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6% stuales of Prosecudon expert. | :
" The Distriok Courl witlially wiaCenstrned wy Ackuol mnocent claim .For a
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The Cornplete Record Bhaws that Cowngel did not orden +he Prosecuder +0'produce o
Likness Btatement, Counsgel had o chiligahionte westgale an Withesses,whe may have infermohion
Concerning vy guitt OF Innocence « Coungel $ailed ‘e inveshgate -the e

, 0 WitnesSeS who had Volid,
onddrue mlormedionNecesSdany to exclude Counts Q032 From the fedorn) ndickment « '

The fachs andrecond Anow thok the duwo Witnesses (M Sorthaindo and, M- Fermoll he are algo

+hedwo Vickms of #32% Mt WQQSeu\g Swern mthein one oina enly 8tedement ever made . That 44\%9

_C,ov\\ax not howve ‘\e)tem\—‘&j any one. ofthe ‘Hm”e& magked men ,m'/ohc robbed them ot ganpoint,
At trtal the Prodecudon asked MT'SQN\N“)A © and M, Fernol)is *hey Cowa idenhfy anyone nthe
Courtroom', Mr. Ferpoll 8aid "Neo he Cond net."and My.8ohaindo gaia ¢ He Hine i+ Could be me "
When yow lool o Hhe Hoo Witneases Swern SMl—emv’\-\-)O\Y\J\w\\GA- the Lo+

. ety 4o at fnjal,
Next- ‘o Whod the PRosecurersd adsSertion W"S.@"‘—'e’a“b‘* al Q"“) You Coudd\ Clean Wy Sec the

Proedecuters 08sentens was \f\eo.\"scxy « Jurigt of reason ,('lov?\c\ Cometothe Co Ncludion Yhet
FThe prosecidiers agsertions wag not accurale and #8 Wis asSertions Carvoded the Values
of due Process ok ¥ae Wearing.

The misConduct Commited bﬁ +the Geverniment added with ™"y Count
OPpented Counsgels envong Prevented Yhe Tackua) develop '

. ment of the Vi . The
mertts of the Cackual dispude were Not resowed ol the heayﬁvlg ANAT Sheuld
ded 0N SECTQQES ) .
\,(’j\e:‘l\bm granted of vorven AASES hearing ever ™Y actual mnecent
AV

The Disteiek Court abuged 1+5 digcvecdion Yo deny me o SECT nass hwiv\g) over

vy Ackus) Trwnecent Claim .

P by +ke,$wosecw\o(‘,iswlmm>
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10 Show end Preve vy PowiS. Without my rial e ansripls T willhe impossivle’ to Shoyj
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86 T was ferced e use the Unwanted Alkernavive ond net argue my Aetua
Wnocent defense for @xcusing Procedaral deLaukt. .. When Jou Look ot [Dix. No. 338

- abg8-13] please do nok be Confused on I +ny to ake Sense of it ot al, Whet i3
Very neticeable ,i8 that. T Was evey Whelmed by the Cincumstances given
o AR Chef Judge Finch was my +rial ang denkenting Tudae and besere e Cound
Feviews Wy §17 5% Wetrien ow et o\\wem\(n\g ,Tude)e Fneh rebfived. So ™y
Lile was hended 6ver Yo the New Chef Judge Leras, N\f\o Whandedthe Silete
Magigtnate Judge Cannene Jost off of theface of ry File, or okt e the
Cenplere fie . Tidge Cannon CoUANat heve Concld@ively negate the JFC\C;‘\-%M\
Predicate assented by me,0r decide I T 008 entife 1o o Felie . tuhen the
Facks was net fully di;\/e\ ;ed Yonad A—heér < wode ounot Palpadly Inerediole o
One Mudt underston : . ¢
Srivetous ov false cloim of Ackual Trmocence and Buch & Claim ‘“VC‘Vi A
Substoniial Showing that Conghitutional erver has c:msed *\%e, Conwvictian
OfF @n Wwnocent Person.and Yo be credible Such a Claim requives Pedtoner
o dupport g 6l \eaotions o Congtitultenal erren Lotk @vidence old and New

[(Becdchiug VDG .
SECT:]QQSS Rule 7 Anould have Provided a Convenient method allowin qMe
4o add accle ode AnaCx cdibe nformes on 1o ™y ‘Q’%\Q(I OY‘QQY\QAWQ,D‘\S‘\-Y\“\ o
Court fon my Hnial transeriphs And was derfed access)

BECTAASS Ruleg BYo1es thod the Districk Court Tudge must review the - -
angwer, Gy Hronseripts, Gna recends of priov Proceedings and an 'Y Matena)
Submited Lindex Bule M 4o dedermine tohethen G\V\eL\r\‘\nﬁ S wWarvyente 4 C1+ 8
Covicus That the Distwiet Count dedermined thok ahearing Laas noy necessny
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o Prove an actuan mnocent Clofm one must Sugport he allegations of ermer
wWith evidence , Under 32255 vale T T Should have been Provided an Qvenue that
Would heve allowed me to Collect VA and accurale. inerma: 0 from my dntal
Pronsorighs +o addto My e that Loowd have Supported vy allegotions thot
Conshilurional evpey has cauded the Convichon of an ivmocent Penson({That
avenue w : ] ‘ . )
e \r\c\c)\(i\foé\f&ot\c When T wag de,mee} Qecess to @v\e, KmeAe_Wa\ -QQQ).S> My J(‘V‘O\h&c,f"l?‘\s .
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Fhe WKe\inoed of vrelied wn o Wabeos Corpus Case iS Velated Vo the feg N, thecelere
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Henerable Jusitee Judges of the LS. dupreme Court. Please donot Zoom
Poss Wy Valid peints o o o Which 18 g 18 a about vy actual ocent Claim
v $9055 motien o Vatode [akhNo 28] Gndithe actual mnocent doctnine
regures that the petivionee Sugport Tra allegariens of Conahrudional € vyer
Ui newd @vidence » Undex 3chlug V.Delo the Stondard Yequives the Count Yo
MaKe \ts determinadion off of Al of the evidence old and News, and their
13 NO Way Hossblethat the lower Courts Mmade 18 dererminadion fetime
bare vy 2a55 motien off of all of the exidence old ond New because my
ACkua) TNno Cent Claim wos Ner fully developed ot the me of Hhe detorminadion
(“\j Clowm S Not &R\ Q-\,\\\:) de,VeAOQQA 36@ : ,
T T Cowld net Sy develope ana ongue AR actuol innocent claam because
he Diatrick Court hag Yhe Mmokreriol facks Yo Provethe merits of my tnnecent
Clasm Yo be Frue and Corveck, Bnd will net allow me GCCesS te the Valld and
Complere Accurate fatks by dexxmgmg moXions for discevery and Sor a hearing
over Yhe moatter ax igdue . The D& 1t Courts denlal Closed +Hhe AVenue +3
The evidence e cefSany Yo Prove Why the Behlvg Gorerdey Sheuldepen cp
Yo YL s ee Fer Yeadons Heyond ™y Contyol T Coud net 8&'\' ‘C'éne\c\ of the Lacts Cgee |
EXbIF A B) « o o - Wit Despect Yow else con - prove y daim of actualinnecence
(e, oy o¥her Way ‘8 Sor Jehovato Come down and 8how You Thed T o teling

e T u@rB

Honerable Jushee ex®
f o 3 Loheyr T o & » :
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3 X
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not CondweX O\\:\obeo@f \\:i—(«\\"\\f\ V\?‘:‘OY\E)S ‘.,‘-\ni Perroner QeeXs Your Preoteron

Cernediol atxen Yo v\SQ.S. augreme County.
aiven by lewd Froen The T cskthe LS. Bupreme Countto Please

ok T 6 8\veﬂ Lo ‘\’Y‘ﬁ,oé—me;ﬁ\- 0-“— +he
opporiuniy to gorher ON ot the @vidence.
By remanding Sov avidentiory hearing
o Yo procedusal defaut,

Judges \Q gow:\us* ook, \JJouu L\ ee oma underatand
\oaning $o youe

a8 Yig ercer. TP

do not M t
Process. Pleoge Allows Me O Four

Thed the Dishrick Count )‘{S holdin oy
on Perhioners ‘achio) wnoceny detens

@P\OL\F\\D <5> SU&I‘SG—Q* Modter Soxrigdiction
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The lower Count hogfeiled Yo reachthe proSecuderial miscondudk Claim,
TS 1530 W Wk T oo 03N e the .S, dupreme, Cowrd ‘o ukyject
Yo Colladreral eview 1S ¢ Substonhial greund not previously Presented
and Shewld et ge X ignored , buk T Proy 1 adjudicaied on The MRS
and if ignored LI FESWY n & Wi8Carmage of Suetice.

Their Can be N6 argument that T did net Molke a prosdecudonial

risconduek Cleim ON My el 2255 Wotion . ThS Proseciderial
Yiscenduet Cleim 13 Alge a Aukyect matterurisdietion cladm,
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- W\§5+q\r\‘(¥\‘5\§) 'Hno%h’r Fhat '\41, T had Claim jusy Pralecurorial "iscenduct @en ™y 3905
™Mokion-that would have been Aufficient enoughte &:&9\5}&8\\ alse o, Subject maer
Jansdichon Claim under the P oSec»&ev\*\q\ widconduct glahwaBCCQuSel have to argue
the both claims Simultanee ualy 8ince thetwo claim are terrelated Lot Qachether, and
Sinee they ore so rerreloded v ™y C,e\&e-H-\e:a Can be Presented tnder One claim. 1
NOW Fealize that 1S notthe case . T am 8orrny for the unovrhodoy APl OpPYoach, ¢
am "¢ lowsyen ond s Oves whelmed by ol +hig Cemplex legel Lo LeoriCy « -« Buk Please do
no‘\_ \gnore the }:&C;\r Hot the Districk caurd Lailed 4o maxe ArUling 6N My Prosecutora)l
;:\o\izonduﬁ. Clegm Af“d T havetried o 8evers) Himes e o Qmend My intlal 2055
G\xv*i&:\\?ficzv:k \2\\“3 g+¥mj 'PIV\OS%%P“ v\ rriscondact dam,.\ Was also & 3uject madter
L8, Vit g O My Tegal mail Lo ned AN I+ fram Vivginta bacicto the

B Virgin Island 8+ crd MeBeceiuse Aroung +he. Same Hme. Harricane v oA
M&w(q hao LQ\'{\{) Up en ‘H\e,ISlOma\ CCMLS&&J i1 4o not , . ’:Y\e\ e‘m‘
. The mail MaKe g destination.
(Bec Dict Mo 3336k ] whichis not my aulk o ARp. Courts fauatt, |
Nevertheless my New claim |18 FThodt The Districk conrd (ocked Jurisdiction

Yo enter dudgmen-\-@)\/er‘ CourniQ ’AQL-\} 2) on the Federol indi c\—mn%%e\\-l veceived en
August £,1999 . Such erver Vielales +he U8, Constitudion and laws 68+the Unhed Rede.

TheDistrick Court obtain 8uth jurisdickion Through Fravdulent acts Cemmited &y
The praecuser.The Prosecudor was allewed +o Fallacy nfermakion 4o get Connts Ao-al
0dded on Yo the Federal Mnaickent, Gnd them he used the Same two Counts Which
Was tnder Pinerton Yo $ind me. guitly on all of Yhe other Counts (- 1D Hhet wag
Under pinkecten also., . - |
The Prosecuten IKnews exacu.}) Whot he Wad dO‘“S) belove e dld i+ He Kinewo the.
Televant ‘gO\C,\’S be;(lowc he Chooge) ‘o malce up '?‘Q\%H-& abouk me. Yo the. Gr W\AJ\M‘j and
~Hhe Court, Big lie Went an $he. tWay Yo the WS, Bupreme Courte The prosecuder Knew
the fatks, Heltnew that often 8ep Q3 1993 ond belore. Sep, 3% Q9% thexthe both Viekimg
of #3238 Mt Pleasant My 8orhaindo and M. Ferroll had bath made Suworin Statements
Vegarding lohat they 8aw and heard the Right that Yhey Llas Vobbed by +hree masked
™Men, They both declared that they Could nothave Possibly identify ang one 0f +he
Three masked men Wik Cebbed ond bead them Gasi8 Wnportant4Sinaw Tho Hhe
‘Hhree ConCevn Citizeng also +old the deteckh: veg ‘Hhott Hhey Sawy Delrey 'Jo%\a)? ,Juon
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