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QUESTION(S) PRESENTED

1) WHETHER ASSIGNED CouraeL(s) WERE, AT A9y P10t FROM INCEPTION- CONCLUSION OF CASE-
W- CHIER, INEFFETTIVE OF ASHISTANCE IN VICLATION OF L™ AMENDMENT (U»S.COMST.)?

) WHETHER ASRENED CounseL. (M. kaex OKAN) VIOLFTED CODE OF ETHICS AND PROFESS-
1ONAL. CONDUCT —"THUS, RRERTING A QONFUICT OF INTEREST — WHEN HE BEFRIEN0ED CompLm-
NANT (18 INSTRNT CHSE) AND MET AND SPOKE WITH HER OUTSIDE OF CRURT, ALLOWING SU el To
EFFECT HIS PERFORMANCE IN THIS CASE REPRESENTIVG DEFENDANT, IN FURTHER VIOLATION oF
L™ AmenDmensT?

3)  WHETHER M. KIRK OKAN,, OEFENSE COUVSEL.y WAS INEFFECTIVE OF 855

STANCE AT AW
OR BVERY PART OF TRIAL , pnp o) APPERL.To LS. C. A

19 INVIOLATio0 OF 6™ Amanomaut ?
H)  WHETHER m. KR OKRY'S FRAILLKRE “To CommuniesTe AND MOVISE DEFENDAVT, ESprtiA-

LN WHeN) WS.C.A. 155ueDd 178 OpINICNS oN DEFENDANT'S APPERL L-monTHS AGO AND HE FRI-

LED To NeTFy Him ¢R PPN HIM WITH DcCuments , onsTrivTes INEFFETTIVE OF ASSISTANTE ~

3 WHETHER  GoverumenT PROVED BENOND A RERSOMABLE DoUBT Thg * KNOWing" ITATUS,

——

POSSESSION 9 JURISDITTION, FIRERRM ELEMENTS oF 92R- G-1L, IN DIGHT OF THIS CourT?S
(50TUS) DEUISICN MD OPINION 1N, RENME ¥. 1.3, 139 3, ¢T. 2191 2 (2019)

b) WHETHER. SENTENUNG COURT GAVE 1M pRopER. ()'uﬂ\' INSTRUCTIONS 7
7)) WHETHER SenTenTNG LudT’S RuunG WAS 1MPROPER To ALLOW LOMPLANIRNT To INV-

OKE 5™ AMEND. PRVILEGE (RGAINST SELE-WCRIminATION) AND RETUSE TO TESTIFY § AND SUBIE0W-
ENTLY, DETLARE AND 15SUE AN UNAVMLABLE WITNESS CHARGE 5 IN VICLATION OF DUE PAgesS
AND CONFRONTRTION CLaudeS (L™ AND STH/M™ amenDmenTs,) ?

9)  WAETHER SENTeNUNG COURT'S RUUNG To ADIT ITo TRIAL THE 411-CALL OF CompLammT
K> ROMISBLE HERRSK o AS K PRESATT- SENSE/EKCITED UTIERMNCE EXCEPTION 5 WAS 1M pRopeR
AND 1N VIOLETION CF DUE PRICESS AND (onFRONSTATION CLAUSES —— WHICH WAS —THE ONLN
WOULPIFTORY “eEVI(ENTE" 0PFeRED AY GovernmenT 7

q) WHETHER. 3eTENCING CoukT!s Ruuivg NET "To ADMIT INTO “TRIAL A RECORDED CALL

! | £)HER STRTEMENSTS AND
2 LIWMIT ~To U.S. KTIORIEY'S OFFI CE RECATING (RS FALSE)
m“‘é g‘*ﬁg‘fﬁ THE Ql-CALIL 9 WAS impﬂopm AND VIOLRTION OF DUE PROCESS /@mw
ﬁu&t’s, AND ISTERESTS OF JUSTICE —— A5 1T WA EXCULYATORY EVIDENCE, ALBETT NS



QUESTION(S) PRESENTED
10)  WHETHER SESTENUNG CoulT WhS YMPRPER IN IT'S BUESTIONING THE JuRY

QURING VOIR DIRE WHEN 1T comes “To CNMES/OFFEN&E& 9 ANO THUS , posrmoninvg
“THE JURORS o DSTDE TOR THEMSELVES IF THEY CouLD MAKE A FRIR AND UNBIASED JuD&-

P
MeNT : u:mnopm\l
1) WHETHER SENTENULT CourT LERD -SWAYED THE jury or winesses 2

17)  WHETHER SENTENUNG CourT MIA0PeRL FRMLED To CoNDUCT HERRINGS (E.6. EviDenTi-
Ry 3 SWESSIoN , ETC,) BEFORE OR QURING TRIAL § OR OUTSIOE THE JRESENTE OF THE Jury ?

13)  WHETHER SENTENUNG CouRT OR GCVERNMENT WhAS 1MPRLPER WHEN IT DEUDED NOT
To GRANT IMMUATTY “To COMPLAMNANT AND HMWE HER TBSTIFY REGARDING THE Qil-(ALL

AND SUBSEBUENT RECANTRTION CALL”

1) WHETHER SENTENUNG CoulT WAS IMIRopER. OR. FALED TO CONDUET A DNR EVIDEN-

TIRRY HERRINT, (omsmé PRESENCE OF \URY AND Perre ADMITING To JuRy DR EVIDENTE
MEVT BAPERT W ITNESS TESTIMONY THAT DA ANALYSIS CANMOT

Foll. DISQUTE)y 0ESPITE GoverRvmenT &xp TS T Aslurr oo

PROVE How A DEPENDANT'S DNA GETS ON AN — VR

\§)  WMETHER KTF AGENT'S CoLLECTING DNR BUCRL ShimpLe Wpor) ARRET AND Booking
S A VIOLATION OF DEFENDANT'D QeHTS (Be. DUE PROLSS , FELF- INTRIPINATION 5 €7C.) WHEN

wh 10 -

HE WimAly] ReRISED TO suppuy ONA Skmpif AND k:e«.m :}:;)T I\:’;ﬁls\/ bm ngﬂ

QUESTIONING OR EVIDENCE COULECTING seean” (FTF No’ (ouay

1) WHETHER 3ENTENTING COURT IMOROPERLY mffo PEFeNDANT To 6o To TRIAL wTTH

M\ KVRI OKAN 3 VIBLHTING PeFeNDANT S RIGHTS -

1) WHETHER SENTENUNG COURT WAS IMPLoER or FAILED To RULE ON DFF:E)NDMTS

MOTICND (E.e,. MISTRIAL , NEW mm,,Auoe.mmr oF Atourml ,Su{I{lﬂESsmr\),mc,) ;

15)  WHETHER YuRy SELECTION WAS IMproperd AT A:\] POINT ) ESPECIALLY Wen fuRy B3

OEPNTTRY AND CLERRLY NOT OF DeFENDANT'S PeERS |

19)  WHETMER SENTENUNG CoURT VIOLATED OEFENDANT'S RIGHTS By gHOWEVER JRIEFLY 4 ORDERING
“THKT HE pRoleeD PRO~5E WITHOUT HmM INVOKING HIS &m Ammobman'r TO SELF~ RepresenTaTion,
AND FURTHER EXCLUOING TIME FOR THIS JURPOSE pURSUANT To Speedy TRIAL AT (sTa) , Crive “iv e

. 3 ] D
INTERESTS CF Jusnce‘, IN VICLATION OF HIS $.T.B. JConSTrumanl RIGHTS?




€2 VT WAS IMPROPER. AND/OR VIoLFTED AgpaianT 'S RIGHTS FOR COUAT

INTO EV0ENTE AND TRIAL AN AUEGED SPONTANEOUS STATEMENT THAT WAS
B el ReST By Appmm'r«——-mstzwm EVIDENTIARY HEpRiNG 7

Ly MpOE AT THE TIME oF AR ‘
A:éz&ggulmfa MPPEUANT WAS PROPERLN IDERTIRED PRICR 0R urivg fﬂocw/mgg ,V%T?
QUESTION(S) PRESENTED 5

)  WHETHER SeNTENUNG CoudT WhS IMPROPER AND VIOLATED GEFENDANT'S RIGHTS WHEN,
KT THE LOMULWBION OF TRIRL PND FoR THE PuRoseS oF SENTENUN G, DEFENDANT iNVoKeD
WS (5™ Amand,) QAIGHT T0 SeLF- REPRBSENTATION AND WAS DENIED 7

a)  WHETHER BEMTENCING COWET VIOLATED DEFENDANT'S 5.T.A./CoNSTITUTIONAL R1GHTS
(puasunm’ To SfeedY TrinL AC:F) FOR APUSE AND EXCESSIVE EXCLUSIONS OF TIME, CLaimNG
W N “THE INTERESTS OF pusTice™ ?

23)  WHEER SavTENUNG WukT WhS ImplogeR D DID NoT (omMrT HARMUESS £R2OR,

BY MUwING ¢ KT IM-HOUR (LAST Mamer)y AUSA MICHREL FeLicemra To APJEME M Be gres-
ENT AT TRIM- o AND “TO UTGRTE FoR THE GOVERMMENT , WHEN HE /GoverumensT FAILED To
FILE M*nma,\’ NOTUE OF VOIR DIRE 5 PARMCULARLY OF IT'S INTENT —To UTIUTE Augh FeLle TRy
AT TRIAL g CompLeTEL] N VicLaTion ND INCOmPUANCE OF (ourer's FRETIAL ORDET. ?
92) WHETHER. COURT ¢R GOVERNMENT FMLED T2 LomoLy WITH “THE TIME LimrTs
SET-FORTH IN STT-A. 3 INWUDING ¢ BUT NGT LIMITED TO FALUNG To INDICT DEFENDANT
WYTHIN 20-DmYS 7
) WHETHER SENTENUNG COURT®S RUUNG o APPL Y- poINT ENHANCIMENT FOR
W HOSTRGE THANG " — WHEN) DEFENDANT WhS NEVER. CHARGED WITH SUcH Al OFENSE —
WAS IMpRopeR
29)  WHEWO SENTAVUNT, COURT'S QUGS 0N DEFENDRAT'S ORJECTIONS (£

D
Y ,*mngac.) WAS 1MPROpER |
) WHETHER YT WAS ‘\Mf)ﬂOVEﬂ FOR. (OUT ~TO SENTENCE “THE DEFENDANT OVER

W16 SETENGING GUIDEUNES 7

51)  WHETHER SENTENTIVG CoURT ABUSED TT'S DISCEETION fhutHority ANID VIOLATED.
! ,)RGHT 70 DAIL , HOLDING HIM IN CUSTODY SOME™ J-YRS, PRIOR

DEFNDMIT'S (57 AmenD. )R m%&meéa]j D b ¥

T TAN_— AND pRE‘)\,\Q\(L\Né Hi y .

2%) WHETHER. A5S 16VED CouNSEL'S (m kK OKA\/‘) SudmissioN) oF only ONE 15SUE

/£ OF ASSISTAUCE 2
G11-CALL) FoR MOPERL WAS INEFFECTIL )
(;;m amemaip cpoutr AND KTFE AGENT HAD SUPRUENT pROBABLE CAuSE o FILE Compl-

. D
MISTy 155UE AN ARREST WARRANT, AND ARREST DEFENOANT = €

¥ 30) WHeTH




LIST OF PARTIES

MAII parties appear in the caption of the case on the cover page.

[ 1 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,

‘ =NSE COUVSEL NEVER

OPINIONS BELOW A%z?é)w?)cmnmﬁ"wiﬁ A”

OpivieN Wwas KeNfERED BY USS.C. A, (8D ().
MoREOVER , (ouNSEL NEVER JLOVIDED AN DOC-
The opinion of the United States court of appeals appears at Appendix to
the petition and is UMENTS To DEFE-
[ ] reported at ; or, NOANT AS TOTHE
[ ] has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or, Op}NION’ ﬂng@@

[ 1 is unpublished. &Y U3, CA.

M For cases from federal courts:

The 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,
[ ] 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

[ 1 reported at ; Or,
[ ] has been designated 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 » OF,
[ ] has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,
[ 1 is unpublished.




JURISDICTION

[% For cases from federal courts:

The date on Whic the United States Court of Appeals decided my case
was ON @ Ul cY-05/2019

m No petition for rehearing was timely filed in my case,

[ ] A timely petition for rehearing was denied by the United States Court of
Appeals on the following date: , and a copy of the
order denying rehearing appears at Appendix

[ 1 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. 8. 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

[ 1 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 STATUTORY PROVISIONS INVOLVED
;) qgg.\l G-L (m—ms , POSSESSION WASDIETION,, Firenrm ELEMENTS ),
%) QIGHT AGRINST SEF INCRIMINRTION -

L) PGHT TO AN ATIORNEY AND/OR SELF-RepreseNTATIon.
5) QAT TO EFFECTIVE ASSISTAN (B OF COUNSEL -

) QGHT To A FMR AND yusT TRIAL .
1) QEHT To jury OF JEERS.
§) QEHT To BAIL /CRUEL UNuBUAL .

| PRoESS -
q) RGHT 10 bue | ) _
10)) FEPERAL RULES OF &VID. AND CRIMINAL WOCCDU/Z(, ,

M) RIGHT TO ConreonT D CROSS~EXAMINE ACUSER..



¥ CompLmnmsT NoR DEFENDAUT TeSTIFED AT TRIAL. .

| STATEMENT OF THE CASE
THE ApIaLmvT wnd FORMALLY ACCUIED IN TTHE UNYTED STRTES DISTRICT Wv-r(wow),

CITN OF GUFPMLO, BY INDICTMENT FILED ON AUGUST &7, 2015 WHIH CHARGES ONE

COUNT 0F VIOUETING 15 U.3.C. 38 922(&)[1) AND 92 (A)(3) s FELON IN possess-

Lo OF FARERRM , ToGeTHER WiTH A FORFETTURE ALLEGKTION . TTHE SUBECT
METTER. OF CounT-4 19 A SMITH & wesson) MODEL ML 4 55T mm RIFLE , PER—

AING SERIN NUMDER V0O .
HERE WERE No MOTIOND FILED PUWESUANT o RULE 1R OF F.R. CR.Q . BY ANY OF THE
U-5" CouNsELS oF RECORD FOR TTHE M)pa,bﬂm N DISTRLET COURT, A MOTION 1N LImVE WBS
FILED By THE PEPENSE ON DECEMEER Ty A0l (A~16S ET 5£Q.) WHItH ADPRESSES EVIDENTIARY

OF TUE DpPEmL. (s, A2) . ORAL BRGUMENT WAS HELD 0N “THE DEFENSE

153U wfé‘\}:cr |
METION IN_LymvE 0N JRuuwAd a1y 2017 (A-277 ET SBQ.) , THE D15TR) T CowrT RULED THET
)
THERE WAS B BB3IS TO pOmIT THE 911-CALL INTO EVIDAARE AS BOTH A ?;gg 6ENSE M-
RESSION P EXUTED UTTERAVTE  PURSURNT “TO FRe 3% F03 (1) AND 003«
EMMENTED ON JANuBRY 30y 2017 —WITH

THE JuRy TR OF THE GENERAL \55uUE
NG ARGUMENT CommMENTIVG ON THE 31STy AND THE TRIAL CoNCL~

\uRy SELECTION — OpEM)
UDING ON FEBRUARY g 20177, THE GoverWmMenT WhD k%zsa)’)ﬂ? AT TR
(MCHAEL ). ADLER o 0. AND MICHAEL- 0. EeLiCETTA 3 ESQ. “THE (RSE AGENT, SERTED AT THE
PROSETUTION THELE QUAING “THE TRIAML g WAS KTF AENT RODERT GRUNDER .

“THE MELLANT WRS REPRESENTED KT TRIAL BY M. KIRKC OKAN 5 WHO CONTINUED AEPRESH-
TATION ON piferl “To~THE WS 4. (20UR.), THE DEFENDAIUT WA FOUND ﬁulcr\/ON‘rHé
4nGLE-CoupaT INDICTMENT 8Y JURY VERDICT RENDERED ON FEBRUARY 2, X017, (AIS

~EEDICT Form) AT SEUTENTLE ON M 11580115 THE o ELLANT WHS SENTEVCED TO A
“TR-MonTH perio0 oF \NTARCERATION y A-YRS i JERI0D OF SUPERVISED RELEPSE 3 AND A 2100

gpeCiAL AssEsSMENT. TTHERE ARE NO (p-DEFENDANTS iN THIS case, # |

A “TIMELY NOTICE OF APPERL Wi FILED ON VUNE | 2017T WITH THE CLERK op_g;u&-r
IN THe U.S.DE- (WDM\/). AN AppenL BRIEF WA £1LeD ON OR ABOUT w&us;@ﬂ;ﬁagtioemm
M. QLK LR W ITH THE U.S.CiA. (2D QIR.) ON OR ABOUT ppriL- MAY 019, ‘)s ol
s peARVED By THE WS:CA. ON AMGUST 93,901q9appamm):ugp wﬂ'H:mg U A A
S0 SpTomMPeR Q42019 APPELANT 'S pLERDIVGS AND DOCUMENTS WERE ML

SuOpLEMENT BRIEF ON \
aurz/{)rl‘iRNED 0 RIM BY THE WS.CiA. g WHom ADVISED THAT HIS Agpent. WpS UOSED- i, Kk oKy
By THE U3 1Ca

NEVEL AOVISED APPELLANT TTHAT AN OpIMION HAD HEEN HANDED Down
—>



STATEMENT OF THE CASE
“TE U.8,C. A (20 GIR.) AFFIEMED THE JUBEMENT OF THE LOWER GURT IN OR -

ABOUST APRIL=MAY 9019 — 30ME Y-5 MONTHS BERRE APPELLANT ACTUBLLY
peECAME AwRlE OF 1T, M. KIRK OKAN HAS NOT—AND DOES NOT — Communicare”
OR. ADVISE™ ApPPELLANT *AS TO TTHE STATUS OR PROGIESS OF HIS CASE . M. KR
OKAN ONLY BuBMrTTED ONE I55UE (T1-CALL) For AppEmL.- Review!. Counsel*
INEPFECTIVENERS 13 A SUBJECT OF THIS WRIT OF CERTIORAR] WHICH AgpausmT
HI> PREPARED ON H13 QN ACCORD WITHOUT HELP FROM ANY ATIORIEY Nog,
P ONE |

| MELLANT Now gETITIoNS FOR A WRIT OF CERTIORAR] ForTHIS HONM-
MAILE CouRT To ReEviEW HI3 CASE IN IT’S ENTIRET — AS HE AppeBld
FROM ALL AND BVERY PART OF TTHE JUOGMENT, ConVICTION ; SENTENTE AND

p ‘.;Ngi;\_g PE NOTED THRT THE U/$.C.A. (30 CIR.) DID NOT NOTIFY

A OELLANT

— wogmenT OF TWE U.S:C. A UNTIL
DD NoT HEtome AWARE OF THE AL\DCJWI

\ KTTEmPTED <To FILE A SUPPLEMENT
BER QAU o 2019, WHEN HE KTTEMPTED” - H A
%E@q%:o w%g u s.ci,l\. AND 1T WAY RETURNED 70 Him WITH
DREYr |

5S¢ - CLOSED NOTICE . APPELANT APFIEMS THIS UNDER PENALTY OF
CAdE -
‘)EKA\'“Q\\'



THE U.S.C. A, HAS NOT ONLY ENTERED A DEUISION IN CONFUCT WYTH THE

5100 OF ANOTHER US.C.A. ONTTHE SAME IMORTART MATER , 1T HAS DECIDED
RELEVAST QEUSIONS OF THIS CoulT.

REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION
NOT 0NN To SwsmiT To THIS HONORABLE COURT FoR peview

T EVERY SWGNIFCANT GROUND AND 1SSUE y CONSTITUTIONAL AD
PROVISIONAL- , ANSED HEREIN ; BUT To MSO FurTHeR THE
INTERESTS 0OF AU,ST)CQ, TO CORRELT ALL 1IN USTICES , AND 11y
LOING S0 5 UPHOLDING “THE™ CONSTITUTION OF THE UNTTED
STRTES OF AMERICA, MOST IMPORTANTLY] y APJELLANT MR-
NTRINS H1S INNOBENCE WITHIN TTHE FoREe0ING PPocsaD-
INGY s D PROULNMS THRT HE 15 BEING, ConVIGTED AND

SPrARINTION ARE. FLAWED D ERROVEDUS AND M{;V oy
O REVIBWED, AD REIEF OBTAINED THEREFFOL, s
HONORMLE QOURT,  APPELLMIT HAD )MEHZE(:W(; gg@gs S
SL -TAROUGHOUT THIS ENTIRE PROCEED! S5
?“;%\Q OTHERWISE, “THE QESU%QE\':\T}THIS QQOOEELDWB@
WAULD eTery b :
z@ﬁ»m&m lﬁswwﬂ PRANS THIT THI3

HONORNALE (OURCT ST HIS WRIT YOR CELTIORARI .

&E‘épzcmluy SubmrmeD



CONCLUSION

The petition for a writ of certiorari should be granted.

Respectfully submitted,

&
Date: 70/ 2 5/ /9




