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LIST OF PARTIES

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

OPINIONS BELOW

[V{ For cases from federal courts:

The opinion of the United States court of appeals appears at Appendix to

the petition and is

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[V is unpublished.

to

The opinion of the United States distriet court appears at Appendix
the petition and is

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[ 1 is unpublished.

[ 1 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 ___ ; OF,

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

[ ] is unpublished.

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

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[ 1 is unpublished.




JURISDICTION

[V_(For cases from federal courts:

The date on which the United States Court of Appeals decided my case
was _ R‘D(‘l‘ q1L 2019.

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

[ 1 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).
Petdioner i¢ 5ee\4ivx\a) Joint review undec Rule 12.Y

g E)S(_F\q Nos. 1$-7332Y4 44 18- 1326, +hat Weve deaded
Aol q, 3919

[ 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

[ 1 A timely petition for rehearing was thereafter denied 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. § 1257(a).



CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS INVOLVED
United States Constidution Qeticle 11l cubseckon &

United States Congtitudion Foortn Amend mend

United States Conshitubion Fifth Amead meak
United States Congtition Sixdh damend ment
Unided States Constdution

! € ighth Amend meat
United States Constrbobion =0 0 Vo dment

United States conshitution Feoetiteenth Amendment
5 Usc. 3374
23 LSC. H53

&8 USC Jas85



| STATEMENT OF THE CASE

On duly L7, LOOO. Pelitionec was at Joe\/ Breedens

Pesidence When West Virg'\ma State Police ONFicecs

EXECuted A Search Warrant on mMe. Breeden's
residence

| ; OFicec Brian Bean at quapoint handcuffed
Petitioner and +ook him oudside in dhe baLKyard ov
Mr. Breedens regideace and conducted g search of

his Persan dnd Lpon completion of search found
Pedtioner’s Tdentification, upon ﬁfndincj fhe T.D.

OFicer Brian Bean Hthen escorted Petitioner +a
a woi\HnS State Volice Crusier and Placed him
Nside and took him 4o the West Virginia
State Police Station off of covke O, Where he
Wds $ingecprinted and Photographned, and was

driven back 4o +he residence Lidnout beng Charged,
With any ‘\\n'mg ot a\l.

The West virginud State Police Eastecn Panhandle.

Drug and Violent Crime ‘agkSore conducted a
State avestigation

: £eom June 1aaq Yo the redoen
of Peditioner’s ind

it we nt Dec 5,d000; and Dec
71, dooo. Without +he appropriate aid, Par+icipation,

Or Supecvision of any Fedecal law enforce ment

agen-\v oc agency, Nedher was thece a Jont Fedecal
and State +45K130rCt with a (SAC) Speical agent

.



In c\r\ar%‘e. in pehitoners case. There '3 No Federal
Complaint (cv*\"m“mal)i nor State Complaint(crimi na\)
Liled in Petilioner’s case by Neither State aor Federdl
\ aw enforce mend. see Bppendix _ T . Scott Duion
of the (est Virginia State Police opted to sought
A Federal indictment befoce a Federal Grand
JUF\/ Dec 5, dooo without the aid, Darlr'\c\pcx-\—\onl or
Supervision of Federal law eaSorcement intecackion.
Scott Dillion before the Fedecal %m‘“df)\”'\[‘ by way
0F Omission where he failed 4o disclose thadt he
Wag not indeed a Federal law enforcement: agent;
Lorthermore Me. Dillian before lhe Federal grand
JUN  ad mitted that he, 0 eers, and\\ﬂ%ec\%s" o¥
that taskfecce conducted an inves%(gcv\-ion Loc the
lasd Several years. See Hppendiy E . Pq 3(366*\‘
Dillions Grand Jur\[ Tes~\r'\monY Vec 5, 9\000). Where
oOn Pa%e 55 of Me Dillion %\‘and \\U(‘\( ‘\'6&'“‘(\’\0\{\\/, e
1S asked a q/ue%-\ion o% Now many Years was his
inves{‘\%a&iom.? Mr. Dillion Stoted that we d—c*ua\\\/
Starked dhe investigation lact June of 1aaq, 4s
opposed to the last sevecal years on Page 3. of the
%\‘and Jury “\‘es-‘rimor\\/ he gave. see E _ Qppendiy.
Petitioner was indicted Seom 1490 +o Dec 5,5.000
With no soperceclin% Andickment of significance .
Pelitoner 1s not meation in Aileqed Consipracy vnki|
1497 - \aq g,

5.



Trooper Dillion was vevec ¢rogs - deputized porsvant
*o 5 usc. 33 or any other stalute olike. di

Petdioner deial Reedl 33, - 206, 2001.

Was established as o
F'

‘ T‘roope(‘ Dilon
Case agent of this case, gee
» Dillions  Triql Tes«\—(mcm,,

Trooper Dillions Supervizor Fred Wagoner Yeial
~\-es%mony where he slated that he is CeSPonsible Lo
Yhe € agtern Vanhmd\e DCU% and \Wolent Coime

Yaekforce drug \nvestigations tn the seven castern
Most countes in the Panhandle o Wes
3ee Appendix _G . Fred Wageners +rial —\—eg-\r\mov\\/,

T, ghow\na Pk the lern Panhandle drug and.
\N‘G\eﬂjr CCime ‘\"ask-?crce. operzﬁred ond (V\\se%‘r(q\a-&ao\
Withoud the aid, packic pation, o assistance oL
Federal law enSorcement and theie aaencies

\d\’v‘ec%ly volred in Pelitioners cage '\n nolokion of the

Silvee Platke = Dockrine” wihure all slale oained
evidence 15 nadmitsible ol Pelifioners fvial where
No Federal law enfocce ment are involyed. Due 4o
Wlr. Dillion and the State +askdecce Qai\ing +o
Charge Petitioner in the slate of West Virginia
on State level but by pass State recjfmremen%s
and Procedores as requived by 4the Stoke of West
V(rﬂifﬁq Xg Uiél(d'{on o¥ -H(\ﬁ SePara—Ho(\ O—S} Powers
dockrine undec Hhe \OHh amend ment gee Bond v.
.. United States. whure dhig state actor sougny

see ELKIng v. UNited States =¢u, vS. 206 (aw0),

Silver Plather Dodrine 'overculed by +his Court -
1 .

4 \Nﬂa\ ng ,




Federal Progecution ,+o be used ag o Weapan agavast
Petitioner Hhat vicloted hig Hih, S+, GHh, 4, 1d4h
dmend mentz Y‘l'%‘n#s, Thus, he distaict couck VacKed
Sub‘jec‘"« Matter &Sor'\sdfc}‘\éﬂ Por soant Yo dekicle W

Subsection d.  Where dhe fedecal covcte gub&ed——ma%&
é\ur'\sdi(‘}ior\ 18 Created -— and timited -— by Ackicle ||

and Fedecal statutes, NO ackion of the Partes can
Confer SUb;\ec,\'-—MaHer Jurtsdickon upon a Lederal

48 Myr, Dillion hag done, ordinary pringiples of
Conaent, woiwﬁrl and estoppel do net apply. A

Sedecal covrt bhas a independant obligation +o assess
s subject-mattec jurisdickion and i Wil raise a
lack of subject- matkec jurisdicton oo ‘\%\s awn
Maotion” becavse subiect- makter limitokions “secve
insdidufional Tndecesis” they ‘Wogt be policed by Yhe courks
on Hiier owa intkialwe even ab Hae Wahest \level”
>€¢ Tnsurance (ocp. of Treeland, L¥d. wv. QOMDQ%V\'\fL
des Bauxites de Guinee, Y56 US. bay, 10,73 LEd

&4 Uz, 103 S.Ct Q04qq (433), Ruhragas AG v.
Marathon Oil co., 526 LS. Ty, 5%3, 43 L.Ed ad 7O,
Ha s.ch. 1563 (19q0),

Thos, On Och 33, AotT. Pedtioner $led with exWibide
of 4hne record a 28 LSC. 3255 in +the United
States district coucd in (Y\ar«\—lmbur%: West
Virgqniag, @ase nombee given) 31tT-cv-133, 3til-cv-139

T .‘l 1.



&lor\S with cace NuMbee act

ginal 3:100-CR-57-16,GMC
3100-CR-6U- GM(y,

3¢e Qependiy _ O

LY

Peliioner raised foor

0 ) %chﬂd$ in hig 2ass as
OH,ONS: Grdund 1 +h . '
e disteictd coord | Ohrerd -
ma‘r{crdor{gdi : acked sobject

ctiea due 4o +Hhe Sack
+ha+, there was a Fatal de-@ed,

Where the (ndict me nt wag Secured
by 'pwauc\, and Pecjured -l—egjrimcny,.

Gvound &, Ptdioner 1s ac-\-uall\/, -ch-l—uauy, and

Procedurally tnnocent due 4o the Sootk
dhat Mo Wnited States Fedecal low

enforcement agent noc agency
accwsed Nim of a fedecal crime
a%dmﬂ— the United Dtates by way of
Ledeval criminal Complaint, nar
Seeng an Federal ndictment befoce
an federal ocand Juey Dec 5, 3600

Dec T, 3660, whevre 4he disdrict CoucH
Lacked subject —-matter Joris diction aver
tndict ment No., 3,06-CR-57 /luo-ce- b4,

Ground 3,

Petitionee s Severely sofferiq

A ?l —p\‘om a
Londamental M\scarr}qo)@ ol Jushice Sor

+he last 17 years Whece e 13 illegall
and und'usHY ndicked, +rled, Convicted,
aNd Sentenced 1o an eodveg{ous‘uﬁﬁe
Sentence” Where he s dC\Luolly:

Factvally, and proceducally Winocent, Soc
Hae las$ 1T years o8 his ¢ruel and

uvlusal wn carcecaton.

g.



Ground 4, pe-\v'\.“*oner \H -Hn dmwd WL‘eﬂ“\' V‘L%\!\#s V\owe been
eoére@ous\y Violated by the adtions of a

Undeputized West Vivginia State policemen
ScatH Dillion Whom scoahd an TFederal

tndictment beface an Tedecol Grand Aup\/
December 5, 2000. aga\'ﬂﬂ- pelioner,

Where he opted 4o by pass the state of west
Uirania Judicial proceedings without
avthodizakion Seom any” United _Siral—evs\
Fedecal law endorce ment Ageﬁtesgrggﬁ
Dillton impersomt\ed an U‘“\rtef —\-e:—\:\YV\Of\\{
federal agent and gave pexg®

beloce a Federal Crand dury-

On ﬂUfJ d3 and 28, 013, VV)ag'lHrM-e Jodge Tromble 1ssved
nig report and recwmmendation {hat petitioners 335S be
denied and dismssed without prejudice due to lack of
aothorizeadisn Srom the Eoucth C\rcdﬂr.}, ignoring and ?a'}\inq to
Address petitionecs drkicle til subject-matter JurigsdeSon challeage
+o the digdeict covck, See Appendiv S .

Qﬂ Oct 7, 3018, Peditioner Siled hig fesponse to the
V‘fla%l%*m*e& R and R po'mﬁn

‘ , q ok Haak the court refused to
Sodisly \ngel{l. Hhat ’drlride W\ subjed-- Matte ¢ Jursdickion was
Peoven and exitded Tn pelikioners case ab wito, buk ingdead
Moved +o pasc on the Merits, thusg, InvoKing hypothelical Jorisdickion,
Jodicially decrecms Juetsdick lon, and Relying upon Statodo
Pecmission appbach. o ¢ ‘W\QOCY' whidh ail M\y-% been Ccrf\ye_mv\ed\

\:)\1 S court, see ldistrict coort doc no. Y456 in (ase NO.3:00-c
- 51-GMG,

l Iq‘



On Ock 16, 2018, +he districk coord ado

Repoct pred the magistates
epoc

S reaching the ' “

9 \ o ing Mecits of s
3355 $irst and \“\wkm‘j Nypothetical Jucisdick ion a\')udida\\y

. - - ' . . 3' . '
ecvee\nﬂ Jurig o\td—&or\l and Qe\\/mj LPoR Sdutotory permission

aperoach or -Hmeon/, all which have been condemqed by

N i . .
Hhis Court.see Steel co v. Citizens Sor a bettec Eavit
543 LS. '83, ay-

2 45, (uo LEd 2d 410, Ug S.ck 1003 Qqqx)/,

KOK‘ignen V. Gsuardian Life Tns. Co. of AM  sit us.
375, 377 (‘qqq)j- Raines v, Byrd, 53t Us. gu (a11),

The disteick court refused 4o adlbiece ‘o s
obligationg and dudy under Arkicle (1 subseckon 2. and
3R LSLC. 453 and Sa—HSg\/ itsett dhat Acticle W Subled-—
Makee jorsdickion wag proven and evisted in Petdionecs
Cage ab tnitio. see Lujan v. Defepders of Wild\ite

504 (S, 555 -550-6| s.ct. OC\Q&); Steel co. Tnsvwance
Cocop., Ruhegads, sopea.

On Oct 46,2018, petitioner $ited Notice of Appeal .

On Mov 3, 3018, in aseparate Mmotion +o +he Appellate
Court pr\ior 4o Qf\(ﬂq his informal brief, e Ciled an
€mergency motion C\”\aller\am Hne Gppe\\ajre‘s' Co&{ﬁ subject-
Matlec (Surlsdid on purswn% ‘o Acticdde W n Y\ES case

ab initic 3:00-r-57/300-cr-64 before it ruled

on hiz informal brief in appellate cace no. \g-T7334,

18- 1336, Since +he disteid COU‘f‘“ Laded 40 do so.

See, prpellcﬂ'e coouct docket no. 6 -

0.



- On Dlec IH) 2018, peltitioner $iled his 1N armal brief
N dhe Toocth ciccud coord of A ppeals,

on Bpril 4,3019. the Fourth Crcub 1 a unpoblished
QP'”‘O“ dismissed Petttioners appeals Without $ind:
+hat the disdrict court committed Manifest "9
Consditutional erroc when W Lailed 4o Satisdy itseld
Jrhcer subject- Matter Jurisdiction was proven and
QYIS—_}ed in g case ab init{o pursuant to Ackicle
Seﬁff‘“ﬂﬂ d. The Appellate court in iks unpublished
opinion a8 wiell refused and failed Yo Sadisty i4self
both on Petitionecs Cha((emae, 4o the couctd on the
Separate emergency motion and in the tnformal
bried itself as well as on i+ own initiative,

lixlhev*e both detrick and appellate coucts Lailed
In F‘)O”dﬂfj lhemselres on their own inidiative, +hos
Nvoking * hypothetical Jorigdiction, # Jodicially
decree ma Sor'\sd\'}c-ﬁov\, and 3 Relying bpon the
Statodory Permussien approach or theory in
violation of Several of this covcts decisions all
relevant and condeolling 4o and in Peditioners
Certiorarl,, The ackions by boHt ditdrict and Fourkh
Ciccudt coucts in Hals case constitutes an det
Uldra Vires “ becavse e covcts Nad o Power to
hear Pelilioner case Withouwd sokistying themselves
of Acticle W Subbec\:-mﬁ\—gi :)\)v\sdﬁuon Liest
e Lane Passing on the Wecixs o \$ Case.
ﬁjﬁorf 1he Indict mend 3:60-(R-5T [ 6H ave void.

o



REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION

-In accordance with vule 10.(@) and €) and any other this
Courts deems appPropriate +o grant Weik 0of Cecliovan,
Petitioner states +hat both 4he dishrick and appellate
Covrts wn s case hag egregiovsly departed Leom +he
accepted and usual course of Judicial proceedings
in 4hat dhe courts refused; i(dnored, evaded and Lailed
{o address and satisfied ifFee\f of Pelitionerg
Clear challenges 4o +he courts subyect-matter
Jorisdiction” under Ackicle W subseckion . Thus,

l\'ﬂVOKi‘ng hypo‘rhejncal \jur(sd{dlovx, dpd\'clqlly decreew\g
Jorisdickion, and Relying on Statutory P;e\\ny\\ssioc\' QPP“fa‘—f}
or Hieory which all are in violation and divect LOﬂ?\t_c‘r

With s courts relevant decisions Concernin H“‘S.
oyack 1ssue. Where it i8 cleac Hat the F.OU‘J’ Cer\{ti—
as sanction such departure by evadfnﬂ 1}3 obligations
and duty under 48 0SC. Us3 and sahisty \%ge}fr‘*-;hgj\—
Sobjed—— Matler d’ur‘\gd\acHOQ was proven ond :T;i ed \ '
Pelitoner case ab e, Wner Q\\‘W\'e \QPPQV : a:; chtseﬂ
Actions or decision Constiluted an act U\‘ﬂr‘a H‘i e
i+ pass on the wmecits of Peh‘lféaner‘ Cé@é U‘Jl-H/\C»LL @ C\NQZ\
itsele on ks own midiakwe ~\r\f\w\—dungc\|d\o:\ ma§ ?r
ond existed ab inittie.  The Appellate courts decision

‘ Y \ atudor
denying Pelitioner’s Appeal and holeing nim +o a Statutory

COR requirement undec the AEDPA was n Clear. evroy;

W hevre Appellate courts (\eq,u‘weminm »(:;ere‘(%r\ogei' Hhak
. s - €r -\uciS et on
orsuand to dreticle Lt subject -wia- 3
kea‘/&gre ments and 88 USC. HS3 Which mandates the

couct to sakisfy irself oF subject-Matec jurisdiction

7. %%



-Cer*" be-\}ore the Ccur-\- can

£ not, then Actide u
Wusion.

Pass on the mecits, becasse
\ recvfwe ments are Sham and a

Thus Cound e a

Fiemed the principle +hat sobject-
-Matter is a4 necese

Or}/ P«*ereci,uls‘d-e ‘o any wecits dedsion
by a federal cosrt s The Statutory and (espech\\)/) )
Constid utional elements of gurisdietion are an essential
in%“’ed\'fﬁfﬁ of Separatian and eCLu”l'bm‘HOf\ at ‘poudus,
TeS{-ra_'ming the coorts Seom acting at ceckain Himes,
and even reﬁ-‘-f\a‘tnhr\g Hrem ,Qmm ac,\,‘lna @ermanenﬂy
re(jardinﬁ Cevrtain subjecks” Td. at \0\ see Steel co. .

- The Appeliate court decision +o adhere +q
and duty +q SQJN'S‘P\/ W Self
amovnted +o an act Ui ra
with {he -Co\\owinﬂ USCS ¢

+o Name afeuy as Lallo

TLisucance Corp. of
Bauvxiteg ded &

s ob\{salrions
o 8053&4 “WMaller Jorisdickion
Vires angd greatly conflicts

¥ i cauede decisions YJust
WS 3 Raines v. %;(rc\_(\ch*]);
Leelond, Ltd. v. Compagnie des

uinee, (1982), Lujan v. Deengere o8
L\M, (\qqa); KoKKonen . Guardian Uife Ens. Co. of pm. .
(1aay),,

J Qrbqug\f\ V. Y& H Corp, (queh Steel Co. v. Citizens
foc 4 BeHer £,/ (\qqg); Ruhrcgas Q

J G v. Marthen O1 a,
GQ‘!Q); United States . Cotlon @oo&)

Bl of {hese Cases a

13,



and in Conflick itk this courts decrsions 1S of

Natienal iMpoctance, becavse winen Coorts are

M dedicle i1 subject —maﬂe(‘juﬁsdf&ion
S like Petibioners cace and refuse and

@ail‘ed +o anncuce +he fact Hnad the cooet lack

1S diction undee Qedicle W

Chaﬂenge

Subsection &-, +hig Courds SoPervksary Power
Wl quide and corpecd them when they
depart From e accepred and Usual coucse.
of Judicidl @mceeo\mﬂs and Sancfions ot
depactuce by a lower court. Pelibioner glates
that this case stems from @ SiXVer Platrec
doctrine violation which lead +o a’Sepacation
and ectu"\libraﬁovx of Powecs violabion as well as
Several Constitutional viclations, Petidionecs righds
too. U\Hmd—ely endin(i With 4he district cooct
and Appellate couct lacKing Aekicle || shyect -
Mattrer jurisdiction, and i§ 4P covct allow

these violations 44 go unchecKed it wonld open up

an Oppeﬁ-unﬂy for DOT Antorneys +o Promate

UNlawfu( Police Meconduct in ugin J.f\r\e Fe'dcra\
30V€f‘€ign+y as & Weapon against Citizens W+
Cheoses +o violate, wWhich would ecode the

.



Pub\{c's confidence in +he Fedecal Judicial
and at the SomMe 4ime dQS‘\’rc)l {awful V‘('(;))\r\-\-s

under 4he Constitution, and "Aedicle W rectuive\meMS
Chod(enaes 10 a Fedecal Courd of subjech- malec
Jueisdriction which wmusd e main a Safeguacd {or
Circomstance s ag heceln Cage.

System

Pettionee veges this coort +o geant Ceckiorar,
as well due +o the cdhigtrict
and ather variaus disteict and Appellate caurts
Whom petitioner hag Liled aPpeals and these
as wiell lack sobyect- Matker Joris dickion as well

Yo.Where pelidionec will, show), becavse he ig
Lnable +q qet oc recewe celiet at all nNo Mmatter
the Chanee in_ Law, or COﬂ%vess'\gna\ enactmend

of Law, " Peiitioner Nas ovalid Watson v. United
ates, 552 0S. 74 @ooT) Where he $iled +o Hhe

Fourtin Ciccoit For aothorization $or Second. 3355 ‘o‘ur\cv
Was denied Qug 10, 3016, see Bppendiv _ I . his

denial and hig 3:00~cr-64 4y € 6) @) indick mend
Where Ne hag filed a 3341 in 2016 10 US. dickeict
Courd For Beavmont, TY chke+ no: \'-‘Ho - Cy- 3'c‘>c>
RC- KFG. Where this @aui s sl itking +TW dhis

day. 2 Delitioner Points this coort afention +o the

First Step Ak’ 05 3018 that Congeess has s"\%‘m&/
enacted o baw, where Section HoW o 4his

Couet, Appellate Cooet,

(5,



APPlies 4o Peltticaer where e 'S Q\(S'\b\e because
Ne 15 indicted Foc a “Coveced oense” and Fdi(b) ()
®) tvolving B0 or grams of cocaine base. and
Lound quitty 50 or more Qrams where +he cooet
Nas ‘}y,an;Pu[aJre”his Motions +o the C“?\‘—rfc\' Covct
by Chaosmol 1o review and Considec his A3 ©a)@®)
Case no. 3:00-cR-64, Mstead o his Cocane bage

Case ng. 3:00-cp-57-16 for celief,

3. Petd oner has also filed a FIHLER) in the digheict
Coort tn Califarnia, Cose no. 3118 -C- 05414 - TFW -
DFM, Where he was denied without a veport and
Fecommendation, and appealed 4o +he Ninth Circuik
Covet of Appeals, Doc* 1g- SeUTe, Where the cleck
of the Ninth Ciecuit reSosed 4o tssve him « br‘ie«?(ng

Schedule, thig hag been since Nov 301%.

Vet kionee Wias No wWay of reliet and will Die in Peison
P Hhic Court does not ndevvene. and vge ks SOPevVise

Powecs. Thys, \Qo\u'\nq Petifioner in a Federal dudicial
SyS#eM Conondrum”  becavse o Court Nas sobject -

Matler Jursdiction under Reticle W 4o heac Wis
case, thog, his above examples, Wiherefore Ne prays
Ahat this coord would Grant Ceckioceri wn S
Case do be heard »Q'w\cx\\y oflec 19 yrs and %e\» ‘o

e baltomn of 4hie Convndrum dilemme , +here
Q5 other people {0 +his tnd<ct mendt.

WOUZ%
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CONCLUSION

Petidionec asKs Pl +his courd grant nim Cerdiorori
1o be heard . becavse he as negen had his da\( 0 Coort,

The petition for a writ of certloran should be granted.

Respectfully submitted,
(Vichae) Panrd (PVZ;%

Date: 9“91{‘] l) 3019,
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