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QUESTION(S) PRESENTED

Whether COA should have been granted based on petitioner's 
right tocautonony uhen his cousel abandoned petitioner's 
claim of hot guilty uhen cousel stated petitioner was guilty ?

Whether COA should have beeni issued based on petitioner's 
constitutional claim of ineffective counsel ?
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LIST OF PARTIES

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

[ x| 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

[X] For cases from federal courts:

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

to

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[x] is unpublished.

BThe opinion of the United States district court appears at Appendix 
the petition and is

to

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[xl is unpublished.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[ ] is unpublished.

The opinion of the _ 
appears at Appendix
[ ] reported at____
[ ] has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or, 
[ ] is unpublished.

court
to the petition and is

5 or,
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JURISDICTION

[X] For cases from federal courts:

The date on which the United States Court of Appeals decided my case 
was k-?k-?nig

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

[ ] A timely petition for rehearing was denied by the United States Court of
, and a copy of theAppeals on the following date: ____________

order denying rehearing appears at Appendix

[ ] An extension of time to file the petition for a writ of certiorari was granted
to and including______
in Application No. __ A

(date) on (date)

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____
Application No. __ A

(date) on (date) in

The jurisdiction of this Court is invoked under 28 U. S. C. § 1257(a).
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CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS INVOLVED

The constitutional provision involved is the U.S. 
Constitution 6th Amendment and 28 US . C . § 2 2 5 4 

challenging conviction and sentence 3 in the State 

Court. Provision 28 U.'S.C. § 2253 Cc) (’2) is involved 

in regards to obtaining CDA.
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STATEMENT OF THE CASE

Petitioner Ronny Williams moved for certificate 

of appealability (COA) to appeal the district - 
court’s denial of his 28 U.S.C.§2254 application 

challenging his conviction and sentence, 
on April 24,2019 The Fifth Circuit issued a mandate 

and denied petitioner's COA.
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REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION

The United States Court of Appeals has decided an 

important question of federal law in a way that 

conflicts with relevant decisions of this: Court.
In the instant case petitioner filed for a certi-' 
ficate of appealability in the 5th Circuit when 

nis constitutional claims were denied.
The Fifth Circuityrefused to address petiti 

claim of ineffective assistance of counsel when Mr. 
William's counsel abandon his case by stating "My 

client is guilty to the jury".
The record clearly shows injustice by the U.S 

Court of Appeals by not addressing petitioner's 

right to autonomy which Mr.Williams was denied.
In Trevino V. Thaler. 133 S.Ct 1911, 105 L.Ed.2d 

1044; it was stated "[A] procedural default will not 
bar a federal habeas court from hearing a substantial 
claim of ineffective assistance of trial if in the1' 
[state] initia 1-review collateral proceeding;there 

was no counsel(or counsel in that proceeding was in­
effective". I.d at Trevino,132,5Ct 1309,182 L.Ed 

2d 272,278,288 ).
In this matter the 5th Cir cited Black U. Davis, 

902 F.3d 541 , 545-47 ( 5th Cir 2018) which is in 

flict with the holding in Trevino supra .
The record clearly shows a constitutional violation 

based on the 6th Amendment guarantee of effective 

counsel;yet Mr.Williams counsel stood in the presence 

□f the jury and stated "MY CLIENT IS GUILTY".The U.S. 
Court'of Appeals did not address this claim which is 
clearly

tional rights 28 U.S.C. §2253(c)(2).

oner

conr.

a substantial showing of denial of constitu-
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The Fifth Circuit ruling is in conflict, with the 

Supreme Court Trevino V Thaier,133 S.Ct 1911 

as well as McCoy \J. Louisiana; 138 S.Ct 1505 200 L . E d 

2d 821 (2018) by not granting petitioner Certificate
of Appenlibility with respect to Mr.-William ineffective 

assistance of counsel claim based Mr. Williams counsel 
overruling his assertion of innocence;in analigous 

context as McCoy supra; which clearly is a violation 

of U.S . Const.6 th flmendment.fi COA should-have been 

granted and reasonable jurist would find it debatable 

whether COA should have been granted. The Authority c 

of this Court is required to substantiate the conln 

flicting ruling by the lower court which is clearly 

contradictive to this Court's ruling and the U.S. 
Constitutional guarantee.

WHEREFORE AFTER PREMISES CONSIDERED Petitioner's 

writ of certiorari should be granted in the interest 

of .justice .
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CONCLUSION

The petition for a writ of certiorari should be granted.

Respectfully submitted,
RONNIE WILLIAMS 
2665 Priosn Rd 1
Lovelady,Texas 75B51

ihl-Date:
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