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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

[ ] For cases from federal courts:

The oplmon of the United States court of appeals appears at Appendlx E to -
‘the petition and is o '
" reported at pacec : < or,
[ 1 has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,
[]is unpubhshed ‘ :

The oplmon of the United States chstrlct court appears at Appendix . b to
the pet1t1on and is :

] reported at pacel ' ' , or,
[ 1 has been designated for publication but is not yet reported or,
[]is unpubhshed

[ ] For cases from state courts:A N l A

The opinion of the highest state court to review the merits appears at -
Appendix M1®___ to the petition and is

[ ] reported at ™ In o,
[ ] has been designated for publication but is not yet ‘reported; or,
[ ] is unpublished. ~ /A

The opinion of the -l

appears at Appendix _N!'*_ to the petltlon and is

court

[ ] reported at wl® o,
[ ] has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,
[Jis unpubhshed N lw
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JURISDICTION

[ 1 For cases ﬁ'om federal courts:

The date on which the Umted States Court of Appeals decided my case’
was _ 5mnq ’

[ 1 No petition for'rehearing was timely ﬁledbin my case.

[JA tlmely petition for rehearing was denied by the United States- Court of
Appeals on the following date: _S 19118 , and a copy of the
order denymg rehearing appears at Appendix _E .

[ ] An extension of time to file the petition for a ert of certlora:rl was granted
" to-and including N1A (date) on Nin . (date)
in Application No. ¥/* Awin .

4The jui'isdiction of this Court is invoked under 28 U. S.. C. §1254(1).

[ 1 For cases from state courts: N I

.‘N/A .

The date on which the highé_st state court decided my case was
A copy of that decision appears at Appendix __4/2 .

[ ] A timely petition for rehearing was thereafter denied on the following date:
NIR , and a copy of the order denymg rehearmg
appears at Appendlx NIA

[ 1 An extension of time to file the petition for a writ of certloram was granted .\
to and including- NIA (date) on ___~I* (date) in
Application No, N/A N 1#

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



' CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS INVOLVED
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(4) That S‘\'a\'_e,ck,_“ C.ou..nse\ ‘Qqﬂcg to ‘e\_c“{\ P‘eq;{fnd qléo counse | Clqlliised.
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~ REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION LT

AT S amendment Doe Process righthas been violaked from pebidionec
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khe peesentence investigation cepoct ceflecked a cateqory 1 levelsn

and vetibionec was enhanced § potats from +he advisocy guideline

Se,c,-hon on E\emen*s *"hq“’ wagg a\(‘eaa$ e Baddecl in er S""q‘l'uﬁ Lor(ohvt‘-k.é
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Wwas 00 weikhen aaceement shown tovetitioner of +he vecballu of {eced plea,

(mA thece was no WOO-C “\’\'}q"' COUOSQ\ even +0\A pe,{-}-l'ior\e(‘ +he Dlea 4he 6¢>§:emmen'{'

a(:‘m‘u“*e& “"o 0~Q£66109 sO‘H’)e( -H\am '\'}\Q R-l'«l'or‘netj's wa!‘JS " Pe-‘i‘l‘l‘one(‘ was nz“fi)roogk‘}'
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° CONCLUSION = .
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