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QUESTION(S) PRESENTED

'1.-Was the Petitioner's Due Process Rights violated under the
United States Constiutional 14th Amendment?

2. Was the Petitioner's Due Process Rights violated when ths
.States Attorney suppressed D.N.A. evidence that would hav®
showed the Petitioner's innocence?




LIST OF PARTIES

xx] All parties appear in the caption of the case or the cover page.

[ ] Al parties do not appear in the caption of the|case on ‘th_e 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 Jjudgment below.

- OPINIONS BELOW

[ ] For cases from'federal courts:

The oplmon of the United States court of ‘appeals appears at Appendlx
the petition and is

to

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[ 1 is unpublished.

to

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

[ 1 reported at | " ;or,

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[ ] is unpublished.

' }Ex] For cases from state courts:

The opinion of the hlghest state court to review the merits appears at
Appendix _a __ to the petition and is

[ 1 reported at ' ’ ' ‘ ' A; or,
[ 1 has been designated for pubhcatlon but is not yet reported or,
[y is unpublished. '

. The opinion of the —Supreme—Court of Illinois ' court
appears at Appendix _a _ to the petition and is _
[ ] reported at : i » OF,

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[ 1 is unpublished.



JURISDICTION

[ ] For cases from féderal_ courts:

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

[ 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: _ , 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. 8. C. §1254(1).

ng] For cases from state courts:

- The date on which the highest state court decided my case was _Feb., 21st2019
A copy of that decision appears at Appendix _ & |

{Ax] A timely petition for rehearing was thereafter denied on the folloWing date:
. Peb. 218t 2019 , and a copy of the order denying rehearing

LTl

appears at Appendix __ g .

[ ] An extension of time to file the petition for a writ of certiorari was grantédr
to and including __ (date) on (date) in -
Application No. ___A : ‘

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



CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS INVOLVED

Thié case involves Amendment XIV to the United States Constitution
which provides: : S

Section.1. All persons born or naturalized in the United States
and subkect to jurisdiction thereof, |are citizens of the United States

‘and of the State wherein they reside. No State shall make or  enforce
-any law whic¢h shall abridge the privileges or immunities of citizens

of the United States; nor shall.any State deprive any person of life,
liberty, or property without due process of law; nor deny to any person
within its jurisdiction the equal protection of the laws. :

Section 5. The Congress shall have power to enforce, by appropfiate
legislation, the provisions of this article. '



STATEMENT OF THE CASE '
1. In February 2006, a Petition to have the Petitioner, Arnold
Roberts Jr. civilly commited under the Sexually Violent Persons Act,
725 ILCS 207/1(SVPA) was filed. '
2. In 2007 the Petitioner was dommited under the SVPA, due to ,
Court Appointed Counsel forging Petitioners name to a document; resulting
in him being commited. :

3. In 2010 the Petitioner's commitment was reversed apparently by
The Circuit Court Of DuPage County, ordered by The Honorable Judg
Bonnie Wheaton. - . ' :

4. In April 2013, the Petitioner plead gulity to two counts of
forgery, 720 ILCS 5/17(a)(1), out of The Circuit Court of Schuyler
County, Eighth Judical Circuit, Case No. 13-CR-12. -

5. In May 2013 the Trial Court sentenced him to concurrent eight
years on each count. , : A & N

6. In June 2013 the Petitioner filed through counsel, a Motion
‘to Withdraw his guilty plea. '

7. In September 2013 defense counsel filed a certificate to comply
‘with theIllinois Supreme Court Rule 604(d).

_ - 8. In December 2013 The Fourth District Appellate Court, in the

case of People v. Roberts(4-13-0753, agreed to an order granting summary
remang, which resulted in the judgement being wvacated:and remanded, on the
forgery conviction out of The Circuit Court of Schuyler County, in
accordance with Supreme Court Rule 23(c)(2).

9. In a laboratory report dated August 2, 2012 coducted by the
Illinois State Police Divison of Forensic Science Services submitted by
Bradley LeBar concluded that there were no lattent prints for comparison
which concluded that there was no forgery committed.

10. The Petitioner has filed multiple pleadings in both his criminal
and civil case(No. 98-CF-2044 and )6-MR-210) which could result in
the dismissal of the petition to commit the Petitioner under the SVPA.
1.
11. The Petitioner feels he has had to represnt himself Pro-Se
because appointed counsel has not represented the Petitioner in his
pest interest and therefore he's representing himself to prtect his
Constitutional Rights:

12. On April 6 2012 the Petitioner filed Motion torDismiss the
Petition of SVP with a Order for D.N.A./Fingerprints to Revival of
Judgment Conviction Plea in which it resulted with him receiving
D.N.A evidence that proves hé.did not commit the crime which he was
conviceted of,which maked the SVP Petition Moot.

13..The.Petitioner is currently being detained under the SVPA at
Illinois Department of Human Services Treatment and Detention Center
in Rushville Illinois.



REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION

The lower Courts Denied motions to dismiss the S.V.P Petltlon with
the D.N.A. evidence to prove innocence.

New found. evidence making the .VP..Petiton Moot.

Misrepresentation on Cousel
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CONCLUSION

The petition for a writ of certiorari should be granted.

Date: _5-6-2019




