬁ*do’( coourt ;)udcie nevec eygmin ed +he @acﬁs
of +he case becavse he never had +he gtate covct
tecords belore him.

In Moore v Dem psey,96VUS.8b Y43 S.6+.265,67 L £A.SH3
+Nis couvet stated ”\«\Je shall net sdy mole Co(\c_em'\ﬂg
e corcective process afflocded +o e petitioners
an +tat T+ does not seem 4o us sofficieat +o allow
a ‘)u&%e of +he Uniteld 3tates +o escape +he c‘)u-(\y@(l
Q,X&Mi(\ins -i-\'\e \Qa(,+$ 'poa \(\{MseHz w\f\en \‘p +rve a3

a\l eﬁe& +V\e\/ make +he +c12) a,bso\ui“-e,\y vord. ... [Tk
2PPears +o us unavardable ¥hat +he Distrct Judge
anovld find whether +he facts a\\ega\ ace +cue and
whether ey can be explaed so Facas o leave

the state proceedings un distorbed,

3, The petitioner's s1x+W1 amendmeat cight +o cocasel
was violated |n+he state coucd makina +he entire
process absolutely void,

The petitioner was untepresented at +he preliminary
exam , +cral | moltiple ofRender hearing and senteacing

B.



The petitioner was not ajdvise of Wis right 4o
counsel, The petitionec never expressed +he desice
t+o represent himself., The pe*i*ione( never undec-
stood +he nature of the charges o wis awace
of +he range ot allowable punishmeants,

The couvet has 2 dutry to Protect ¥he cighy of +he
accused 4o counsel. Glassec v. U.S. 6% S.C+ 957,
315 U.5. 60 86 L.E4 b8D.

A(;-\‘uaJ or constructive deamal of counsel a\+oc5€+her
\s presumed +o cesvit wn prejudice,soas +o yustify
settingaside a convichion, Steick\land v Washington,
(o4 8.C+, 3053, 466 U.S. 668 80 L.£A. 67

The @ailure +0 36’99“"3’ counsel is a Un.\q_ue_
Coﬂé'ﬁ“}u'\‘ion a,) AQ‘PCU\']{\SMQ Yo +he \eve.\ a‘P a
:)ur'\s&ic,hona,\ delect JW\I\.\C)’\ Wecefore wiacrants
specral +eert meat among constiturional violations.
Thece 15 2 sheong peesvmption against waiver
of r\%\r\ir ro counsel. P&+¥erson v L ll'\nois3"‘\87
U.s. 885,108 s.c+. 8389 101 (,£4.8d 34|

When #he fhi@) court {la{led t+o a-ppolm‘ counsel o
obt+ain a valid waivecr iy loss jucisdiction and

+he conviction and sentence is completely vioid.
Jonson v.Zecos+ 58 5.0+ 1019,%4 .S, H5&, €3

L.Ed 1461,
q.



T+ =) w&“ 52‘\"\'\&8 +Nnat 2 VO'§A Suc’)gmev\'\' can Ve
c,\(\a“anﬁeﬁ a+ any +ime 3311 3ny CoUp«\—)TV\ererore_
Mis court shoould grant cecriocaci,

| 0.



CONCLUSION

The petition for a writ of certiorari should be granted.

Respectfully submitted,
ALL RIaHTS RESERVED

Ao Aug

Date: M’L\\Il q) ao‘q



