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No. 19-5587

IN THE

SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED
STATES

IN RE : “LEVAR LEE SPENCE,& Retitioner.
ON PETITION FOR REHEARING TO
THE SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES

PETITION FOR REHEARING

. The Petitionec respectfully demands the Court grant
This pefifion for rebeacing.

Pucsuant to the Supcamc Cowr*) Role 'LH,Z)Q Pe“H‘HO\’\

Loc fﬁhe&r.\h\% shall be Vimited to grovn ds of ”iMcvvcr\mﬁ‘ -
Ciccomstances of @ substantial of eontrolling e\@?cct or fo other
Substantial Scouv\ds not P(ev{ous\\, \aresenjrcd‘. |

DEMAND FOR EVIDENTIARY REARING

AND NOW COMES.the Peritionec, without any assistance
of on &Horpq,-‘?rom Fhe ordec of the United States Supreme
Couct which dented his Writ of habeas cocpus on Octobec T,

2019, withoot either comment o Opivion.
In Hhis instont cose,m support of +his petition, the
.



State court allowed e police of ficecs the ministerial
disccetion to 3eS‘\‘r0Y excU\pod—orY evidence , on ifem listed
os Seaceh {nvaﬂ’rory ¥1, before judicial examination,
C,O(\SQC\UQ(Y\'\\{ ythe QXCU\poﬁroc tem of evidence woould
have Pcovic\eé o physical and mateciol exp\cmd’riom as to

Hhe reasons why Thece 1S no eyewitness '\’esﬁmon\{ fhak would
corcoborate with the offense the Petifioner was convicte d and

Sentenced. |
Th( S\_O\*Q -\-\A“\O\\ QOU\’*— d.\'\d QPPQ\\QSYC QOU("\’S \NONQ O‘\\)\*\O&VW\S
Petitioner's claims, refused ¥he Petitioner

correckive processes hosrwilﬁn’s\'o\“ éiﬂﬁ. Becmj;e of ‘\ih( grjoSS
implicafions hat undeclie desi‘ruc’rictm of gV(A.e\r‘\ce,H\a# 1S
\isted as wventory fom o Sea(cb,?mfpv fo judicial
examinationy and, becavse thece 18 neither any answer NOC

. .o ) | S
adjudication on the mexits b\{ any court o(\)udﬁe” Thl\ls elom \
supported by the cecordyand constitutes the requisite o fecvening

ciccomstances that should reqvire e Court eithes Sromiy the

\(X\QW\&ASQ O‘C H\('.

petition or an exiém‘ri&w \nea\'iv\ﬁ within 72 hours (3 Aqxl‘s)
from Ve%ip* of this pe’ri’rion for vehearin \05.
(The Supr'emc Coort of the Unifed States received notarized
ofCidovits on of about 3'anvc\ry B,2014 QSScr{—in\c) Yhe Scme vnder
\NX\&W\{ of ?&gurﬁ ) :

(NTERVENING CIRCUMSTANCES

Thig Peh“rion for reheaving hails so as fo as cectain

whethec, it 15 consideced by the Coort \'ﬂ‘rervemn\g
CircumstanceS of a Substan

fial Lol |
other substantial Srounds n o contrelling effect or some

of Pfe\((oosi\f presented in Fhe
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‘Fo(@,go{(\\%,
Porsvoant Yo Supreme Coort Rule H4.1;any ”Pe’r'\ﬁon for
Fre rc\weur{ﬂs of sy Judgment of decision of Yhe Covct onthe
merits shall be filed within 25 days ofter enfry of Jr‘ne\jods ment
Lon dhe mexﬁ\g] of¢ decigion Lon“\ht me,d“fS]) vnless the C.our“’ oC -
o Jostice shoctens of exkends the Fime . o o« The petition shall
ghate its 3rounc§s ‘ocieﬂ\( and d(&*rir\c’rly o A ?d’iﬂon for

re\\mriﬂﬁ s nof subject fo oral Q@uma\*\' and will not be granted
except by a majority of the Court of the nstance of o Justice
who toncucced in “\R}Udgmevﬁ Lon the mecifs ] or dedision Lo
the mex‘d’s]. SVP'TCMt Court Roule Y4 . (. '
Since thece is Q;Q\‘)uégmem% oc decision of oy cour T,
Judae or Justice whatsoever,and this Coort dented an
ex-&rqo(d\(\&w' wok 'Ci\td by the Petritiones and mu\ﬁ\)\ﬁ membecs
of sociely of liberty, dhis pefition is filed porsvant to the
Supreme Court Rg\ﬁ;"H. 2 .e.. bot its grounds shall be
linited Yo {“J‘“VC‘\‘“\() ciccomstances of a sobstantial o
c,on‘rro\\iﬂg offect or to other substantial grounds not previovsly

Pre&en&edg
\SS UES 10 REMED\/
The 1SSUe rec\u'\rin\% \&chv\judsmen“r fego\rd folse

{MPViSOYNMQV\“" and tortforous CA’GU&\ and vsual Punishm@\‘{*s
inflicted vpon the Petitioner on o dail\f basis-

The 8)round$ incorporated within which the Pefitioner
assecks Hhe absolute right fo o lawful defermination melode

sreuetucal (Pfcbud‘mia\ pec se) defects and ot limited to,
Jucisdictional defects. However, not one of the Petitionec's
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%roumds have eithec been reSPonded to onthe menits o¢

adjudicated on the mecits 1o ooy judicial proceeding.
CONCLUSION

ln conclusion, In support of this petifion for
re,hco\ring ybecavse of want of adjudication on the
mecits, absence of lawfol detetmmation, and \eﬁ&(
fur@fud&,whith divest the Court discre‘r{onqn/ powe(s
fo refuse the give ifs opinion and order to this matter.

WHEREFORE [ +his Court shoold \(‘jrox\‘\' fhis
Pe*r'\ﬁOr\ for rd\w\finﬁ.
ResPe&-QuH?[,
LEVAR LEE SPENCE

Date? Q@Lobe( 27,2019 | 6\//:_%?4%”/%”/ -
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