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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

I. WHETHER THE STATE DISTRICT-COURT JUDGE VIOLATED 

THE FOURTEENTH AMENDMENT’S PRIVILEGES AND 

IMMUNITIES CLAUSE AS WELL AS THE FIFTH AND 

FOURTEENTH AMENDMENTS’ DUE PROCESS GUARANTEE 

THAT A CAUSE SHALL BE HEARD BY A FAIR AND IMPARTIAL 

TRIBUNAL VIA THE JUDGE ACTING IN A MANNER 

TANTAMOUNT TO PARTISAN ADVOCACY?

II. WHETHER THE STATE OF IOWA VIOLATED THE UNITED 

STATES FOURTEENTH AMENDMENT WHEN THE IOWA 

COURT OF APPEALS REFUSED TO APPLY CLEARLY 

ESTABLISHED AND WELL-SETTLED LEGAL PRINCIPLES OF 

STATE LAW TO THE FACTS OF THE INSTANT MATTER IN 

ORDER TO CONVERT A NONJURISDICTIONAL CLAIM 

PROCESSING RULE INTO A RULE WITH JURISDICTIONAL 

CONSEQUENCES?

III. WHETHER THIS COURT’S DECISIONS DEFINING THE LEGAL
AND THETERM “SUBJECT-MATTER JURISDICTION” 

CORRESPONDING AUBURN BRIGHT LINE TEST 

CONCERNING NONJURISDICTIONAL STATUTORY TIME 

LIMITS AND CLAIMS PROCESSING RULES 

ENFORCEABLE UPON THE STATES VIA THE UNITED STATES 

CONSTITUTION’S SUPREMACY CLAUSE, FULL FAITH AND 

CREDIT CLAUSE, PRIVILEGES AND IMMUNITIES CLAUSE, 
THE SIXTH AMENDMENT, AND THE FOURTEENTH 

AMENDMENT’S PRIVILEGES AND IMMUNITIES, EQUAL 

PROTECTION, AND DUE PROCESS PROVISIONS?

ARE
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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

This petition for writ of certiorari is from the Final Order of a State Court.

The highest State Court to have addressed the merits of the instant cause is the Iowa

Court of Appeals. The opinion of the Iowa Court of Appeals appears at Avvendix A to the

petition, and, at the time of authoring this petition, petitioner has no knowledge of an official

decision from the Iowa Court of Appeals regarding the publication of its opinion.

JURISDICTION

This petition for writ of certiorari is from the Final Order of a State Court.

The date on which the Iowa Court of Appeals decided the merits of the instant 

controversy was June 5th, 2019. A copy of that decision appears at Appendix A.

A timely application for further review was filed with the Iowa Supreme Court, being

thereafter denied on July 31st, 2019.

A copy of the order denying further review appears at Appendix C.

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

FEDERAL CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS:

U.S. Const. Amend. V — No person shall be held to answer for a capital, or otherwise 
infamous crime, unless on a presentment or indictment of a Grand Jury, except in cases arising in 
the land or naval forces, or in the Militia, when in actual service in time of War or public danger; 
nor shall any person be subject for the same offence to be twice put in jeopardy of life or limb; 
nor shall be compelled in any criminal case to be a witness against himself; nor be deprived of 
life, liberty, or property, without due process of law; nor shall private property be taken for 
public use without just compensation.

U.S. Const. Amend. VI — In all criminal prosecutions, the accused shall enjoy the right to a 
speedy and public trial, by an impartial jury of the State and district wherein the crime shall have 
been committed; which district shall have been previously ascertained by law, and to be 
informed of the nature and cause of the accusation; to be confronted with the witnesses against 
him; to have compulsory process for obtaining witnesses in his favor; and to have the assistance 
of counsel for his defence.

U.S. Const. Amend. XIV — No state shall make or enforce any law which shall abridge the 
privileges or immunities of citizens of the United States; nor shall any State deprive any person 
of life, liberty, or property, without due process of law; nor deny to any person within its 
jurisdiction the equal protection of the laws.

U.S. Const. Art. IV § 1 — Full faith and credit shall be given in each state to the public 
acts, records, and judicial proceedings of every other state. And the Congress may by general 
laws prescribe the manner in which such acts, records, and proceedings shall be proved, and the 
effect thereof.

U.S. Const. Art. IV § 2, cl. 1 —The citizens of each state shall be entitled to all privileges 
and immunities of citizens in the several states.

U.S. Const. Art. VI, cl. 2 — This Constitution, and the laws of the United States which shall 
be made in pursuance thereof; and all treaties made, or which shall be made, under the authority 
of the United States, shall be the supreme law of the land; and the judges in every state shall be 
bound thereby, anything in the Constitution or laws of any State to the contrary notwithstanding.

STATE OF IOWA CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS;

Iowa Const. Art. V § 1 — The judicial power shall be vested in a supreme court, district 
courts, and such other courts, inferior to the supreme court, as the general assembly may, from 
time to time, establish.
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Iowa Const. Art. V § 6 — The district court shall be a court of law and equity, which shall 
be distinct and separate jurisdictions, and have jurisdiction in civil and criminal matters arising in 
their respective districts, in such manner as shall be prescribed by law.

Iowa Const. Art. XII § 1 — This constitution shall be the supreme law of the state, and any 
law inconsistent therewith, shall be void. The general assembly shall pass all laws necessary to 
carry this constitution into effect.

Iowa Code Section 602.6101 (2018) — A unified trial court is established. This court is 
the “Iowa District Court”. The district court has exclusive, general, and original jurisdiction of 
all actions, proceedings, and remedies, civil, criminal, probate, and juvenile, except in cases 
where exclusive or concurrent jurisdiction is conferred upon some other court, tribunal, or 
administrative body. The district court has all the power usually possessed and exercised by trial 
courts of general jurisdiction, and is a court of record.

Iowa Rule of Criminal Procedure 2.24(2)(b)(8) (2018) — The court may grant a new 
trial... [wjhen the defendant has discovered important and material evidence in the defendant’s 
favor since the verdict, which the defendant could not with reasonable diligence have discovered 
and produced at the trial. A motion based upon this ground shall be made without unreasonable 
delay and, in any event, within two years after final judgment, but such motion may be 
considered thereafter upon a showing of good cause. When a motion for a new trial is made upon 
the ground of newly discovered evidence, the defendant must produce at the hearing, in support 
thereof, the affidavits or testimony of the witnesses by whom such evidence is expected to be 
given, and if time is required by the defendant to procure such affidavits or testimony, the court 
may postpone the hearing of the motion for such length of time as, under all circumstances of the 
case, may be reasonable.

STATEMENT OF THE CASE

This case presents several questions of national importance regarding the operation of law 

in State judiciaries within the confines of our adversarial system of justice...

In order for any process to be due — as guaranteed by our Constitution — there must be 

some semblance of an underlying framework inherent in all courts of the Nation, be they State or 

Federal. For anything to be “due” there must be something which compels the debt. This 

Petition for Certiorari seeks to explore and have questions answered regarding the underlying 

legal principles which require that cases be litigated pursuant to a legal framework that does not 

infringe upon the privileges and immunities of the citizenry while also realizing the guarantee to 

receive “Due Process” of law.
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In this case the Petitioner was denied his right to due process of law and the State of Iowa 

infringed upon his privileges and immunities when it chose to uphold a district court decision 

wherein the district court judge overstepped his bounds as a neutral and impartial arbiter of the 

cause by inserting himself into the controversy in a partisan manner on behalf of the State.

This case concerns a miscarriage of justice and stems from the wrongful conviction of 

Leigh Laz LePon.

On December 20th, 2013, Devlin Lockman was injured as the result of an accidental self- 

inflicted gunshot wound, and later died. LePon was with Devlin the night of the accident. Sadie 

Book, who was LePon’s paramour at the time, was also present.

After a series of events the State later accused LePon of shooting Devlin Lockman, and 

charged him with first degree murder, and, in 2016, LePon was convicted by a Story County jury 

of second degree murder.

Many “facts” regarding the underlying criminal court proceedings and appeal therefrom 

remain in dispute. The history and facts of this case will be discussed to the extent required by 

the issues presented herein.

After being convicted, LePon filed a timely notice of appeal, and his conviction was 

affirmed by the Iowa Court of Appeals. Further review was denied by the Iowa Supreme Court.

During the pendency of his direct review, more specifically, after the Iowa Court of 

Appeals issued its decision, and while awaiting a decision on his applications for further review, 

LePon learned of several things material to his case of which he was previously unaware.

After his receipt of the information LePon had to figure out what to do, so he contacted 

his State Appellate Defender attorney. LePon was informed by his State Appellate Defender that 

she would not give him legal advice or otherwise discuss legal issues collateral to the issues she 

was presenting in her brief. Left to find his own way forward, LePon looked to the Iowa Rules of 

Court for guidance. It was in that compilation where he learned of Iowa Rule of Criminal 

Procedure 2.24(2)(b)(8).

Upon reading the rule LePon believed that the appropriate course of action was to file a 

motion for new trial pursuant to the rule. LePon did indeed file the motion.

LePon’s motion for new trial was filed in the Story County District Court on November
20th, 2017.
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The following day, November 21st, 2017, district court Judge Timothy J. Finn denied the 

motion citing a lack of jurisdiction.

LePon then filed a motion to reconsider. On that same day the district court, Judge 

Timothy J. Finn, denied the motion to reconsider.

The court did not address the legal contentions asserted in the motion to reconsider, nor 

did the court otherwise explain itself. The court simply reaffirmed its prior ruling which had 

stated in pertinent part: “This case is on appeal and this matter needs to be ruled on by the 

appellate courts.”

LePon was never directed by the district court to request a limited remand.

Again, trying to figure out how to proceed, LePon looked to the Iowa Rules of Court and 

studied case law. After reviewing material on the issue LePon believed the appropriate course of 

action was to file a petition for writ of certiorari in the Iowa Supreme Court. In good faith LePon 

did file the petition.

The State filed a resistance to LePon’s petition.

LePon filed a reply to the State’s resistance.

In a single Justice ruling LePon’s petition was denied.

LePon moved for a court review of the single Justice ruling, and the single justice ruling 

was upheld by a three-Justice panel.

In dismissing LePon’s petition, the Iowa Supreme Court did not analyze LePon’s claim 

or otherwise issue an opinion adjudicating the merits thereof.

During the pendency of LePon’s attempt to litigate the issue of jurisdiction in the higher 

court, the Iowa Supreme Court denied LePon’s pending applications for further review, thereby 

concluding the appeal of the underlying criminal case.

Thereafter, on February 9th, LePon re-filed his motion for new trial in the district court.

On February 12th, 2018, the motion was ordered set for hearing by district court judge 

Adria Kester. The hearing was scheduled to commence at 2:30 P.M., on February 26th, 2018, at 

the Story County Courthouse in Nevada, Iowa.

The hearing was held at said time, and at said location, however LePon was not 

physically present. (Appendix ®— Transcript of Hearing — 2/26/2018).

At the outset of the proceeding the Petitioner (hereinafter LePon) submitted an oral 

motion to the court requesting that Judge Timothy Finn recuse himself from the matter.
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LePon sought Judge Finn’s recusal because up to that point it appeared to LePon that 

Judge Finn was not concerned with LePon’s interests in justice, and it seemed as though Judge 

Finn was unconcerned with seeing that LePon was not hindered in his ability to pursue his 

claims. (Appendix © — Transcript of Flearing — 2/26/2018).

At the hearing LePon requested the court to appoint standby counsel and further 

requested the appointment of a private investigator. LePon requested the appointment of such 

persons because, as he made clear to the court, he had discovered there was potentially new 

evidence of which he was previously unaware, and — though LePon had recently ascertained 

knowledge of the existence of the evidence — he had yet to actually obtain the evidence, and, ' 

given his current state of incarceration, he couldn’t very well go and secure affidavits from 

potential witnesses.

LePon never submitted the substance of his newly discovered evidence to the court, and 

he specifically stated that he did not consider the motion for new trial submitted to the court - as 

he needed to actually procure the evidence before it could be submitted. (Appendix B — 

Transcript of Hearing — 2/26/2018).

The court never addressed LePon’s request for standby counsel, or his request for a 

private investigator. Rather, in order to circumvent LePon’s opportunity to present the substance 

of his newly discovered evidence, Judge Finn — upon raising the issue of timeliness on his own 

motion — denied LePon’s motion as untimely. At the hearing the State resisted LePon’s motion 

generally; however, the State never alleged that LePon’s motion was untimely. Timeliness was 

never addressed at the hearing. (Appendix E — Transcript of Hearing — 2/26/2018).

Indeed, it was Judge Finn who raised the issue of timeliness. He did so sua sponte ex post 

facto. Rather than entertain LePon’s interest in presenting the substance of his newly discovered 

evidence, the court disposed of LePon’s claim via a “drive-by ruling” premised upon the 

assertion that LePon’s motion was untimely.

LePon was blindsided by the Court’s ruling, and he filed a motion to reconsider. The 

motion to reconsider was denied.

LePon filed a Notice of Appeal, and appealed the decision to the Iowa Supreme Court. 

LePon presented nine (9) divisions of argument in his opening appellate brief. The issues 

presented overlapped in many respects.
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LePon’s appeal was transferred to the Iowa Court of Appeals. The Iowa Court of 

Appeals treated LePon’s Notice of Appeal and corresponding briefs as a petition for certiorari, 

granted the petition, and annulled the writ.

The Iowa Court of Appeals upheld the judgment of the District Court by grounding its 

decision on the premise that the District Court did not overstep its bounds or otherwise act 

illegally when it raised the timeliness issue ex post facto sua sponte — because, according to the 

Court of Appeals — the question was “jurisdictional”, and, therefore, an appropriate issue for the 

Court to raise sua sponte. In reaching its’ conclusion the Iowa Court of Appeals did not address 

the constitutionally enacted subject-matter jurisdiction of the Iowa District Court and failed to 

apply controlling case precedent under State law — which aptly made it clear that the issue was 

never one of the Court’s subject-matter jurisdiction — but rather was an issue affecting only the 

authority of the court to act in the particular case then occupying its attention. In order to hold 

out the issue as one of “jurisdiction”, the Iowa Court of Appeals relied on a single Iowa Supreme 

Court case, the case of State v. Olsen, 794 N.W.2d 285 (Iowa 2011), wherein the Iowa Supreme 

Court ruled that absent a valid post-trial motion a district court loses jurisdiction over the case. 

However, Olsen was apparently analyzed under civil case-law and Olsen is also distinguishable 

and inapposite to the case at bar because there was no independent rule of court under which 

Olsen filed his motion, therefore, Olsen’s post-trial motion was not a “proper” motion. LePon 

filed his motion under an existing court rule which implicitly indicates (aside from the 

constitutional empowerment of the Iowa District Court), that the District Court always maintains 

“jurisdiction” over its criminal cases. (See: Appendix A — Opinion of the Iowa Court of 

Appeals, pg. 28). LePon filed an application for further review which was denied. (Appendix C)

Of the issues raised in his appeal, and at issue here, are the claims that: 1) - Judge Finn 

overstepped his bounds and violated LePon’s right to a fundamentally fair proceeding in an 

impartial tribunal when he raised the timeliness defense for the State sua sponte ex post facto; 

and, 2) - the reason it was inappropriate for Judge Finn to raise the issue is because the issue did 

not go to the Court’s subject-matter jurisdiction and was therefore a defense incumbent upon the 

State to raise, waive, or forfeit under the principle of party presentation.

i

1 It should be noted that in Olsen the Iowa Supreme Court uses the term “jurisdiction”; however, when viewed in the 
context of applicable state-law regarding subject-matter jurisdiction — it appears that the Court was using the term 
in a manner actually consistent with what the law terms “the authority of the court” which is the authority of the 
court to act in the case then occupying the court’s attention, as opposed to the court’s subject-matter jurisdiction — 
which delineates the “general class of cases” within the courts adjudicatory authority.
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REASONS FOR GRANTING THE WRIT

I. THE STATE DISTRICT-COURT JUDGE VIOLATED THE FOURTEENTH 
AMENDMENT’S PRIVILEGES AND IMMUNITIES CLAUSE; AS WELL AS 
THE FIFTH AND FOURTEENTH AMENDMENTS’ DUE PROCESS 
GUARANTEE THAT A CAUSE SHALL BE HEARD BY A FAIR AND 
IMPARTIAL TRIBUNAL WHEN HE ACTED IN A MANNER TANTAMOUNT 
TO PARTISAN ADVOCACY.

Fundamental fairness in all judicial proceedings is an inescapable aspect of the 

constitutional guarantee to due process of law: “A fair trial in a fair tribunal is a basic 

requirement of due process... [For a judge] not to hold the balance nice, clear and true 

between the State and the accused denies the latter due process of law.” In Re Murchison,

349 U.S. 133, 136 (1955)

To this end, “Due process requires a competent and impartial tribunal.'1'’ Peters v. Kiff, 407 

U.S. 493, 501 (1972) (Emphasis added).

“[impartiality in the judicial context - and of course its root meaning - is the lack of bias 

for or against either party to the proceeding. Impartiality in this sense assures equal application 

of the law. That is, it guarantees a party that the judge who hears his case will apply the law to 

him in the same way he applies it to any other party.” Republican Party of Minn. v. White, 536 

U.S. 765, 75-76 (2002).

In pursuit of impartiality under our adversarial system of justice courts are to exist as 

neutral, detached, and impartial forums; where it is generally beyond the role of a judge to 

become a partisan advocate for or against any party; wherefore, the courts are generally expected 

to adhere to the doctrine of party presentation.

“In our adversary system, in both civil and criminal cases, in the first instance and on 

appeal, we follow the principle of party presentation. That is, we rely on the parties to frame the 

issues for decision and assign to courts the role of neutral arbiter of matters the parties present. 

To the extent courts have approved departures from the party presentation principle in criminal 

cases; the justification has usually been to protect a pro se litigant’s rights. But as a general 

rule, our adversary system is designed around the premise that the parties... are responsible for 

advancing the facts and arguments entitling them to relief. We wait for cases to come to us, and 

when they do we normally decide only questions presented by the parties.” Greenlaw v. United 

States, 171 L.Ed.2d 399, 408 (2008) (Cleaned up, emphasis added)
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In the instant matter LePon was denied his due process right to have his claim litigated in 

an impartial tribunal.

As outlined above in the statement of the case, this petition for direct review stems from a 

motion for new trial filed by LePon in the Iowa District Court in and for Story County. The 

motion was duly filed pursuant to Iowa Rule of Criminal Procedure 2.24(2)(b)(8); it was filed in 

the criminal case, and it was filed in the court of original jurisdiction. The motion was originally 

filed in November of 2017, although after being dismissed on jurisdictional grounds it was 

re-filed on February 9th, 2018, after the conclusion of LePon’s direct appeal.

Iowa rule of criminal procedure 2.24(2)(a) states in relevant part: “an application for a 

new trial based upon newly discovered evidence may be made after judgment.” Iowa R. Crim. P 

2.24(2)(a) (2017). The corresponding portion of the rule at issue here; Iowa Rule of Criminal 
Procedure 2.24(2)(b)(8), states:

“When the defendant has discovered important and material evidence in the defendant’s 

favor since the verdict, which the defendant could not with reasonable diligence have discovered 

and produced at the trial. A motion based upon this ground shall be made without unreasonable 

delay and, in any event, within two years after final judgment, but such motion may be 

considered thereafter upon a showing of good cause... the defendant must produce at the 

hearing, in support thereof, the affidavits or testimony of the witnesses by whom such evidence 

is expected to be given, and if time is required by the defendant to procure such affidavits or 

testimony, the court may postpone the hearins of the motion for such length of time as. under all

circumstances of the case, may be reasonableIowa R. Crim. P. 2.24(2)(b)(8) (2017), (emphasis 

added).

Ultimately, after a hearing which LePon considered to be preliminary in nature, the district 

court summarily denied LePon’s motion, holding that LePon filed his motion beyond the two- 

year time limit without establishing good cause.

The issue here is that “timeliness” was never addressed at the hearing. The State never 

challenged the timeliness of LePon’s motion. (Appendix B — Transcript of Hearing — 

2/26/2018). Judge Finn simply took it upon himself to raise the issue for the State after the 

hearing had concluded.

The court’s act of dismissing LePon’s motion is most troubling in the following ways:
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1) By virtue of raising the issue of timeliness sua sponte ex post facto, Judge Finn’s actions 

prejudicially affected LePon’s statutory right to seek a new trial based upon his newly discovered 

evidence; because, 2) LePon was never afforded an opportunity to submit the substance of his 

newly discovered evidence to the court — as the preliminary matters of LePon receiving aid via 

an investigator and standby counsel in order to procure the evidence, as the clear text of the rule 

allows — was never addressed by the court.

Clearly, the question here presented for resolution is the question of whether it was within 

the valid legal authority of the district court judge to raise the issue of timeliness for the State 

after conclusion of the preliminary hearing on Petitioner’s motion for new trial.

The Iowa Court of Appeals explicitly condoned the district courts act by holding that the 

issue of timeliness was jurisdictional, and, therefore, not only proper, but mandatory for the court 

to raise on its own. (Appendix A — Opinion of the Iowa Court of Appeals, pg. 28)

LePon agrees that if the question is truly one of the court’s subject-matter jurisdiction then 

it is not only within the court’s authority to raise the issue sua sponte, it is the court’s obligation.

“Branding a rule as going to a court’s subject-matter jurisdiction alters the normal 

operation of our adversarial system. Under that system, courts are generally limited to 

addressing the claims and arguments advanced by the parties. Courts do not usually raise claims 

or arguments on their own.” Henderson v. Shinseki, 179 L.Ed;2d 159, 166 (2011) (Emphasis 

added).

However, as will be further addressed in the following division of this petition, the problem 

here is that the term “jurisdictional” shouldn’t exist as a legal changeling of which a court is free 

to invoke talismanically at will in order to dispose of a litigant’s cause of action. The citizens of 

this country should expect and receive basic uniformity and stability within the courts of this 

country. It should matter not whether such courts are federal courts or state courts. Any litigant 

in this country should feel confident walking into court that the judge to whom their cause is 

tried will be impartial — and will refrain from partisan advocacy.
Under our adversarial system of justice — (at iklA ijj/ffUL 'ffjjJlcrwx. jJx JoK&l ter fiornA'

uasdh, ihl jiMflCurn&H JWaTnA oj ifa ffdL dj iou/^
jdkJfo iscft euxtuj frnsrnxdsL qju&M & TxMfld
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o/uz. cund p/z&/FcAtcrt\ j Ab- Jau/ AM dA*. CcA^smJb j Ad*- 2/. 5»

lA jAi&uAe/. Adz/ljcrtfL /mN-CJiccA/j jeAAuJ Adat jzinAccowJc j/r Ad*- /Y^ Avnenchn**j.

cAddfe- COOwA ant- Jl&juAwd A ajjj) <AAoA- Atsa Jaxa jM&rAtomAAYy.
Jr> AAuA CAM- AbA o/cd Ticdr Jlo^2&r\M tA$ OtAAmed Jirf\ Ad-

cj Ad*- CAM-1 oCj&n jcAed CK *pioA/rr\ jmx TuzvJ AlcoJ (hz/Ulrcxxjd^ A\FNT) jfr\ AYs- ;

(AuAttcA Gourd" pce/tMiomA A A*de- aj^AcaA/t amd asfaxlAAd ’A-ow/P* ft.. j

P X'XHCt-YLltfr)t cdj/d- jyizJFnruJrtQSUj h&xjiFnft on AA*- yncAcar^

Ad*- cAdAddcA' CaunA JU*A/icJ2cA^ pd^rruMed AA*. TTicMFvk

%lMLj tmrArrfjj . ZjAl*- AA<Az TitA^ cAcAAm^cd j(*- A/mzAmM^ cj O^d/wM}

; tyndF&ry. "JAul (AdAAuA CtfU/it Jt&M&d Adsu. zHoul an xA

Adz cdfllAtccA~ CcwCA) /fud^jprrwnf/ (ynA cActAAn^d jAul A^gA^j cj jA*- 

\CocoAd acA*fY\ cj J&uterr<fi a. AAneddvi*) cAcAAn^t. <rr\ dA 

Ad*- $oiuso- CouaA cj <xdjy*eoAii tenckned AAl oFmALCcA' CousjAa acAdn t a*rd 

xAojd xA 'Touxb A^*A jtr% AY*- (te&sA A szduz Adx YaAm*- j^us- jb&yrCtiL QaAjud£\
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jbeccuuA- Ad /MoU' <Ul&rvt dr Ad TncAAr. ym^4cAieAA\..

...3JhA Cjeu/lA !>nX C£t/jd?qn*J ayouefAL^td^d. Wj&.gjf. .jjCk^ JaAcA. *jantfcAtAcrtnoA \ "

f=m </. £M£ hbmenCity fiawfctW. LfMLL£tMMp!&ll*&)lchmL«L_____
J/n CQTucIcie/rr^ dkd db~ d*r ^ori C&rf&A/r> db. /ZaA. 'Ic6d~t [pM/drtAAcAAcrxeJ^ 

Ad I-O^^CmmA<dd^eculd jyyffkfteJ cO- jlal/eJ\Ar C0TlAloAbn^ ffl&ozdertd

y4jyva o_y>^^^-y/ COM4 UtAocA TUocAA Tl&CcMrxnlAj Aoa*. TriCunAccAd <x cd^&wrf 

Qcedcrrrvc, 3d ^cuAuax <rr\ AdpcnA c^ Ad C&UnA ^stibAAezA /jJ&rih IH^A 

| djrwrd^mstd JZajJjt, 3d ^cg/dAry

COUrtA AtobtAeA /gj&vb oh&~prZ&i£W Jlitjhif jd/nntneJ1 errs QuAzAAjl* cr^ TlcA _AA<s- Adr

\<pecUK COAfcad HurtK.IL. CvwnQ’f. A^(Z)l^)A] /A yujuteA&cAurriaJf 11 (Qn appeoA 

Jdjflrs OJiyu&A AAof 2z^uAa C/mAltAArtri^ ArvU AA TJ vud cxrr\A Ccryvrxd ydt. 

Ju/u^eAicAuBT^J „

j (9^- arruJydoX cjtjjn&acA A &uAj/rA- TncAd- ja/zcbdkdinu Tnt/vurU)

i AdJddjfndd cSAAi\ tdu^mjL CcsunXAjarnridijAM i faiUdicd^^
| ?7&lZ^ ja C&yl&ir&J. Ay operzoAhsY^ Awt wSt Ay arA c/ Ab- ^cmAlzj cn Ay pict&AuA*-

| C}/ Ad Ccu*At Ik c&fvnd A*- octAd Ay cud o/ Ab- pariAAd, lA J&AUAdf %rv

I Can^cnAed Aft &d/ ^/ jA odd 9kA IjA3J^udncc Lof a. CcunA

| Jz/rt^AuAeAJ cUTlA&Aodzt Ad pcudcu/ocK AcAy&dn, omd j& Tied c^rn^nrouA. Ay Ab 

JtAucprA&r^ Ort. Ay ud p/LOCZeAcUZ£_d

S/P100 Seedi/yj & Sooi, Tnc., V. Hvrr\*n %jg/)/j Comrr\'r)j

&7S /V.W.aA W?, VS? (jowa.xon)
IcerijC&Jzr'-, leuta. Jau/ Ju-zAma rfb. o/^mmU. rfh CowiT) 

Ju/ApzA -tfil<xAd\ pjUtibcAudier\ dy J&p&aA^ oAdrxpujUh/rty af@t 

CQU/zd (XuAAteticjy d cud Jz&rr Add' J^Alt&Atcdtrr^ ,

)
J

At QtibcAkss <yi Tied db oAAAAcA/Mat- ad

i

\

!

}

i

i

!
I

• f

!
i !

!I

cund cAAneaAry
•!

> (X

J Courit dr /bz&rt- omd (JsdrtrfrSrJL c&SeJ of AA$~ pzenfinAX. cA&M d TttAtcA^ jAbx-



Mo Tick nme/uky fafa^nfaufar^ Cote- faf&n xsooujxy&yj faf^ Ca/faf

...iaMri/^, ... _2lMmjiL fat, Cafa hod bfafa ‘frifafay/^iAcfafar\ fafajki. A&r&. fafa~__
fafa COUAkt Jack* cufafafatj. 'jUld M Jtemetfornrt .... I

. Jlfaftned fa C*4 facA faJcuiUfacfan-- fa ffa. cMt . 'fy&COf&fa'---2cfaea* Mifarcklnp^^
JCU^Accfar^ jCdufai ^ 0/0 Jm^Ze/ivn&yfa fa cx COCutfa CU/fafa/faf C&r\ fa (fatofa fa-.-t'(jUMrjUL*

573 ti.UM XlOff-is(tov/o- nil)

Jtefrb&o COurvnck /teOA- fafa- Co4*.

V)

\ S>hrief s/. STofe,

JA%_ j/cfa&UtvnQ 44XC4X. (faifa^ZcroM Counfa GoMJb faxfa curuk Jlbcfatn^
fab- C&faicfabx^ facu A£0Ofzc£ryi fa*. /wfazeY* TOofafai ^cc/ufafa^^ ^MAu4 <&ufa&fay 

cfacfafapr^j jLsrs kfa Joio^-COU/fal * To 7e AWr/^e of Sfayltr, 55? ftWZA 7/ H. 3 

(lowc, nr))j 577vne \l. Al(v^;c»no, S&? HW7<A 7S/f tiZ-n (joWcK /m);

(ToMc\ /??$)jZn r<- AWr/e^e of En<j}tr} 537s /vw V 7V7, 7Vf-VT 

Z/nn County Shrift V* SfattVhk Court for L^n County) SiSf/wiA X%t%t-P>(fan*nel§- 

9/^2. v. Yocipfasit, 5£l/y/wu , 3?y-?5 (to<v^ jw \
STATE \/. pca/,v 5?/ 6% 6l$-il(> (Xowo^ Mf).
ST#rU \A Emery f CZt> ffWi*A Ufa HI’Ho (Tom/c^. 2pol) - 

Xn re EstoJ^ o-f FalK} £72. A/vflfa 7kS } Jt'f~7fo (lLov/<*_ Zoo3).
Kl’Cflk V» Sen Ten y 7TS /\/vv/T^ /3; /S' i^'T-OW<\ZooC). 

fiKfan t fin«njy -InbersMtc fotftr & LjfjhfC*>.t V- VucKekfj $£?, 875 H
AtC t/o/diOfl5f fa L C • V. Pav»3 Cctn/y of fyvtw, $&rfw%d 05.,. 3>M Z0/3).

Schog.Cz/ M, Ptfafbrt) fy/l f/WZA &%, ?3, /7./3 £p/s)
STo.Ee v/. Letsch-e^ /TvV^U %$o t £$6> (Tovsc^ XoUJ

l(53> (Towc^Zo/7)
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, ^(jLcnh fa

faonfy

Qcnfaj

fa acfa/ Ofafa
CA^\

c^lfa fafa cktfarfa £jdujfa aufacrtfaj



I Au/rjecf'- nfriorib^ JUnidjcETtirr^i omd, Ctd J&- COMA- oAcr TtedlL c/ka/L) CK CtkxMnryjL 

\ jE C/5c#ttfb coufy&ii2y Con A#- &\ QxMxmieJ ^ 2c&utf*J.

jCEfi- o&dAu&E CcuaE dn/F&A*£ ann cuxEAs2l^ cAoJEn^A

j JtedbirtU) $JL TttoeErvzM jMtct Auo- jywnT*- JLtfjx&k ^a-dcr. Jn &tr o&ctruj jtfh- 

\ c/fo&cf CoUaT at&JUtArvu) fo*- JZc/*- ^ pajiifars oHmkxCcJI^ omd dd me&si <i. 

CSYidsn*- a/r\d 'ZjdleAA HA, olldHiuH CoovzHj ckHccSyk, H^l J&euo Coun/ of 

c^peaM Mid xi ZatJ ferdi Azccuum HL. CouN
JUniAc6idter\. J&b

JZl^T Ho j&j/Mxl jy2o^(zdcc

•_....

J/r i HHl CA&L

OlcIoI^Mt^ /Hi'2UcJ

£n>
Cud lE) cAcUzn 'flZGZ&doJlo&y J^XCJZJ Junrr\ WO ev. 

cJoM cp 071A- M&p&ljkoiry C&nA&HEry j/T&t&Aenf CC5TUXR^\Ir^ <x

Ccmvt) Atdf£cT~-Jiuujc/Jedifo^, ~JJu MaHlrd' oime^oxA

JacJ jtJzcuAd *7l&t A*- Comcbn&d HAj CjouaH] and cAH&Hzd jJwu/d 

JZ&m/d%zAJ HAtH jMsl EAS < Wamddkt ^U<U j)/z&£c£ir^ c^/ jHjo

JLu;'
JE. THis Cou/rfs Decisions Defining THE Iegm %m . _

" SoBIECT-A\/<rrELfis Jl/RISDtcfTon " - AND THE Co^mPoFPlNG AuRvRkt

hPnGb/r Line Test Concerning H°ntuntsiicttonM Srf\TUTow . 
Tin\el Tmirs And CLhm tkocessing KuLes - GHouLD £>£_ 

^NfoRcmUE UPON THE STATES VIA THE US. CoNSTTTdrioN'S .
ZuPREAwcf CW5£; EulLEpzTH anp CftWiT CLmi) Privileges 

ANT) TfmONZTJzES THb SryrH A/NENDWENf, AND
THE ToUTTEentH Anend/aen^ Pkh/iueges MP TwAUh/T7r£S;

H&ufL fEoTEcrid//f AHV VHE P/ioceo PEpNTSToNS.
CMniOjE^aN^ JiuA- <x6 yuu4cilTomjtd MsmU^ it zmUjM 

(xcI/&kA&jusJI (QkjecEaM jEf t>_ TuA^Na ^tutUeATEinr- can ....
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yUMd/AAnaA O^ZcAry^ Cfrr\- J&bvi^n^ /le&udf Zb <x e^
cA£X^0~^j cA^dflnr^ JtA^errC/t* */!s/^L %AjZ&2- Usnrf&QSttsd 

C&)ydAftU&nc£j- /7V ^pnZnJt Ufa- JxW& dn JlZC&rJ~ CdM# & J&zXnfy Aarr^_

o/tA&jdtful../^. jd/c, /2i4*-

j?SL/Z/rr\ ^ fa(JL

ac^m/hxuAxAi .S'ztg/ui5 Atvl ^tl o&AzrrZziZnfj £ cAm^ **- >3^*^

JtbrrZAA>- ^ Hnht- jbrvyjMfl M 3 C&TVj/ZzM foj cA&l/^

J^joJuA jtb- JZuJi. JJ jU/tefafe&rdf OL&&d~ /^mK O- cAs/\-
kosf*- C&U&ftvzJf Counjfa jJkxjUo* Jn&J' jfib jzcJ&odcd- aJ 7knyitA*4d/bZZr>uJ

6.0/3).

J2£Aountz£- ouy^J, ca/r\

c^ ^Xsl Jzar*. *o4r 2tiaszd C^ pszc^joJb 

/ut^C ctdcfl&d ck Jl&xddy a&bft\b&s£b
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m czAvzacZe^*h SeJ&lfus V- A'bum fag*I 6W. Qtc} /SL(LbA-'iA bXJ, &Zfr

jbAx^X ^4 fyz. ^vu/ o^ j6h- jA/nd) Xrfy/trtct&JjL S^t^u^n y£rx

j/rio^j J2£Kk?nJ. J^x/i^X Zb #j- ^uX( cu^d C/zzdtf C&rxc&z^; ^ itGrfc
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cl(/A& *)/<xIoid£j OtfdiJ 'Ztrvh'J’ $J! JdUtM of J$cC&t J<f AZr^i/e.
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tyTlay yi&^ JZa/^joK ^(jl /^ZActico^ c^ ^4 Quve^^A

JsrWT,AUsVzAls Cjku&*~ Jy jk^Me&cZt.— A (X Coun/~ &&(&**zc£u

c*rye£«/: 11’tpv.Mt K fan.,JJOIbAXAlVlflV [/fto'
Z(Jc& jri&dyoef' f(J( fbdrh C/UZe^C/~

JO<jOlc&>^ , lA-s ^y^J* Jrs (prJL / je^ A/Z/rtc^/L€^ A/ &Ut/~

%Ut&' cio^Ac^oy ctct^Acru^ &ir*~ jbU ynjA&L an*A p&ifoys

y&r&uy^/ Jff JA- ^Ua/yfees ^x.
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AA AotAyzcA cr^ AA- jislAz^awA

po/lAej * CeorJi^u^^^ f A^rut c\. C&unAA Aotu^uA jfy AaJ ^uAyrm^Az
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