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IN THE

SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES

PETITION FOR WRIT OF CERTIORARI

Petitioner 1'espectfu11y prays that a writ of certiorari issue to review the judgment below. K

OPINIONS BELOW

PQ For cases from federal courts:

[ ] For

The opinion of the United States COlllt of appeals appears at Appendix _ A4 to
the petition and is _ -

[ ] reported at : ' | ; or,

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[/Q is unpublished.

The opinion of the United States district court s '1ppea1s at Appendix B to
the petition and is : o

[ 1 reported at _QO1§ (1.4, Dist. lwm 1SS &(a _ :or,

[ ] has been designated for pubhcatlon but is not yet zeported or,
[ 1is unpubllshed

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 beendesignated 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[ ] is unpublished.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,

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[ ] is unpublished.




~ JURISDICTION

[ ] For cases from federal courts:

The date on which the United States Court of Appeals decided my case
was _April 17, an(q ? '

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

[)<] A timely petitidn for rehearing was denied by the United States Court of
Appeals on the following date: __June 19, 3019 , 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 (date) on (date)
in Application No. __A ‘

- 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

[ 1 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 (date) on (date) in
Application No, A

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



Constitutional and émmxoﬂr Provisions Tuuolued

Amend men< Vi

Ta all criminal Prosecutions, The accused shoy( enj%{ The
fight To @ speedy aad pablic Trial, ‘m’ an Impartigf Jury of
The Stare aumd disteicr  Wherein The Crime shall hque beev
Cmmitred, which distriet Shalj have PreuiouSly aSce(‘TouMeJ
B\! )aw, ond To be infsemed of The naryce and cause of
The accusation; To hbe coufronred with The witnesses
against Lo‘yM) T have Cown()q'Son’ Process por OETQM,‘nj
Witnesses ja his fauor, aud To have The Assistance of

Cfouv\sd for l’er de(cvnSe.

Amend menr XV

51. Al persors boen or naturalized 1a e Unreed Stares,
and sublect To The JurisdicTion Theceof, @re ciTicens of
The United Srares and of The Srare whecein T‘V.Y reside .
No Srare shall make or eafsece etay law whiet, shalf
Gbridge The privileges or immuniTies of citizeas of The

L’m’l‘oal §FO.,TC$‘, ot Sha[,( any Staxe C{CPI‘I'\IQ Q,ng{ pe,/‘SOVl O'F



!}(c, likem»’, OF ProperTy Wi TouT due process of ‘@WJ hoc
gleuuf To any person  WiThin 1Tls (jncr;'SJ“cra‘oﬂ The equal

protection of The laqws.



STATENVENT OF THE CASE

Peritionec Heeekiah (Whitfield wos Tried and
Convicted For The Murdet of fred Rccklinj wWhich occured
on december 4, 1994. Prior To peririonerts Prosecution; O
Man by The name of James Fdwards Confissed To The

mucdec OF Mo Redd:}yj and numerous ©Ther Mucders

Qmoi rwhberies -

Deering Eobwards’s prosecurion, because he claimed
That s confession To M. Reok!.’njué murder  was
false, The 3tare was allowed To use The confession €S
To OTher-Coimes ehich Edwanrds had mede in order To
Prove Tue Velfacity of Edwards's Coafession. However, dur~
lag The Prosecurion of Mr. Whivheld, I™ was The Stare
Who Claimed Thatr Edwards's condession was false, and
Petitioner who SaughT To wse The exaor $ame evidence
Prw}ous(», q,se.J %4 The $T4Te, {10/* The @yumer 3ame
purposes, bur deuied by The Trial Couet.

This case presents @ unigue Situation Which Conflicrs
with cach and evwy case previously decided la\,! This Court

regmd}qg The Cmﬂp&dso(\, Process.



REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION



On December 9, 1999, T - Year old Feed Recklhﬁ
was found bearen To deart ins)de The Grand Appliance,
@ stere he owned in wau'wgam Tlhinois, No arrests
Were made 11 Connection with The munder, Thirveen
Mmonths laver, on Jaauary d, 1996, Joumes Edwanrds
was Taken inTo wsrocl'7 For qucsr;oninﬁ relared To an
aemedl Cobbery of The Roberr RoosT Motel in 'Ldaukiga,h.
Edwards Confessed To The ermed fbia[:e/w and Then
Wndicared T The officecs That he had been inuplued 1w
oTher coimimad Incidents.  Tn @ signed smremenT,
Edwards said Thar he gor our of prison in 1991
efrer sem“hjv. 17 years for murder aud admitred ™
Numerous OTher Climes, Malua//«;a an armed robbeny
of Hair Cfafr_crs beaiuy Salon, and a burgulap7 of a
Store ar South @nd Genesee ia Waukegan Edwiards
also Coufessed To The murder of o News York mawy /n
1993 and T murder of a wewman in Shaker ‘Hq‘alm‘s,
Ohio in 19774,  Ewards asp admitred To an armed
p\ol:l)er\, o & man in North Chicago app ro)w‘mam/»f Too
years cadlier, Edwards Then Seaid Thatr More incidenrs
had happened Since he had been feleased from Tail ) PgSSI'IDL/
Mclqdina wore murders, bur Said Thar he needed Time To

Think because he Somerfmes was S0 L"S"‘ he had



Trouble rémem(oer}@ details Csec, _Eeap.lL\L_éQ/_uad_t, 3ol

TUApp.3d  966) C1992),

Levrer »i/\ The inTerrggarioq, Edwards admiried his
indduement In The 1995 bhery of First American Bank
W Waskegan. Edwards signed o staremenr Confessing
To Vhar r‘olokenv; Edwards euenruatl.7 adm/rred Thar he
had com mitred The wueder of Frd Re.c/d//vj ar The
Grand Appliance Store. He Sq(o$equen717 signed Q. Type-
Written Statement  Coufessing - TO The wurder and was

U:‘JeoTAch ewhle f‘eadlnj The SATeMenT. Peop'/e, V. Ea/waza({.

J
301 TitApp.3d 96( .

in Thinols, st@TumenTs against penal interesT Gre
admissible in a crimimal case if The "Corroéoraﬁ}qﬂ
chreumstances clearly iadicate The Trustworthiness of
The starement, * TH. R. Evide 8oy (b)), (hen Such
Soaements  againsT penal inTeest are adwirred, euideace
of oTher cpimes wmay also be admitred if itis relevant
To establisk The acuracy of The Coufession To The
Chqra(;/ crime, TN R. Evid. 8ol (d)(a) Pwplc_ V2 '-(:'%4

oa TU.ad 5, 531 (192D §  Peaple v. Teller, 435 TuAp A
543, 559 (1990 5 People V. Woalker, 362 Ti.Dec. 543, 559




(3012); Feople v. Hale) 265 T Dec. W), yg Cao1x); (¥or

an  exhaustive recital of The purpo ses  For wlhicl; other-
coiMmes ed\‘deﬂcé May be OLc)mbS‘nLle, See. Michael W
Giraham Clearly and Gram's Handbsdk of Tllisols
Evidence 3 Y04, S (g7 ed. 3002) )

Because_ éolwqrcfs daing T'qu,r ln'ls cOchss'oon T This
Crime Was false, ynder TW. R. £vid. 8o] (d) (a), The Smate
was odlowed To present Euidence of other <rimes 1o Whicy

he confessed, 11 order To establish The accuracy and

validity of his confesgion. Pocple s Edluimypods 9 Thid

The defense ot Peritioner’s Triad colled The ,Doiicc
derecrives  Who q;c&rionez( Edwards in order To presenT
Edwards’s Confession To The jcm,o fﬂ;eu_(ﬂlau:ﬁ.d:!, 77
Nedd 1015, 1934, Thus, The Traditional position Taken
bu( The PmScchi'ova and defense  was C-F(ccﬂue/<1 fh}o,aed.
I+ woas Perivioner Qrempring To euTer o Confession i1
€vidence Throagh T'l'w,'policL officer’s TeSr?Momf, While The
Pmlsrzowﬁon was Tegiag To limir The impacr of The Coffession

before The \\)“‘“l'

The Prosecurion Q!Bc.wl The Confession was not Sypporred



.bx.l The DNA G\I;ACV\CC: I4. ar 10Y1, T"\L prosuwr(or\ Also
a/rrempuaf To emphasize 0N Cro3S- examtingrion The
lnconsistencies between Edward’s Confession ond The evideace
at The Scene. Td, ar 1034 Fe‘nall7, The Prsccurion

MoUcJ To Pt‘cqué @ di‘scagsl‘o«\ of Eolwa,sz’s oTher Crimeg

befoce The :)cu=1, Td. ar loYo,

bs v The OTher~ ceimes evideuce , The prosecution
Moue:( To bar both Testimeny regard;ﬂj The faecr That
Edwards commirted o series of robberies prior T his
amest, @nd qu,&s'l’ioﬂi«/)j about The mbbemes That
resulted in his Confession To The Polu‘ce. Id. at Yo,
The Prosccution badicved The euidence was itreledant
because The c:rchSramces of Edwards's other
fobberics Wece Too dissimilar To The meeW i This
case. Td. This, o(esp-‘rc The facr Thatr This very Same
eJidence was uSeJ by The prbsecqriwu in order To

Condier Edwards.

TMO. Trial Court r‘u.(c{ That Eoluuou‘JS’J oThecr ‘C(‘:MC
Evidence was not redewant To Per.‘riom/"b Trial because

Those  Crimes wdece  Too d.‘SS}mi laq ond There was Mo

indi coxion Thet LEdwards's Mobberies wlere ' T T ned

10,



with Reckl 1‘78 ‘s Plurder.

This Courr has held Thar The 63‘",90([.501/‘7 process
Clause, which provides Thar The accused shall have
The riav,r “ To haue compulsory process for oquM/ng
wWitnesses 11 his £QUDC " Togahcb wWith The Due
Process Clause of The Purteenth Amewdmen‘r, embod.es
& Sdbstantive fight To PrsenT o Mcq,m‘nafc(( ané‘
Complere  climinal defense , See HJMESAL_CamLh.q, 547
us. 3ia, 334, @36 Scr 1131, loy Led.ad 593 (3906);
Taglac v, Tlisois; Y94 w.s. Yoo, Hog, 108 S.ct. 646, 97
L.edad 792 (1988). " The right To offer The Tesrn'vnon7
of witnesses, and To compell Their arremoance, ++« i
17 plain Terms The righT To presenT oo defense, The
OFhT To presentT The defendant’s version of The facrs
as cwell as The pmSecqrfBa’s T2 The J'wn, So IT May
decide where The Truth lies. " Washiggran . Tows ), 3¢¢
ws. M,19, €1 s.ct 130, I€ L&dad wi1g (197, “Fes
m’ahn are more Fumdamental Than Thar of oaun WSC”I
To Prexm’ editaess 14 his own de:fmse, ’ Tﬂ-kt-la‘: 4 q4fy LS.
ar Yot, 10¢ 5.cv fdo- o pgnr Chidd Justice Marshal

described as  “ sacred. Uniced Spozes V. Bucr; &5 Fcas,

39, 33 CC'C-D. VA, goN ) The Cowtpq'S ofy Proce55



w

fight ¥ an  essential artribyr of The aduversary System
irself, Taylor , ugy ws. ar Yoe, log S.cr. (4, awd
impacative To The funcrion of The courts, " whicin “clep -
ends on full disclosure of all The facts, within The
framecwork of The rules of evidence . Unjred Srares

V. Nigow, 41z U 673, 709, 91 S.ct. 3090, Y( (.&l.ad

1029 (1974).

Of course, The f'iahf ;us nor anlimited., The a[emcmcfa/m‘
“must Comply wWith established rdes of procedure and evidence
designed To assure both faitness and reliability. " Chowdses v,
Mississippr; q0 ws, 384,302, 95 S.or w3¢, 35 L.edad a9
(413 »  The accused “does nor have uvfateced right To
oHee Te$T3Mo/I«1 That is ‘,Iwomperen'!’, P/‘iu“eecal ) OF otherwise
inadmissible Under standand rules of euidevice . Taylac,
W us.ar 40, 108 s.or. 646 . While a * Trjal Court
May noT ignore The fundamevtal Characrer of The
defendant’s (‘lahr To offer TesﬁManY of Wicnesses |n
his favor, * ﬂu ! Cownrerue,('ll.‘nj Public inTecest L1 " ia
The presentation of creliable euidence aud The fejeetion of
unteliable evidence, ««. mustT oso weigh 11 The balance, *
T ar 4y, 415, 108 S.ct. 646, Thus, The Compulsory

process Clause dogs Not fequite climinal Gurts To admir

(3



evidence Thar 18 ifrdleganT, @M—K«M, M6 ws. (23~

G, 106 S.cm A4, 9 Led ad 430 (19g6), Tesrimony

by persons who are menrally infirm, See Washiggroen,
388 US.av &3 nal, ¥1 S.cr 1930, of evidence Thar

repeesents & hwl}"rmrb\, See. niTed StAaTes . Ao )

da s, &3S, a4, W St Ao, Hs L.éolad 14t Ci1975)

On The otherhand, The exclusion of defeuse evidence
“abﬁdac [37 anm accused's right To preseat & defense
where The eSTMCTioN 15 ) a{‘bh"pa{\, Yor d,‘sPropo(‘ﬁonare
To The parpos * Livis T designed To serve, ' aud The
evidence  “implicate L1 a Sufficiently Weighty InTecest
of The aceused. ¥ Upied Srates V. Schefler, Sa3 ws. 303,
508-09, 111 S.<r. j30l, 9o L.gd.ad W3 (1998), Guoting
Rock v. Arkansas , 483 w.s. 44, 56, 101 S.cr. 704, 97
L.edad 37 ()es7) |

for example This Courr has  $Truck olown cnder The

Compalsory Process Clause o pule agaiast ;nTrquu'/g The

TesTimony of an at(eaec( accomplice, Qlﬂihag_tm,, 3® uU.S,

at da-Q3, 8T S.C¢T. 1920 aﬁatpph‘ccwion of The ‘neursay

bar o  Starements That Y (uere originally made auyol

$ubsequem’(‘|\( offered ar Trial Undec  Ciccumstances Thar



p@,uidc considaralole assurance of Their rc\(ab:l.‘rva
é_&mb_e‘cs_' dio Us.at 300, 93 Seor 1032, The exclusjon

of evdevce Ioaamné on The Credi t:.lm, of a Valuma.n.{

Confession, Crane ; U6 WS, at (7% "91, o6 S.cT
AUY ) ond o per Se ule exquJMj all posT- Mpnos?s
Testimony, Rock ) 423 W5 ar S56-6a, 107 S.cv A704.
This Coury has Qr_kv\ou)ledazé The " power of Stares To
exclude evidence Through  Twe applicarion of euidem—,‘qpy
fules Thar Themselues  Serve The inrecests of Fairness
aud reliabilitg = euen £ The defendant would prefec To
See Twar euidence admivred . Coane , 47, w.s. atv 6,
1006 S.ct. A4 But This Court hes 51‘Mul‘rqneou»$t*1
obsecved That The “opportuniTy [70 be heard T would be
an ewmpry one if The Srare were pepmir‘reJ T eaclude
éompennr, reliable evidence ¢er  When Such evidence 1s

N /
Ceurral To The dedendant’s claim of janoceuee, 7 Tl

Thus; To establist, Thar his right To Campu/sor~1
P!bccjs was Vidared bg1 The enmclusion of crivical

cotroborarive defense euvidence, Pevitioner must Show Thar

1

() The exclusion was Owba‘rr\amf r '(d,‘gpropar‘rl‘mmrc"
To The evidentiary purpsse Gdvanced by The eebusion,

Schebler, 333 WS, ar 3¢, 8 S.crn idel; guaTing



Rock, U?3 ws. ot 56, 107 S.cr 2loy, Aud Q) The
Tes‘r}mom( would have been “both marterial and favor-
Able * To  his olekuse, Uanired Stares V. Vnlenzuela -
Beenal, 458 ws. €58, %61, loa S.cn 34do, 13 L.edad

19z Q9gX)

This Courr has had only bimired occassions To deal in
detail with The arbitrary or disproportionare prong Of
Compqlgof.’ Process Clause analysic, One parrern That has
em¢r3¢J is The “»Pax'iw “ prineiple ; A stave tule Thar
restricts The preseatation of Testimony for the defense
butr not The prosecution will genert’d[y be de?(J arbirmn,.
See Akhil Reed Amar, Sixrt, Aweudwment Fi-rsr Principle,

84 Geo. L.3. L4, 499 C1936) - As Professor Amar nored,

a
The Courr has r‘e,peared{y 3truck  down Asymmerric

Witness dles and noted The AsYmme TTY . “ Ld. ar o,

Ciring Leasqlvania v. Ricehie , 430 w.s. 39, 57 30
07 s.cr. B9, M Ledad o Cagq) Cdis\'l‘asu}sh;nj between
Symmerpic aud  asymmerric privileges in oue process
analysis ); _C:mw_i._G:ggig., 42 Ws, 95N, M s.ce
Ao, Lo L.edad 738 ( ,q-,q)Cinqu;g[QT:,,j on due process
5{wnds, exelusion of bea(‘sqv sTarement Thar defendant

$ou:3hr To inrrooI«-LCe, thece gouemwlcnr ;'\rl‘oa(qcecl SQue

16



STatemenT 1A QnoThec Crimingf pmceeolmj); Caa.!_\l_um:_d
Smares, 402 s, 100,103 0.4, 93 S.cr. 359, 34 Lkd. ad zss

G4912) (rcdccriaj as “gqnc‘qmenfall7 unfair ' an instruction
leinj 3‘”7 it could convrer Solely on basis of accomplice
Testimony butr aor T'e“;lﬁ Juey 1T Could acquit solely o
this basis, hece defendant pur acomplice o stand )’
Chombers v, Missicippiy 915 w.s. 2eq, 395- 98, 93 S.ct 153,
3% Lédad an 61975)Cinqu.'qu.‘nj>, undec due process c/czésc,
Verdier edhere c‘efq/,c/anr was barred From im,oeachiwa hs
own wWitness wWhile govemmenr was free To impeach Thar
witaess); Leas v Loehly | 499 ws, 95, %, 98, 93 S.cr. 3s(,
34 Ledotd 330 (1972) ( pec Curium) (Hrial Judge 1ntim dared
5o(ngrmess b defense bur PoT Prosecution Witvess) )
Dashingroa AL Texas, 32 Ws. i4,33, €1 St (929, 1T L.£d,
sd 1019 (1967) Caccomplices were allowed Tesrify for govern-
menr but nor be a]efchmr ); See also iJ. QT R4-A5, &7
S.er. 1930 CHarlqn, —J:, Concqrm‘/:j in The J\qJJemenf)
(srrcssioj This faer) -

Ia Ths wase; The best defmse evidenee peritioner had
To offer cuere Edwacdss Confessiog ,aud hjs confession To

bTher -~ Crimes Whieh had previsusly been admiryed 3»1 The

el CGurt for The Srare’s use egai1sT Edwards, On



reviewd ia Edwardss case, The Tllians Appellare (oupr
noted Thaxt!
«
in aJlowiv\3 The Orhes crimes evidence, The
Teral coury carc(nd(w wes‘sheJ The pnjwfic(
To defendaut aud eceluded @y evidenace of
oTher wurdecs comm, TTed by defendant as
Too Predqa/«‘c«'al. Am., Prchd.te To defeadant
was fuerruer dn‘m:‘n,‘sheo/ becayse The othec
Crimes edideace was hmited T> The armed
robberics @t Robert Poost; Best Fan, anol
Hair Crafrecs, even Though defeadanr had
Confessed To as Mauny QS nine OTher
Crimes whén makfna his staremenrs,
Iv. aJJ.‘ﬂon, befoce al(ou)l'/tj ‘i‘esﬁmoh»f
Concerning The otheC coimes, The Triad
CourT Told The j%h’ Tt)qT. The TcSﬁMan‘,
was To be Considered 0017 a5 Thofe
Staremeats related ™ The Tmrﬁ(qfness,
ha(iwa}oi(.‘w, of accuracy of  olefeadaurr's
STATMenT M The preseaT case. The Smare
did Not call auy NeTIMS of witnesses

To The othet Ceimes To TesTd FY and



nstead called Officet Buinn To ‘rc.m‘fy

Concerning defeadant’s STATCWEATS a%ur
The Theee armed robbeies. The Stare
Then called other officers To Tc$n“~( Concecn-
\!’)3 The details of The @rmed robheries
and ar The Vicims of The aemed
Robberics had identified defendont as The
perpetrator of Those (dbberies, Because
defeadant chose To arad Twe Veacity of
his smremenT Thoygh The Cross - examisar -
tor of Tkadlez, The Trial court did nor
abuse is disecection in al(owMj The Smare
To present evideace of oTher crimes To
refure The clainm Thar ale(wlo/q.m’ s

STatement was false .

Poople V. £dwacds, 301 Til,app 3d or 930 - Bl Tod w.e Q4

arT 992 -9¢

However éqa’;ﬂﬁ Perivionets Tmal, The Thial Courr escluded
The oTher crimes ere “sep erate and distinet,” qnd Thus,

‘3?mpl\1 not reledanr To These pmceeJ:*qjs, "

19
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The appellate  counrt’s Jastificarion of This error was To

(14

Simply sTare Thar = The admission of evideace ia ome

Prbceedi'B 1S 10 indicarion That IT Should be adarired

ir

OLu.‘roma'rically 11 o d,‘((c(e./,-r meecJ\'n\j , CSee aT’TGld\e»J

appeﬂd(‘x D. ar paragraph [y )

Under Hobeas Corpus Teview, &8 ths.c 33359 GI(1),
The Distriecr Couer’S rul.'y\\j impl{co{ Thar a/rkoujh The
rulings of The TUinols State Courts were Wnreasonable,
T‘\u{ tecen’r ol:u'ecriud‘, unreasonable ., T however
They wece olﬂ‘ccﬁuehr %nfeasohaélc, andec  Brechz W,
Abcahamson, 507 ws. 61 (1933), They Were harmless
errof, The Disrricr CourT Concluded That Peritioner had vot
made @& subsraatial %owi/lj of The dental of a

Constitutionad r‘ist,r, CScc AppenJi)c B. ar 19)

dwo'e,r The Antisccrorism and Effecrive Deatn ptﬁ)a{rx{ acr
of 199 'CAEBPA), a habeas PetiTioner Cannor appeal Lrom The
Digrever  Couert Ttm(scmmf unless he makes & ‘(Scdosfan:‘q{
Skowinj of The denial of a constiturional V‘I‘j[«’, ! AT Usc,

8 2285 COCD (AN .

To make @ Substrantial %t\ow‘iv\g ‘Oioubuél\{ The

9.



pt’-'\‘itiomer need nov Show Thar he Should prc\la” on The mep7s.

He has fajled i4 That eudecavor. " Borcefoor \, EsTeHe, Y6 3

u.s. 870, 993 (1983). Rarther, The Petitioner need OV)/(/

Show Thar The pcririon contains an issue (i) That 15

/7

1§ » : &
debarable Qmong JUAiSTS of reason ) ” (D " That a court

Could resolve in a diffecent manner ;" (3> Thar iT I's

. 4
“ao(equara To descrve eﬂcoc(mgemcw? To [omceec/ FunTher}

or (4) Thar it Is oT Squarely foreclosed 67 sTeTUTE )

cyle, or OuthoriTatrive CourT decision, of » o » L That
T is net J lackiv\j Qny foccual basis- in The fecord . “
T4 ar 295 N.4 aud 899 Qatemal quoTations aud

Citorion omitred ).

Pc\‘\‘\‘io/leflé CJOL}M meet These éTaqu(\J_s ;Vl TLIQ,T

The harmfcss error amAIysi;s uvac{‘ Rrecht V. Abrahamsoa,

501 wS. 619 C€1993), applied by The DisTrict Court s
Comrl\Ar\( To The 'f\cwwdcss emranr am;!y.s/j mandaTed 19\{

This Court in Unjved Srares v, Valepzuelg = Rpm,’() y5g

s, g (19¢2), tdhere THS Gurt held Thar For o

Chambers Violarion The harmless error w\a/,gs 1S nor

{t . .
The Substauntial aad ifu‘qm'ous effect 0 The Juey’s Veedier, !

A

but The Peciviover (WluST‘ Show & reasouable //'Ltdfhoog/

That The encluded evideace cCould have eflecnd The

ao.



. i
VCQ'J'\CY- Uﬂ/TCL‘! sTaTC.> ‘/- Valemz-{_e’q - Ber”a{ ‘ rd, ot

374,

The excleded evidence 1n This cqse had alreadv
been wsed ‘a\1 The Prosecution For The purpase of Securjng
QA Conuiction O3a(nsT TJames Edwards. Had Pecicioner
been allowed To present This Saume evidence dccm'wj his
Trialy The juey decidiog This case ;J%ST as The Juey
Thar decided Edwards's case, cubuld haue COfrec-r]7
Concluded Thar IT was Feuwes Gdwards who Murderes!

M, Qeckl:‘ﬂj .

’Secause The biSf‘FJCT Court QPP//‘CJ o %armless c/rmr
amAlL{SiS contrary To The harmless evrror az/m/ys,';

mandored {07 This Court i Valenzuela = Bernal, 158

U.s. ar 8‘{‘8, This Cou(\r $lqoq/;/ QI\J TLLQT (‘CQSO")AL[C
qu'iSTS Could Conclude Thar The Disrricr Cowrt’s

assessment @ad resolution of Ths Claym was wWroag.

Slack v. Me Danicd, 539 w.s. 473, deq (a000) |, F. App.

P Rule & Ch).

at.



CONCLUSION

The petition for a writ of certiorari should be granted.

Respectfully submitted,
AN /ML?LJ

Date: ijlnmnlm,r‘ 117; an 19




