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(5 to adwise that the court hos denied withoud weiten ofder Hhe

P lication for wilt of halbeas cortus on the Findinas of The
tetal conct with out o heartN g The Teras (ourt of extme
offenls Nevee sads tn 115 UINDACLATINGD DFCTSTON that

~any afounds el [lotee] browah uf i Procedurolly boctd
bt the Couct does denie The 1407 app liation (Pt pff.D)

TN ULSTER €Y v AVLIN 442 U.5 140.147-159

- 226 CT 2213, 3219-2293 The SVERINE (OURT
Soid " A Stale Conet ot witshes To el oN o Rocedacal
bar tule Tha one fne Bro-Forma order osily can wiske Pt
feltel Vs dented for cemsons of Rraceducal detaulk, of cauese,
it the Slle coutt undec stole law Choases Not T cely o o\
Procedural har N Such ¢frcumstance, TREN THIRS TS NO
BRITS TOR B FIDIRAL HABIAS (IRTS RIFISING

10 (ONSTDIR THS MERTTS OF THS FZOIRAL ¢ LATH”

ON Aecf) 17,2018 The SRS COWRT HSL0* Tt wllso V.

elless 158 S.CT 1R 0 fodeca) habeas court teeu S

o UNZKPLAINGD State court dectsion on the mertts SHAULD “LanK_
THROUGH" that decision o the last relafed state. court dects o
that Provides o televant cationa\ and Pesume. that the unvexe\acued
dectsion allePted {he Same veasoNing .~ THE 100K THRODGH

- METHO0OLO Gy ™

11,



[ Cacter ) Next moved Forwor) amd £51ed his 5254 federal
haeas Corfus weth Tn The Westert Aistrict of Texas fe-
desal Couct " No AT CA-00T36-DAL. [ orfee) brouaht

b the same Sevent due Orocess [ abuse of discredion violations
fo Fhe Fedesal Court. Tathe Cousts ordee (fed. APP.C fage 1)

the Cedernl court 5035 ® On sfate habeas veview the court foumd
Phese ates weee Pocedully bacted and as o (e a\l, \(\3\0(&3
feview s foreclose oNd [lackrs T C\avms age dismissed with

Pre Tudite. As Previons Noted, fetiones hos demonsteated
that Nefthee the State Whaloeas couet ar the Texas Cc\x&:Y
of Ceiminal afPeals “ITATE “exelteTHY That [lactecs c\atms

wee Sroccdulld baced . The eseondent Locte Dowts and the
Texas oftarney denecol [Sarah M. HaeP **Aucaa428] ace the
oNes Who i"o\c\ he ?e&em\ c&?s\(fdr coult ?N *\\exe answet o

[Cotecs) 254 wiit That his Clatms weee fracedully baered; RUT

THEY WFRE NOT " and the fedecdl A%steich court was nat Prec uded

From addessing the fedeq) violatians \atms that [Cactes T 0 esend-
ed on s 2954 federal hobeas coPus weet. geeng‘{ b0 The Federal

Couet also Satd ¥ Lactee) con dernonsteate. cause foe Hhe defoulk
ond Predudice Yhe ouct widl canisder Yhe Poaceducolld de faulted
\aims. (fet, ACCC Page19)

(Focus wote ) iy cospondend TLorte Dar’s] wiad Crocedunealld ond Can-
sttutonall y ‘Rgﬂ\kmh to attach octions of dhe fale couct
fecords as eXhibits to the answes and Hhen Fo seeve these exnibts

LT0 QETITIONER] +odether with the answes urcuantt to the ape-

Weable fraceducal Cules. This was a fack Necessary Yo the alera-

e c%im\e_:s ot Sect ioN 3354 (ases. This A1 vt hafen T Leactees ]

(ose -~ A Page 7 Corss of the fecorks will et e forwsarded o Cetione

The testvdent did ot amely 1t ryle & ol setfar 225 2954, e Onswer
Wwas incomelete , 1A,




The distic federad conct clearly ecced twits aglication
of clearly eS5tablish CCOURT erecedent Hams

V. Reed 108 5.CT 109 7 THS PLATN STATZNINT REQUIREMENTY.

CCarter ] filed o mgtton feauesting o C-O-@ i Fhe Fifth
ot Cederal Court) of agfeals, i the. Couets ofdec 1 s
“The disteid couet uphe\d Yhe shate couds Aetereination that
[TorersT due Pocess dnallenaes Yo sevecaltial conrt fulings
woete. Proceducol\d oaeted The (ourt Therefore denied the
motton (Pet. Aee.B) page s (1941) |
VLT V. Nunnemokee 111 6. €T 2590 The detanls

of S¥afe Jaw Need wot be ingured into unless, if They
Shoa\d e a5 the \\Q\:)QQS eetitroner 055erts, They would
(onsttule strong evidence that the FRISVMTTION as
aff\ied 15 weon9. The Stales hobeas courts statemends, which
0. "Should ave been caised on Svcect apfeal” ftecferes with

the enforcement of fderal fahts T [Carters ] case, and the
Bresumetion has been cpplied wrond, i this cose. The disteret
Cedecal (ourT uas ever Precluded from 0ddressing [Gartees J Clams
W the fiest place."Now” that the' LOOK THROUGH" wotlson v.

Selees 132 5. CT1gs ™ s gedufied, Fedeal courts con de-
Yermine. whethee the state habeas court re jected Pefitionecs due/
Process, abuse of dbscretion clatng oN aN MndePend ent or adequate.

Stote \ow Procedural Aounds. The federal couct will Now look to the
last state coucts dectsion that etovides a RELEVANT KATIONALL +o

determine the basvs foc The state coocls e Jection of fettionees
Clarms . which tn Llacters] cose 15 da Yo an af (’ofN‘(cc\ Cg@(’e\\a*c;
Counse] who wewver told T Cader] That he 85 fedikTonecs

Counsel on dfrect affeal, e xhibt 1
13,




T Ueackees ) Coe , Cause ond Cesudiee Ot eN-
ond foom Tre (o, Reointed by The Cotruet Cout
nepellofe counsel [Raamend €. Fudhs Srdagdon ] *wever”
© (Cormed Btikioner That he was counsel of fecord for
[Cacters ] direck afteal, whidh worean®s Fre PRGN
PTTON OF PREJUDTCE fn twis tase.

The Texas Couel of caiminal of feols vmdxc(cm\{m Z\oﬂ&

S Fuched Sneffective Tn Pedthiones’s @se ~“fgh )
Not for The above Tssues whidh Hhe Stole has Tanared

e bt T oot do Yo Coomsels faslure To comely with
Stae \ow e Llactecs ] Cose . Nucey v Caceiee 41105
R .08% . 10b S, (T, AL34.4\ Teffective ossistance of

AwRelole Gunstl s SFCient (ouse o excuse a froedural
Aefoult Ty o Retiioners (ose, TE theee 15/was oNE .

(focss ) [acter ] orouah uf s Aue Seocess [oluse of SscceXTon
Clannsg The Eorst aeeoctundty We aot, whidh was o his 1ot
Ghoe habeas ortus wirth. The Stafe and federal Covets Tusfsis
P Puntshing [Cartee T Cor Nt catstnd the clafms on dicedt
aeals bt T wos [ Rasmond € Fuclw] Couct apfoited apfellate
Counse) o fafled o ralsed the Tesues ot [ Cactec |, Qetth tones
“Weves " even koew Counge) wias court ofbaded Yo cepe sent

him on Afcect abfeal. These due Process [ glouse of dscretion vio-
laktonc  wnfh have mertt e T fegards fo [ Awdus Meginty la
CORRUT JUDGTS disceetion ducna [lactess ) trial, ALOPR

Ao ot o0l o Yoese arounds. They have Noer heen addrssed ot ad-
Todcoked on The meetts v any couel of law TN Amectca.

Ay,




The due frocess [ abuse of setetion viclations fha
howe "siewer been addiessed o adudicated on the
mertts W any coutt of aw afe abeut [Aus Megindy ]
o LORRUET TGS diseretion ductng Llactees | teval.

1) [artes T wos dented o fade Feial ond hos dm?cocess

(Tahts Yo an TmPartial Sury was vislated » do to a
CORRILT COURTS clouse o A coekion T Suetorkind Facks .

The telal Court, which wias Corruet around e fme of {CQ()VCYO'S‘]
teial manifulated stafe and Federal Vaw, thecefore peeventing
the ecPonelment of Tmbacttal Suty Members who could follaw
the \aw fom being flaed on [locersT Juey “Codkd *w”

QZECMJ&J was denied Q ?o?( JYC?&\ Q@ s éme, Rtocess
Ctahts wege. V?o_\u’iec\n do Yo @ CORRUET CODRTS Fofluse.

to take any fultngs (ecding [ (acdes’s] mokions duing
the Yool LSuePorting ‘?acjfs‘lj detense CouNsel Tatorms
the Counet thak the rosecuion has not atven the

defense notiee. The Ceosecudion admitts tothe ( CRRUPT
COURT Fhat they hove not 85 ven The defense any wotice.

The (ORRUET COURT *Nevers” makes o tulinas 115 Nexk
Stalement TN aPen Court T 0eTNg Fhem T (the voie-dice

favel) * gehibt L




)Rt Thoner wos denied a S Aol ard 1o dus 9(0(0655
Ciahs weee violald. do o the teial cautts abuse. of dfs-
Cfefion by dewing [lodters T mation for tusteucied. verd et
[5ufPorTing facks 12 count one of [oactes T ndickment a\ledes
that the affense Occuced on o alosat Mad3h2004. The
Court heard Testimony evidence from stalle and defese wit-
NESs, which Peoved that Nether the Pefttiones of the com-
PlaianT Cestded or \fve Tu Texas oN of afound Mad 31,9004
The couct \ad& ?u\“cfcy\"dr \oN ON& NENUE \‘o CQ)N\I?J K(@(\tﬂ ,

Teral coonsel fequested o (\BNS)YMCIYQC\ \[(F&TCV as to cout T,
which The Coort dentes. >4 gnibts Ty

d) Retit tontee was dentted o Fane Teial antd Ws due Ccocess (-

W5 wese violated , do To The mis-conduct ducing the fclal,
o) e Cooek aloused s Ats csetion for ok sToPeind Hae

mi¢-conduct. [SaePorting fadis )2 The Prosecotion Tivolked
[Acticle 36031 aF the Stactaf the trials bl lafer an T the
tetol 11 was uncoveced thad an indeen ForLorfNg Rummel ]
(The Stodes holoeas Cottus Sudae 3o larfers cose) had been vfo-
latina The Cule teteatly. The (ou does Mo intuire on wha'
wos Said and To whom 3adteg the violation of the rule .
" it ‘W

Yocus noted o

7('"""""")H\so ot The Same Time 08 Jroud 4 15 -
hafenng in the CORRUPT COURT, TMidnell Camora)

Phe fotoleda) and uitfe of defense counsel [ Edwocd (amaca)
comes in The urt-coom Fom out tn the hallwad and. 5045
out loud S Ofen coust to eveone uoho s TN the (suct
“THISRE OOT THIRE TEN TN TWEM \WRAT T spy”
Adkense counsel tetuestd a mis-tetals Which the tourt dentes. Thnis
hag beewr HELD OFF TUE RECORD




5) Llactkes] due Cocess t1abls and s rloht fo

a farc tefal wos violaledy ds To The teiol Cautts qouse
of Avsceetion b9 allowing O, Nancy Kellagas Testioany
oS defense counsel's dojection. LSueeorting focts | » ae-
Fense commsel Tells The tout, ony TP Of medtca ofinton
ot e, elload aive would. be Snodeauade ond thal s Not
9000 exidence o fender an oo In this faeticular case.

The couet overcules and allows Or. Nowcy Wetloq3 \o[ testiEy
as an extect witwess i LladersT teial *“Faibi 0"

(Focus notet) Noncy kellod9s festimonty o an expecy
wartess T Sued erals \owe oeen deerned oy e Peels and

the Cou(:rs Yoloe Flawed (< The San Antonto foug ) they say
-~ She lhag Titroduced dubious Medical Findings when afven
Q(\N(\XSQ N Juey *ﬂ(x\j. T Funk s¢ience

() [Corters) due process tiahts and rioht fo o fase
%rf’al 13 Violated, Ao jVQ the teia) Coucts abuse OF dis-
Ceeton So( Nat allowing [Cagtes] 1o be Rresent tn the coueY
Coor Auetng o\l o the tetal Proceedinas. [Suppocting facts ).
ﬁ Nole tiom j\\e WY WS Sm\ JYO ‘r\\c ({M\ ONd Lettioner was
CX{N‘(QA s cany lYo\()(i ?CeSQN\ C\\xid et o 0‘03’68‘.“& NOJYC-
wos Sent Yo the (ORRUCT (OURT ot the end of the guilt/
nnocence Phast of the Hrial, The wole safd “ace the wit-
Nesses Nottfied that they are under oath with a theeal of
Peciuey 1 they Ve on the Stand, (wiidh Shows doult),

The CORRUST (O\kgi GNO TRIALCOUNSZL BOTH DINTS
[Carler T uis 13T To be Present, ™o yept «p

17,



7) Llactect] due Process tiahts antd taht Yo a fove

tetal was violateds do fo Hne CORRUET (OURTY chuse
OF discreiion for densing defense Taunsel’s teuest for
o Misteial. L SufPortind focks ) *T\r\aof(osew)(\ow mokes o
comment T Crontd of he Sueds which 1s ¥ the defense would
\se agacceable “ to o states exhibits bud the c&e?eus'oe was
B¥9as not. Defense euested a wis teval . The oy éx demes\, kgtﬁ by
do so 75 manteulates the record Yo do i1, ™ idnibl '

L Cocter ] Prags that the HONORRRLE SURRINE
COURT OF THE BNTTED STATES exercise Tts
Afsceetion Tn This Case ) because These Euwé\umew’ro.\
Constitutional efots W fevitioners Feial seionsly oF-
edied the Tnteacthy, Fareness ond Fne folo\ne (efuialion
of the Judicial Croccedings.

[ Caeter 1wt 4o teval tn Joly of 2013 i o CORRUPT
COORT antd Pltd not GUTITT  Fo ol of Yhe chacaes
a9ainst hew becouse [Carks 155 Sanocent of the ccimes
hat O\\& has been covteked of S @ CORRUSLT COURT,
?ejrfjr\oncca coninol Prove. Yhat [ANas Megtety T was CORRUET
N WS tetals his 0Chual metivatons wete Nidden from
Ceview, but Llacke ] can show From his Reportec’s Recond s
which has been‘altec” and cecFifted oy court telocter T Koy
Gtvaee 1 how CANans Meatnty ] dfs egarded ond (Man-
1Pulated State ond federl Laws 0 [Cartee’sT devals wivich
hone “NEVER® Yoeen (eviewed by any Couet TN The Unied

SYates of Amecica.,

1R,



- I Coeme 292 Fed ORRLIT (500)
L0 \\ v Quo(jiemm\( L5 000 Lets 120, 0

The £36th Ciccwtt couct of o0y Sords Aetelade Co-
unsel MefNckeothen “Nsys @ NOTIELID Cormell of
s afbaintment as afforney of fecord thecehy leoving
Cormell Lve defendont ) Enticely unawose of wiat was
ocouering Tn The opbea) Pracess. Tie FofYW Cheand)

00 Sotd” These agaredated €reors Undecmine the e
1abil ity of THE PROCESS and they ore suffctent ma-
anitude. to wactant Hhe PRISUMETION OF PRIIOICT

and Soc U6 o Conclude Fhat cacmells onstitutional (iaht

Yo effective. a5 istance of unsel on aPfeal was Violafed’

T [lacier's) &trect ofteal, LRogmond €. Fudns 14ag400 |
comerls and adnilis Yo these Same 14pesef a99redated

€1rots “Fertkd TH . Ravmond £ Focks uxas Couct affainted
by o CORRUPT COURT Ho (epresent [locker] on Oicect
oceeal,

Cloctec] was “NaveR” NOTIFLI0 by offellaie
Counéel, Tetal Counsel, o the Cotcupt Too) Courl, of the
reptesentation of M. fudhs a5 aftorney of fecord for
CCocters] dicect aPPeal.[Ragmend €. Fuchs| as oPellate
Counsel "NEVER” Sawl wiste or communicated with
Pe‘n*\owo‘m&‘_’, abeut anathing ConcerniNg o direct
0(’(’?&\, which wortonts o PRISUMPTION oF PRIIVDICE
i Llocters] Cose., and was dedment To s Yesal clakds aed

Claims.,
19.




[Cocter ] diligently aftemeted to Find out who
WS apPoined as his Counsel on direct appeal.
[ Cocker } wrote The Feral Couct) el Counsel andh
e ‘Four’f\r\ ConcY (3?“0??6&\5 [ San Antonio, Tx ), but

9ot NO RESPONS T from any of them.

Syits v Lucey 1055.C.7 830,836 A FiesT affeal
a5 of (19t therefore 15 NoT 0 Judicated v accord
Wit DUL PROCESS of law TF Yhe oppellant does Not
hove Yhe effective asststance of an aftorney oN
DLAECT ARPEAL.

[Roymond ¢. Fuchs B 1452400) appointed afpellate .
COMSEL went on ond Filed on Snodequate lorief S
N the foacth _CONJY of QP(’(Q\S’[SQN Antonio Tx | on beho\e

of [ Carfer] uitth-out Pelttioners KNOWLZDGL OR
AGRIEMINT, [Corter | Nexer” Saw the brief that
Was Submitted fo the _Q(JPQ\\QJY@_ Coutk, untll the
couct offSrmed the convidhion, f\c. fudhs wascNo‘V
Pre onNe who sent [ Caier] o Copy of The beref, vt was
fhe offellate Court olong with its MEMORANDUM
OPINION, which sTa¥ed ¥ BTCAUNL CARTERS
OBISCTION TO THE TARIRT 5 TESTINONY Al
TRIAL DOTH NOT COMPORT WITH THE TH5UCY
RATSID N APPTAL, T 159UL9 WERE NOT-
PRESERVED AND ART THERTTORL WALVED,
(Pet. ApR.F) 0. |




The foarth courT of offuols, (S Atorio, Tx  also Sard T

145 of wion> TE aw afPellant’s objeckion at trial doces wot
Comport with the tssues tavsed on affeal the. 153 C\))&S”CO\SQCX
ON afPeal have not been Preserved Cor afPliate fenew 1
M. Fudhs affrdavit Fo The s¥ates habeas ouet he says he ex-
amined the teporkees tecord. Me Fudhs 09 ofpelate counsel Sh-

ool have Koow Thal the Gofut of ecroc on dicect offeal “Must”

Cofrespond o the objection made o trial. e, Fuckhs ?Cgm ek
Pecience Should have Known that ow ob3eckion statina one
le2a) theord 8 may Not be wsed o subfort a A Fecent e
Fa theory on direct affeal, M. Fuchs ATd ot being up the |55~
0. Fhat shows [Cortee T1s Thnocent of a9grovated seaval ass-

BNy

Ault of o child, " Fehibl W™ TRavmend L. Fudns 0741840

beawaht uf Nonexistence claims To the gwxmﬁ of tx(zem\s
on behalf of Clacter ), witheoutt tevec” inBacoing fetthione,

AKE V. OK\ohoma 105 S, CT. 10871093 fundamental ot -
Ness entitles an indtaent defendont to an adetuate offortunity _
o Present W Claims foiely withein the advessary system:’ [ Cartec |
uias denied this oftortunity because atpelale counsel was dbs-
ectively unreasonadle T fatling to show and Find scguable .
Preserved 195ues T the Refortees Record foc the aPPeliafe court to fevien.

T [Cactec's T case LRagmond €. Fudns was found Yo be \nekfective
b9 e Texas Courtof Crfeninal affeals, because he Folled to b Cacter ]

Thal bnis Convickion had been afFemed on direct abfeal and also because
Counsel foiled Yo advise Petitioner of his riaht fo fefttion fro-se foc

atseretionary Ceview . Sl "G The Stafe Coues those not o
addeess the fact that TRaamond € Fuds ] *NEVER” informed [Cacter ]

that he had beew court afoluted o fefresent Petfhioner an ditect
affeal. The States habeas court does c\gﬁ’?wa’kc\ Pais 05 an T6SU€ &t ",
Which (Ragmand 7. Fuchs T admitts Yo in an GEFTdavtt Yo the holpeas

Coort sﬁx\r\s\»\)* \‘HN. 11 -




To Doualas v. CalSarniio 370 05 353,83 5.CT

1 e SUPRING (BURT Sard s Stoles must fro-
Sde apected counsel Yo tndtaent Crfminal et endon 1

o afbeal set foctin the exclusive Proceduce thiodh

anich atornted counsel's Peeformance (on Pass (07
NA b onal muster” La Texas, most 16 not all
a0eellate TapPointed § omsel will tnform e Aefendont
Pral hefshe has been 0ffomted by the keta\ CousT Yo (e~
oresent a defendadt on Wts Atied affeal, either by \etiee
ot cxtfornies Wi, Tn Teos, most i€ ot ol apforted
aobellate Counsel Wil send the defendant o (0fd ot
Pre bief that e Sitends on £iViwa fo fhe offeals
rouek on behalf of o defendont. L Texos, most 3§ wet
o\l o efointed apeelaite comnsel ot Communt (afe 10
adonoble with o deferdost feaacding s Ateect afeal IN
[ Codiee’s) Cose Coutt afpointed ofpllate countse) LN,
o £ Fuds. 2agagn ) fofled 10 o I af The 00,
L0 35T, 30le 105 5. (T £30, 8367 ON INA1GeNT AefendanT

T constitationally g@;ﬁ‘d& fo ax afgcd?\i% aﬁorﬁr@s N
e S ONS AND OINS“ affeal as o AahT, which occu
'\ o STATL (OURT OF ARPTALS. [ (orke ) Yol Nt fe-
cewe (eosonoble effective ossistonce of Counsel, Buaing
e A%cect affeo Process, that the St ﬁmm&meﬁ FEUN IS

(e T exery stade ond fed tcotions \

se) TN e e} afelicotions Fhat Wodecl has fiked. Re

hos eld Hhe touds Tl cx?(’e\\ N C@&m&‘& é\&aﬂm@m& £ fuchs | Nevec™
2aFormed fetfioner Kok he was affoiated as Covnsel of fecord, and Ha
Counsel “Nedee Ommunieated with him eve abost ondthing dealivg
with his Avrect afPeal which wartonts THE PMSWWW&QN OF PRUN):LCE . 24.




THE QUPRIAEL COURY has RELDS That the

C19nt of access o courls 15 founded N the due.
?COEQSS C\Q\\SQ oxx\daassuces Thal No feeson watll e
dexiied e oPPortuntty to Sresent to the Judiciac
~alleaations ONCerning violations of Sundamental

constitutional 1ahts. wolf 4ig 1S at 579 | Modtine
| 445, CT.al2k) &

Va1
A4 6.0, a% 11
ON F\umﬁ 2 2007 [oorter ) £2ed s 2254 Fedecal \oloens

Cochus wit.Lloctee ) was Yo\ oy lY\\& \ oM \?\omc‘g 5tk (peison)
that he cond nal send farts of Wt el ’Y cooﬂscr\f”fs Yo Yhe
fedecal drskrict conet unless They were sPecifically c%ugsjred
0a Toe courds. [ orer 116 opt indioenT inmale. with no in-
o, 50 he had Yo use fhe tndaent Process waith the risons
lows Ihracy o 5eNd s Socuments, vinich e Wnas cofys of.

L Cacter ] wos c\m‘\’cc\o\\\e (9 Yo Show Kundamental vidat s

ofF Constorudrional £1ants o the federal Aistrict cous \;(é\t(g .
Yo Ps Stote Smeediment, becwse e ts indtaent, abt 3°
Tos Wondtonce. denied [locker] s offorfunity fo Plese

We Clotms [arauements i full o the federal disheict Couey

e (exew. [ Corkers ] trial Court was found Yo be CORRURT,

The 'rrta) Tudae was Convicled Kor Drelbey Corrugtions,

[ Cortec) offeneled Yo 5end forks o Ws Yia) tronseatels Yo

Hre feleral ouets, winich Show the Gotrgt’s Judaes {Qm\xs

Meapnt ﬂ abuse of (Y\S ceelion / due. frocess V(\oo\o*?oﬂs du\”\Nﬂ

[ Cocliess T fefalyand mote., bul was dewied this due {rocess
Cvaht. - |




Tt has been clearly established by dhe SOPRINE

COURT Yhot erisoners have o, constifutionally

trofected (laht of access To The Courls, Bowds \/bm\’[L
ond fact of thal (TanX encompass 430 U5 81T, 33\
a lekebianes o be able to Provide q74. (T 1490 9y

*RULIVANT “EARTS of s feiad
Hanseriets Yo The fedeaa) couet for teview of s 3954

 federal hobreas Cofus \mx’r LCodiee] T1\ed o stee one
Irfevonce, foom ekt T Lohen he was Plevented

Frorn sending forts of s Tetol Tronsceriets Yo The (edecal
Couets by the €cison § law Thracy STEF. The fesbonse To,
the %ﬁwgwce]w\\‘{c\q 15 svaned by The watden Stoles > An
ivestiaation s Heen conducied Swto Youe comelaint. Law
Lbeacy stoff stole that You connal end 4ctal YeonseeteTs
—unless They were seecifically reamested by the coucks.

They S’mjse You Wete iven the offortunity to mafl the
feonsex el ’raoao%c otorney but You Chose ot 46 do So.
No fucthee action 1§ wacconted

(focus ) Bt the 9254 Fedea holbeas orpus |$F59ation $Toae .
a Pro-5 indnaent Betikioner 15 Not entttle fo o atioriey, and
\N Clactecs] s, an At offeal, wdnich by \aw a defendantt
15 enttile to an attorney. [ Cocter ] was Netee NOLLELED
of affellate counse\ affointment as oftorney of vacocd IN S
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