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QUESTION(S) PRESENTED

3 1. Pevixionec Numbly fequests this honorable Loust for an exercise ot

==

4 3.

W5 Supecwisory Powec oves Yoe lower Stote Couchs sMchoAi,B of
@ depaciuse Scom the &oeept ed b wswal Lousse ofF ;)U\A\'\c"\a.\
vcocee&'\ng)s N (egox&\s Yo the Aetision govecning Brayson Coun'sy
TaNs desal of actess Yo o law Lbcacy wwile Peditioner was
wowe&\r\\c} o6 e . | |

PeXitioner fow asks’ thok this onorable cousk exescise 43
Supesvisocy powes oves he lowes State cousts Sw\c,-k'\o/\’\(\f& of
Pexionec’s pecsono badk account at Chase Bank being Frozen or
PUX on Yol Loidthou ol woksconk | Subpeonc. 0F CoweY ordes being
leswed 05 pask of o (i Assek Forfeikuce Poceeding sk a\so
wikhout the Bank Account in question eves being \is¥rede on kny
hocment Yo be sezed o< Feozen.,

PeXiXionec Moves ok this Yonorable cousr exescise s Supe_w\wr\(
powes ovec the lower Stake Cowek's %fo\c'\"\()/\'\r\ﬁ of s dearal of

Pekvioness muwtiple Pro Se motions Sor Alswuery Wile SKM\A\*aAeous\\/
beang dented access o & law library While he was 960066()\'\'&6 oo Se
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[ ] All parties appear in the caption of the case on the cover page.
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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

[ 1 For cases from federal courts:

The opinion of the United States court of appeals appears at Appendix
the petition and is

to

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

The opinion of the United States district court appears at Appendix to

the petition and is

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[ 1 is unpublished.

[\’j/ 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,
' [\Z(has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,
[ 1 is unpublished.

The opinion of the {outx of Aceeals Fifth 0is¥eiek pf Texas ok Qal\as vt
appears at Appendix A=Ak to the petition and is

[ 1 reported at ; O,
[\ has been designated for pubhcatlon but is not yet reported; or,
[ 1 is unpublished.




JURISDICTION

[ 1 For cases from federal courts:

The date on which the United States Court of Appeals decided my case
was

[ ] 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

[ ] 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).

[V{ For cases from state courts:

The date on which the highest state court decided my case was i - 22-20\9 .
A copy of that decision appears at Appendix

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 1 Z-16-2019  (date) on 2-47- 2019 (date) in
Application No. 19_A 3(0

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



CONS‘UT\):Y\oN AL AND Swvmo&\( Prowvsions Taworveo

* WSCA AmenomenT 14 Section 13 Al pessons born of natucalized in fre (cked

SNekes, bl SWbiedk Yo the Psisdiction thereof, are citizens of the (ated States
ol of Ahe Stake whesein trey feside, No State shall make or enforce any laws tokich
S\ abﬁ\b\se, Ahe Vv'\v\\eges oS immunidies of the aited Staves) nor Shall ey Stake
degrive any person of Jike \ibesty, or property, Without due process of lacs® noc deny
0 ony person within #s Yanisdicion fhe equal protection of the laws.

Ackic\es Cived and or teFerenced’

e V5 LA Anendment B: The v-\g)\«* of the people o be Secuse ia their pessons,
Pouses, papers | Gad effecrs, Aaainst unceasonabie Searches o seizuses, Shall
oot be violatred. , Al Ao Wostanks Sholl isshe . buk Bpen probable (Ause, Supperted
by Oskn o5 afSismadion, aad poskicularly desccibiag the place Yo be searched, ard
Yhe pessons or '\\r\'\lxg)s Yo be seized..

* WA.C.A Amendment B No person shall be held o answer for o capita\, or

Otnesiuve infamons Crime, un\ess oa o presentment or ndictment oF o Grand Juey,
EXLEPY in Coses 0\Sing (A tre \and or nowal focces, 05 nFhe Mitia, When ia ackual
Secvice intime of War or puic c)w\g)er; nor Sha\ day person be Subjeck for the. Same.
orﬁ'ef\ce o be e PuX in ‘&eo\posbq oF \ﬁebr lmb: nor shall be compeled in ary criminal
(e Yo be o Liknes baginsk Wanseht, norbe depsed. of e, \ibesty or property
ikrouk Aue process of \aw; aor shall priveke. propesty be Yakea for public tse
Withouk :Bus’c LOMpenSation.

* WS.CA. Pmendment 31 Excesse bal shall not be cequived., nor exessive fines,
imposed | nor cruel o ausudl pusishments intlicked. .

3



CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS INVOLVED
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O TATEMENT 0F THE (ASE

= This Petition for a Wrik of Ceckiorash is for & decision sendeted by The
5U‘F“e""\@ Cousy oF Texss 1 o Gol Asset Forfeituse Case From ’&,\\Y 19,201
(5&6(\\"\/\6 tre Petixion For Rewiew in Case Number 19-0\E9.

- The isshes of o U.S.CA. Cp/\s'\ﬁwhona\ Amendment \'f_\ Procedus\ Due
Peocess gl ‘R\S\fﬁ' of Access o -m\-% iolotions toere ‘J?\cs& ceased on Appeal
n Conse Numbec 05-17-0\250- tu oux of the Couck of Appeals Fifth Otsteict
of Texas ok Oalas. The S D\é\c\&c passed on Fhese issues in a MEMOFBAd UM
Op.son pustished on V=2 2049,

T\f\e, Mmethod the V\(:)\\5c of actess to Courds WSLCA. Lonst AM@!\A\ \4 issue

e nosested Wos Fissk carsed in oo Qo A\, No. CU-\b- Wb\ 4 in the 397th
Dodnaaal Oistrick Cousk oF brayson Cow\*\i Texas oa \0-\7-2O\7, when
Pexikiones Shoked. Ne Covld Act obtoin o MoToA due Yo denia\ of access to
Cous*s, of o law \tbrary tonle onoee(kms Pro Se. Petitloner Hhea fsed the
Denla\ oF Awess issune on o Pro Se Diseck Appeal | Cing 6 w
violakion. The 5tn Owstrick p_o.ssaX on s issue by 6&&*\% Hne e\ coust
A Aok ecr gad Ahak Pekioner dd Aok Taise Fne issue ek W Gl Tlgkts
ere vis\oke in o Memorandum spnion published on [-2-2-2009 in Cause

Nunbes 05-17-01250- ¢V ouk of tue Cousk of Appeals Firtn Districk of Texas
or Oal\os,

The medrod Ahe demal of procedurel due process vidlation oas Frsk rased.
0. WS.CA Consk.Amend W violoXion, Wes &mu\b tcial gohen Peditloner
Sowj\r\*( Ao wceeze o Stozen Ohase Bonk accounty in Couse No. (U-ler \\6\,

A The 2974 Judice) Otk Cousk of ()(‘(L\(so/\ C,OM—\(\I Texas on [0-17-20\7,
The

exeLuX

we believed tne D.Ks fssertion thak @ Subpeoaa Loas lawofully
pak T the accouat wes &\fea&( wEozen., PeXitioner thea

Ly



coooed he Peocedura\ Oue Process isswe 6n 6 Peo Se diveck apped 5\’\0&)"/\3
e fuownk wes s\ Frozen and. Frok the subpeona didl not exist, The Sth
Diskeick pasoed. on AWis 1ssine. oy Shoing rak the Ao\ cousk b nok ack
beyord iK' Jarisdikion to order the auount to be frozen onde Fat becase
re Sake never Sougit forFerkuse ofF the account, the acconnt Aid act fall
Wlw Ahe Aol Cour¥'s Cortra\ and Faus, here Las no vidadion To revlew ia the
MEMO SN UM OPAAOA pubished. on \-22- 209 (n (suse Nusber 05-17-01250 -CV
i~ the (ousk of Pppesds Fikn Distsick of Texas ot Dallas.

" The metvod e Procedusd Oue Process WSLA. Const. Amend. WM vislation or
dena) of ()i\swvary WS Fisok tased tas A\k‘ms the Civ\ trial | Mo. Cu-16-ll6\ \ A
fre 3970 Judicad Diskeick Cous’s oF brayson Cousty, Texas on lo-17-207,
When PeXikioner se-Filed. o Motion Sor Oiscovery and sthoded e had. Filed
anover one beSore Aol as Lwell. The TS\A%& Kenied Ahe, mokion and stated
Aok Sinte the SXake s Yaey never Coce wed e pce—%v'@\ motion foc discovery,
™e pre-teial motion didk nok . exist. Pekiioner thea reased tne Oue Process
denio\ on direck appeal, restoding that e e o pre-trial motion Hhat Lt
Aok Nonoreh and Srak e Courk Wad ao basis Yo A,e,,\’\/ +he, motion he £iled. ia
Cousk. The SAh Oiskck ?assak on Hhs issue | S’ka&l:\g Petivioner faled o obteia
(o m\\'\g on Khe mofion ek c\se ik ot believe e £led e motion,

COAL\\MXV\& Ahock ?e)(\k'\of\e,v &\\(\ Ao Presecve Wnis wMP\oju\—& Sor appe\\cc\e, teulecd,
P\Lb\\s.\r\eb\' on V-12-20\9 in Loause Numbers 05-17-0\250-v

(n o Memocandum Opiaion
in Ahe Courk 05} P\PP%\S i D‘\s* Ay of Texas ak DaNas,

B A\\ ’hﬂb Vor‘hm\s o ’\‘\\?/ Ce,corbb c\%er& \hese GL‘)pe,ox (A APPer\\x /—81‘83
(MB\ e MQMDVCVJ\A\LM 09\!\'\0/\ in\uded. ia APP@\A\X .E\_\_:_&L




REASOMS Tor. (SRANTNG THE WRIT

:‘i&\)e‘\'\*ioner humbly requests his honorable Coust For an exercise
Of WS Supesvisory powes Oves the lower State Courts Sawk'\m\/\j
of o depastuce from the accepted and wswal cousse of yudicial
?mcee&'\r\gs " (egc@&é Yo the decision \csove,m'mg Grovyson Cannty

Jo\s denal of ocess Yo o \aw \\bcw‘\( whi\e Pe-\"\*'\or\e,r WeS

?(0066()5\1\5 oro Se.

Perkioner submirs that the lowes Stave Coust of Appeals erred
and Voleted. Rule VO(A) of The Rues of The Sugseme Coust of The
Wnded. Shures when ”h’\e\[ ovesculed Petitionec's issue of ()ra\/SOf\
County Juil's denad of acess Yo o \ow \beary Whie Petitioner was
poceeding Pro Se in s matler.

The evideace induded in Appendix ES=FI0  as wel\ as in
previouws briefs in the \lowec Stade Court's Secords L Show ek Petivioner
(epentedly tried Yo ossesy W Tight of auess to a \aw librory While he
Wos proceeding Yo Se. By ovessuling Petikioners 1ssue, the lower courts

denioXek foom previous preedents Ingr have coddifieh o Po Se
\‘\*‘\Sfu\h c\ch of BeLess o \esa\ mokeria\s, Cose \aws and o las \ibmcy
e incascesaied.. |
| Rule \D(A) of The Rudes of The Supreme loust of The United:
Croes . SYakes Thad when a violakien has occused " A (hnired, Stokes
CousX of Appeas s eateced @ decsion in (OATLGY with the, he.chslon
of anokher Uindtel Stakes Cousk oF Appeols on the Same imporant momed
NS decded an imporvant fedesal duestion in o wey Thek conflicks with a
decision oy & Stake Couskr of lask cesor’y ! or has S0 far depasted From

e ocepked and usual Cousse oF Gl proceedings, oF Senctioneds,
Sadn 0 devostuce by e lowes cour'r, as o call fov an exercise of This

b




COUSXS  SWpervisocy powes.” Pedioner Submins ek s honorable court
MusT feckity s violadion wamediotely \est ¥ berome Standosi proctice for
6n \nchseesoted f\A(X'\v‘\b\m\ 4o be deaied access fo o law Wbrary wohilst proceeding.
pro Se. »
Peocumier v, Maskinez | BE6 1.5, 396 U419, 9u S CH 1§00, \&\L; do A.EA.
2N 228 (1974) he\d.  The constkutional opasantee of due process of law has
as o corollasy the Sequirement thak prissness be afforded access o the courts
\n ordes to ()'\a\\exge, olaful convictions and Yo seek (edsess for vidlations
OF 4Aherr constituional CAGNTS - Re(\))\k\o:\'\ons and practices thet upustifiably
dbsteuck the gualabiliy of professional representation or other aspects of the
Clawr of access 1o the courts ase ivveld ! This Supeme Court precedent shaus
how tre lowesr Stode Courts denal of Petitioners issue of denal of access
Yo o \aw \'\bm.r\( ‘o oo To Se iacarcesated \‘\‘\iga/\* ‘s both lawful and iavald.
Bounds v. Smith, 430 IS, 817, 97 S.Gr U0\, 52 LEA24 72.(1977)
he\&, “ OQur detisions have Congistently ¢ 6(\\&\&5\ Srades Yo Shoulder afficmative
outagkons Yo assuse Al prisoners meaningful aucess to courks® This Supreme
Cousk \'\o\b\'\(\g exposes how dre lowes Stete Cousks Yailled Yo assuce Mecm'\@fu\
aucess Yo tne courks aa) o \aw Vbracy duting the (ourse oF these poceedings.
Mana v. Smidh |, 796 %.24 79,93 (5*?\ (,\r‘\%é) Stected. " Under M.\ the
(})OV&(/\M(’,/\‘\ \S ob\'\ga)(e& 4o prov\&e peisoners Wwith WQM’Q \ega\ Wbraries or
Adeouade a5 stane Fom persons feaned. ia Yhe \aor This pcew&er\% Show's
hots the, lowesr Skate Courks Saled Yo provide access Ho on adequake legel
| \\bmv\[ Yo perdioner &\m\f\\s e coucse of dhese pcoc,e,e,ck'\r\&s. |
Stctwb v Monge | 515 .28 W67 (Wk G 19097) neld. " Rught do measingful
0LLLSS Y0 Cousts 10s m??\'\c,a\o\e o ¢l SocTedtuse action aga‘ms* Prison [Amate.
.5, 0N Consk, Amend W This precedent establishes both how Ahe. Stode
Wes 05\%&*6& Yo provide N\eal\'xrgfu\ actess Ko Cousts 4o Petivioner dust ’\3

.



Yhese, ?roceﬁ()(\lxss ond. o estoblishes an Gueaue For edress | injunctive felief,
exusn o propesty Gnd &&Magés for 4the violofen ofF Petdioners Cuwil c'\ﬁ\r&s,

Steaub hel.,” Fuen i Stake Peison inmeke Was ast indigent and had
(L()\eqwc\’e; Sinoncidl tesouce s With wwion 4o 6MP\O\/ counse\ of Wis own choice,
Skike was under onstkutional ob\\sfﬁ'\o/\ 4o assist (amate in prepatation
cm& filing of Mem'«/\f)%m\ \%a\ papers by 9rov1A\A3 adequate libravies or
MU\W€, assistance From persons deined in law. BWS.CA. Const. Auend. \H™
Srcavh ok (W69 also states,” The State cannot force a pecson with Financial
Means, Who Would otheswise not hire a lawyer, to Wae o \aoyer because
of incascesotion, Qg Moge Yhon Hhe State cona ()ker\\{ atcess 4o on f/\[kge/\*,
We hasten Yo add thad we are ast %0\3\‘\/\3 ot an iamede Lotk the Sinancial
Means Yo Wite o lawyer Must be Fusnished o lawyer ot state expense. We
do not now speak oF representation, but access. The State May not bar
(utess Yo the Courts no matter Whodk form i ukilizes” These holdings in Stalab
Show how the lower State Cousts were Completely in violakisn by S&Ach('OAiAg
Denia\ of Acess 4o coucts Yo Petitioner ia earlier prooeeAl%s,

Rylod v. Shapwo | 708 7.24 967,972 (54 Gir, 1983) auoting Mclray v.
Moy \aak | 956 F24 \ 6 (Ut (e 1972) posed the auestion L 0F wonek que\ is

A Bbadad
% Yo dne ndAdua) 4o arm im Widn oo panoply OF constikutional V.‘S\Nks W, When

he Seeks 4p vindicke dhem, Fhe Courkroom con be hermetically sealed
agd\méfr him by & functionasy e, by tefusal or neg\ec\— impedes the %\‘\1\5 of
hio papers?™ Very clearly, the mulkdude of dened low Wbsary Coonests
Wnwolnde® oithia Ahis APPU\()\\X 0X ;E_5.:£\.9_\ demenstates this @Xack ‘*\{Pﬁ
of vicloXion oF denal of awess mentioned above.
Warcs V. Role , BUO £.24 315, 207(7Hh Gr. 1971) neld. ! Prison Authoriies
co\wbiked. from \A*e(?ex\r\b Wikh g oF actess Yo cousts: Onte agoing he

Moy denieh \aus Wbracy teauests included hete in Appendix f5-flo |

2



Showcases e verfect exompe of denal of acess to courts to o Pro Se
\\*’\5&/\'\.

Boddie v Srate of lonneckicidr, 4O\ LS. 371,380! 9\ S.¢k. 780,787,
L% LEN. 20 W3(197) staked " The Stade owes 4o eacn indiwidual thet process whick,
in l‘\g\t\* ot the volwes of o fee s0eky, an be chasackesized as due ) That precedent

0k 0F s very Couc oullines re minimum standasd. requiced. by the vasious causts
ko meek or madth When ik comes Ao unform processes and. gwdelines +Hheeof
e Wwese not met ia prior pcocee(kmﬁs A his Counse.

The Coush May now ask the question,” Had Hhis Peo Se ldigant been
ogasted. outess fo Ahe (onrt aad o viable law Wory, would anyihing have possibly
been diifeert? Aside From the wgﬂx\zab\e, injunctive felief| sexusn of p@peﬁy /
&ad possible damages owosded. as pack of o YL WS.CA 81983 civil ”(‘)"‘3‘5 laim
Uader the skandark of Steaub v, Monge \ thak ou\h be g)e,r\emckeé\ sndec this
blocont denmal of actess o cousks, there are cectuin Texas (ases that apply
to. e case o Woad thak wowd have been iawked hadk Petitioner been ng‘fef}\
The acess thak he was deated.

foc exomple,, Pekkiones (ould Mwe invoked o, “Double Teopacdy defense

85 Ahe popesty o be. Sorfered. Luos Seized. oftes a triminal dscest ondh subsequest
ol Whese The Peiriones wos sentenced o fime in the Texas Depactment of

(< minal 3\&5%\66.\ e—ﬂ—tec—\\ve\\/ Se,\z'v:[) the property 6s wel\ as Ser\c)\\rg |
peXikiones Yo prson. Oy \)e,r%rM'ms both oF these ackions | the Stete of
Texes oadfor the Agents aking in hier power punished petitioner Awice for

Ane Stme Oxfﬁf\S&,
Nopyen v, Stade | 9257 S.0.24 297 (App. 1 Drisk. Tex, 1996) e\, When

| Convrodoond. s wsed in exatk otfense S\Lbj;\ec-\' to eximinal proseciction, Sefzuse,
aadh Forkeikute of contraband. acrises Foom " Same. Offense ) Sy o\mb\e,seopavd\\,
PuEposes.” The tae Shows how Pelitiones cow\d. have, ZMM&A'\OC\’QKY demonshrrked.

9



& Oouble Jeopasdy violaxion exphatly peo hibived by the Fifth Amedment and
Opotcable 4o the Stectes ~\‘mov5\(\ Ave Foucteert Amendment of +he Daded States
Constiuion, had e aok loeen demed. acess o o law Worary Lonle Pcou:etk'mé
R0 Se.

Ex Yaske Av\zo_\ 9\3 S.W.24 S, 934 3.00. %4 393(Ap§>. 3 Oist. Tx, 1995)
cxaXe s, “Forferuse of \awfully owned. property under Texas Torfertuce Statce

Conskdnies . Punishment S for pusposes of double jeopacdy (ause.” One aqain,
anothes (05e thak Petitioner would Wave used ad he been granted Access to the
Couxks While proce,ec)x\(ﬁ Pro Se.. |

Rod Pekikiones beea ojven Yre. Acess Yo e Cousts he sougns wiile
?roceec\)img Poo Se, he coud have invoked. o hegal Sudhcieney o Evidence cralenge
o Xne forferkure ?rocecd'\%s _as e Stae explidtly staded, thak ... Le're noy
ap\ng YD puk 0Ny evideace thak the Mercedes was purchased With il\agak
?socw\s N (KR.')”Q.?:) This stakement Shows that not only Aid the Stade. no¥
v any infention of producing evdenr of oL Aexws o Substantial comection
between the property in ouestion o '\\\ei;\a\ actiuiy, but also sholos hoto the
ﬁ%mke, Wl no evidence whaksoeves oF w nexus of the propecty be,\/\Lo) purthosed
(TRt }\\e,b()\\ proteeds,
877,058,941 WS, Cuscency v Stoke of Texas | 30 51034 580 (Aep. 6
Otk T 2000) hell.,” Evidente wns \egal] instdicient Fhak money Aistovered ia
vemde dodmoak wes driving wis Wsed. oc inkended. Yo be usede tn Commission
0 Ay cehoded. Felony or ok i wos the. proceeds Srom sudn aelony, ok
Fhus, Ane Money was Aot subyeck Yo fosferture| There Wos no direck evdence
Connecking money o sole or possession of narcotnes  aad fack thak money wes
Sound near o conkcolled substane ik Aok establish, by tseldy nexus bettoeen
(isu.0y money 6a0- dsugy den\, mor positve alest by dsug detection Aog)\ Sronding
plone , Lonshrerke euldence o money Was used. in Comection with o drug deal.

\O



This \'\o\&\ngs woold. have been insusmountable aad vikal o Petthioners defense
e Lok have been invoxed had the Stade not denied Wim actess 4o e
law \ibracy.

ﬁ“}\ 05%, 84 (n .S, Custency v, Stucte of Texas, 30 S.00.34 580 (APP- b
Ot Tx. 2000) 2o e\, Fuen if Frial court dis believed claimants explanation
oF Souste of Money Found in veride he waus driving , the State foiled 1o provide
B nexus between the money ond. o dsug celaked. Felony! Anecetore, the trial
Cousk couldh not infes tha evea 5 clamoant wes l\,’\/\g , The money hed o be
wrended for wse i a &rue) felony or was proceeds desived from Sud a
$elony | dh Hhus, Money was not subjeck Fo forfertuce ™ Oace more, this
\r\o\c\\ng That cold have beer used by Petitioner, had he had acess fo a law
\\brm\h Lould hove been on aveaue o dispute the Stukes enfice case,
| B 4,192 . Stote of Texas | 944 $.w.24 24 (App. 6 Dist Tx 1997) held.,

"€ \ude, musst prove | (n Sorfertuce pvowe&\(\g (Ahek poobable couse exists for
Deizing propesiy, Gnd Aha there s @ substaxtiol oanection or Aexus between
propesty 0Adk "\\eﬁ&\ ac’ﬁ\)l’(\[;\ Spuss v. Sate of Texus, €50 5.0 24, él\(/’fpp.
(L 0. Tx. 1993) stakes, "Ta contested forfeituce Wooee,A'ms . State must
es'obion \ink o nexus bekween property {o be Coketed andh Stotutocily
efinede criminal &LJV‘\\)‘\’V\, T Money of WS, in Amounk of 88,500 v State of
Texas , 774 50020 788 App U Disk. T, 1989) stacked. " T ordeer for cash+o
be Socfeded | Shode, musk establish Lk or nexus between cash ande (rmiaal
BUXURy ™ These 3 holdims Shote ‘e fromewosk for & possible viable defense
ek wes dened do Peldioner bewuse o the, Deaval of Acess o a law [l()mr\/'
To concinsion, Peteioner humbly requests Fhat this honorable (outt
BonY s petikion for (erkiorart for the compelling (eason thadt aother Unicked
Shaes Couck oF Appeals has decded. an imporkant federal question Hct 1s 11
CONFlick i otver Applicable dedisions oux of thls very couck for Denial of

Access Yo o P Se \\*‘\g)wev.

|



A0 Perdiones now 65Ks thek A honotable Cousk exescise 45 Supervisary
sowes over the lowes Stade (ousk’s Sanckiomng of Petioners persoal
bank. auounk ok Cwase Bank being $rozen or put on hold without «
(oastonk, Subpeona. oF Cousk order a5 park of & Clu\ Asset forfeiture
proceeding and plso without the Bank Account in Question ever
being \isted oa any dotument Yo be seized or frozen.

Pekikioner submis hak the lower Stode Cousk of Appeals erred and
violaked Rule \o(A) of The Rwes oF The Supeme Couck of The (nited Stades,
tohea ’\‘r\eq aveirwled Peditioness iwue of a Cvi\ R\g)‘(\‘\s ord. Due Process
vio\eXion, Lhea Hhe Stee of Texas drwze peitioner's personal bamk acount
ok Ohase Bank withouk the Accouny ever being listed on any document fo be
seieed of Frozen, fever obrained o Subpeona. to Freeze the decowt ard lied
on Ahe feorh abouk executing o non-existent Subpeona .

Nowhese on the ek s fhere ony mention of Petitionec's bank LLONRY
ey fozen se\zed oF 5@5«.60:\’&(\. Howeues | Fhe head Districr Avorney
6 Grayson Countyy Joseph 0. Brown, Wos well awase of the ho\d on Petitioners
bonk Loy, AY RR.9-24, Me Brown shodes, “We execuved. & Subpeona
Sor Wo Boank Acconk tecords badk wnen ¥ happened (Yie}e(r'm\cj dolve arresy ),
orde Qb Aot move Socaad with SNy 6 Seizuse on s Lok Ao, Ak
W\ Mc. Geown 6\oo Sod “As S a5 Tm awere, the 6fFicer Saldk
Wowes densed Saucly GWKly trereadter,” Once QoA cefe(ri ngy 4o the accoumt.
The Lowrks interpretodion of Festimony abouct Mo, GeConk Loas Summesized.
ok RR 22 tonese :Su&se, Beon Gasy se\d They ore, Say'vg s ot
frozen. T donx Kaow. They are not eying Yo seize your baak accownt.”
Wikimadely, ol of these shokemenss ae now Krown Yo be false,

Tre document Som Yre Grayson Counky Otstrict Cled<s ffice,

i



tonvoned. hewe ox Appendix E1 | Swows that Aheis office does not ewen
haue o Seastn WOSTork ot coust ordes to Freeze tne personal bank dccount
o Ohose Boak, |

The \eflers sent 4o Pettioner by Chose Gank | contained hetein at
Appendix FL,F3 y Shows that Chase Bark Anemselves do not have and
have never had o subpesna or Coust order 4o freeze | Seize or Sesce@c&c
655exs ok Pheir Fnancial institution. |

The peintosS From Petitiones’s onine account activiry at Chase Bank,
enclosed Wete ok Appendix _FH Inows ot e awount was SN
’?YO‘LBI\ well a%*e,r D.A. Growr\ 54\’09(6& Ry \'\&A bee/\ unfrozen. Tha \c“ers
Som Ohase Gank ot Appendix FEF2 Also coafirm thak Petitioness
ok accowdk wes SE\ Ssozen, despe D.A. Brown's Statement Yhat
Wwes trozea oad Judge Brian Gary’s order 04 (0-17-20\7 Yo vafreeze
e ecounk.

The Skate of Terds Wilized Actide 59 of The Texas (ode of Crimine
Proceduse Yo proceed Wit the A;5€f\’ Torfeikuce nearings. Acricle 59\%()
of The Texas (rmned (ode of Proceduse Speaks as Yo the Necessary ste.ps
&{\c)\ a(};\ow Yo freeze, Seize oOF segmgo&e assets in o finaacial institution
GShec obkalalng & Seizuse Lascany issned. onder Chapter \3 of The Texas
Code oF (rninal Procedure t “Tamediately on Service of the seizuse
WasTpak, the (egu\o&eck Cnoncial instirudion shall fake action as
netesstsy o Senfearte the GLLOWRY o assets ond oo\ provide evideace
CerkSied. by on otfices of Yhe instetution, oF thetems ond amoust of- the
AUk OF & deXxaled nverstory oF the assets o the peace officer 6erul.r\fj
the LutroaX, ;EXCCP)( as otherwise \)rov\&e& by Anis Asxicle | & Fransaction

i‘/\uo\u'mg) AN 0Lount or assetrs, other than the deposik ot seinvestment
ot whece st D{\\)’\(XQA(XS‘ OF other nowv\oA\\{ (el r'\r\s ?A\(Meﬁ‘\ﬁ on the acount
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or 0595e XS AhoX Ao Aot involve distribuion OF proceeAs +o the cuner, is
Aot puxtrosized tnless approved by the Cousk thel (ssued the seizure
Wossast or, f & SorFeituse action hos been instituted | the Court in Which
Fhox action 15 pen (X’mg)f This Shows Now o seizuce Wwastany Was Necessasy 1o
fceeze of Wl Ane dcownt or evea nspect the ir\vex\‘\'or\( of the account. As
W\ seoson woarsanks ase public information in Texas and must be made
avaloble Yo the pudic For nspection ‘H’\COU\g\’\ the issuing Mas‘\ strate desk’s
ottice, the Stcke's inabilitry Yo produce the order of Subpeona examplifies
oo +V?"L&\ Wt Amendment Procedusa Oue Process violation as well as a
UL WS.CA. & 1983 V\o\o&\o)\ as Lell.
furthesmore | the \ower Stake Cousts opinion, Locitten by Justice
Fein Nowe\l on Jonuasy L2nd | A0\ and. pub\'\s\'\eéu in the Court of Appeals
5t Oetelcx of Texas ot Da\\as\ hod o g\w\rxs estos (;o/\JrrosY Yo WS own
twes. Acticle 59\% (,C) of The Texos (odes of Ceiminal Procedure ex'p\'«c\‘r\Y
Zxires thot one o Sorkedruce ackion Nos been iastivuted, the Coust ia Lhich
e okion s ?ex\d'ms has Ho approve bu\y actions on the acconnt in question.
Thus, While the excuse thek the Coust A not seex Sorfeituce of the account
Moy in Some eyes exonerske the actions imdertaien 4o Freeze the acouat,
\k\*\Mo.*e,\\‘ O.A. Browns Gdmission thak he or Ws office execuded the non-existut
WotsanY means Phat the Cusrent ru\\'\q\s Lous -\w/\/\\m\\Y has \‘Sw'\sd\c’x'\w\
Dves Ahe Frozea acconnt o (hase Bank .
Dwstice Nowells opinion thot ‘H'«e,te, wus no evideace the Frial cousk

aoved beyond s jurisdiction 1o ocder the acounk Stozen oas also conteary
Yo cleasy establisned psackices and Tulings. As Ahere 1s no tasrant oA File
evher o the Disheick (lexKs office in Groyson (ovsty nor ot (nase Bank

Hedauasters | i¥s evident thok tne Sade did ack beyond theks jusisdiction
Yo Sreeze PetNoness bonk atount. Ina fact, this situekion Wewld be the
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exoX dekindion of M"('\'\g beyond thens S\u'\sd\\ ction GAd begs the question of
how the atount wes Srozen 1a the First place ithout the oas cant.,
Eck’(ex\}(mg v. Loudon . 263 V,S\&PP,QA lo43 (2003> held |, “Tna oder

Yo shike o §\9%3 Aeim For deprivation of P[oper*y Without due Process,
Pl nXEE must show (s) Thot they have o constiruckionally pm’(ec*e& property
nXesest ol («'\)' Thet '\'hey have beea denied. or (lepv\vﬁi oF thak irterest by
Stoke ackion, See, Boasd of Reaents v. Roth, 92 S.CH. 270\0971) and.
Stone v. bww |, 355 £.24 167 (1938)" The interest of petitioner ja the decoust,
5 Ak (%15 s named aount aad misuse by o 3ed parky is liable nnder
Crimina) ackion. The deprwvetion by Stake Action was defined b\( 0.A. Brown's
aOMIS51 04 Fhok Wis o¥fice execuked the Freeze o5 ok by & nan-existent
Hulpeonc , |

As the lower Cousts ave (,o/dk/\uos\\/ passed. the buck or sanctioned
these ackions by the Stake, Petivioner is now calling for this honorable coust
o intercede and cleas up the esors and departuces Fron yustice that have
exsXed Yor Yoo \o%. The il\ega\\y *ozen bank account and the perjucy
CommXked, BY D.A Brown on dhe tecord create a ungue scenasio, particularly
When Combined. Lotth the, fack dhod the bank atcount is sH\ Frozen 4o +his
Aoy , |

Pedifioner's \auk of auess do Wi own baak account, despite the acount

Not being \isted for seizuse | impeded not only his defease o this Civil Asset
?OT'?&'\*uce, ?cooea&\ns\ but wso s defense. Yo Wis Crvimina Gose . Access *o “H%
aLounk wonld have helpeh (odh Wis bond, Wi attorney, legol makerials
CoMMS5GarY Money (A 3&\\ and telephone minutes. This lack of access also
Sevetely (ncreased. Pekidiones's pain aad. su??ec'ms o e\ and also 3eo]>arcl'\ zed
W lega\ defense.
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PeXitioner asks this honorable (ousk Yo Find Fhat the lower Couct
excede unen they ovescled this issue and. 6sks the Cousk Yo Aaw sustain
Anis 1soue dad Ceshify ook Ahe Stede violaked Petitioners Civil r\e}\«*s when
Iney £roze Wi bank duounk withouk o wartand | \ied on the e about
e WasanY aad foled Yo udreeze the aount wke}\ directed Yo by the

fb‘u\&&e, .

L. PetiYioner moves that this honorable Coust exercise its Supervisory
power oves the lowes Hede Louct's Sar\c\'sorx'u:s of the deniad of
Petitioners multiple Pro Se l_\'\crho/\s for Olscovery While. 8imubtznesusly
being dened access Yo o law lbrny while he wes Procaa\\as Pro Se

PeXitioner Subomirs thak the lower Soke Coust of Appeals esred and.
violaked Rle \0(A) 65 The Rules oF The Supreme (ousk of The mited States
Lohen they ovestuled. Petitioners Mutiple. Pro Se Motions o distovery, Littile
%’\MV\\*&(\wus\\{ be\f\g demved auess to e laws hbrar\/ while he iwes Prom{‘":j Pro
e

Oespixe beiney dened auess Yo o \ad Vbrasy, Petidioner asserks he
ST\ M&l\agc& Yo File & Motion For discovery. It is the lowes Cousk's opinion
tha Pekvtioner never Filed any motions for discouesy, because no mstion appesss
0n the secocd 0ad thak Since Petitioner never obtained o w\‘mg on The motion |
PeXitioner Toiled 4o preserve s complantt for appellate review. This is an
nstance of "He sad | She sead) here uaX\\a\\\k\( Andh evdence must be
we\g\r\e& and Q\AA&&A\ \9\( o honocable (oust.
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Yekitioner points nows 4o Appendix F1 | Lhere +ne record Shows
ok Ane  Districk Clerk's office in bGrayson County does not have the
Subspeona ek 0.A.GBrown asserts Wi office obtained aak executed  see
RR.9-24 Q'D‘L‘" Petixiones Ponts 4o the letter from Chase Bank thet proves no
Swopeons. exasts ia their Tiles ot APpe,nA\x_F_zlfi_\ OALL QOGN Aasprow\j O.A.
Ocoan's assection of obtaining ¢ Subpeona. . The \etter from Chase Gonk at
Appendic 263 also proves DA Brown's dssection at RR. 9-15 thek the
holk Weas se\eased &\reaAy is fuloe, &5 the lettes stakes that the accoust
Wes sl Scozen or on Wo\d on the Dake of the leffer, 1-19-2019 ard 2-27-208.
These ponts ‘and Ahe evidence prove Yhat the Prosecution hadk no quedms of
hesvrotion abouk \\,'\,\5 on the tewrde ia (eﬁcu-& Yo & moerial potker.
YeAdioner o\ aow show the fecosds in all the Coause Numbers +ied
1o fris il Madter Linere e has proceeded Po Se ond Fled mulrple
Succe s¥u\ Motons onde entise br'\e:FS\‘ Lause Number Qi-\'?v O\250-CV {n the
Cousk 0F Appeals Fifin Dstrick of Texas ot Dal\as, Cause Number 19-0189
in the Supceme Lousk of Texps. Peditioner wil o show e Filed Wis own
PeXiron Yor Dwscretionary Review gad Wos successtully gmr\'\'e& W For the
Crimnn\ Case Yied Ao s madtter ok POR Number E_D_,l'_l}_é‘—-\fi‘ in the
Coming Couck oF Appeals in the Stede of Texas. These fecords dhow thox
oY only does Petikioner Basp how o fle o brief, buk a\so howto sicresstully

Fle motions and the opesaion oF law.,

The dotments ot Appe,r\A\x F5 ‘H\(‘ou&\'\ Awemi\x Fl10 Show
e Pelitiones Wes dened duess 4o o law \\bmr\/ while procea&'\r\s Pro Se (a
this medtes, oo blakany Bounds v, Smith violation. Thus, Petitiones ?eﬁcofMeA\
o\l of W \“5‘1\ fesean OA these iShoremerdioned. Causes oukside his time spent
N C,()'UU\)(\( ;\a\\.
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TheseSote , e Yo dhe Lies On the Tecord perpetrsted by the State
pad o\ the evidene ontained Lokhin this Appendix andh the sewords (a the
pffocementioned foked Lause numbers | Ahs (ourt canot Frust the State’s
pssestions AheX Pettioner never filed o motion For distouecy . \Je,w (,\e,ac\\(\
PerXioner arasps the rudimentary founduction and. operations of law adh ls
WeN vessed in Mowo Sile | even as an uckrained Pro Se layman in the laws,

Ths conek must welgh he L(@A;B\\\Jc\/ ot the opposirxj pac*\es in &5aré\ ‘o
’\‘\f\‘&'\f Aspude. on Lonether or not & discovery motion Las Fled beore trial 6%.1,\,

Thee Was Ao feason aivea by Tudge Brion Gary as 4o cony he denied
('XlSLO\)em{. The prosgcuc\\(m ()\\&r\o'\’ ohpose cX\swuar\/» The Prose,ou‘\'w/\ Merc\\/
e Yo hard, pver the Siles on thewr desk and allow Pefitianer Ho feview the arest
DUO for & scant Fewo howss. Pekitiones sougnt o see i the State actually had
& nexus by preok of 6 substantial Comection between the property To be forfeited
o ‘\\\ef)a,\ actviry. O.A. Brotn shoked ot RR.7-23 *l‘ha:\'t/'&..‘ We're. not going o
PY 0A dny evidente Thot the Mercedes s puschased with illegal proceeds, The
tase W\ proceed on the Facks thek ¥ was used In Yhe Cousse of e Felany

dswoy Fransachion? WHimekely, the State Yo a0 evidence oF G nexus oF Crimingl
kivity ol e property Yo be Sorfeired, NOT A the State display day evidence
6% o Selony deuay Fronsuckion or delivery o & Bl party- Oiscovery o no distovery,
Ane Stote coul not have me o l%a,\ ot fackue sufficiency of evidence stondasd
wWixhouwk ook oF a nexus of criming au\'\\,\*\f onk Yhe propecty 1o be SorSered or
evdence of o felony drug Fransaction md delivesy o o 3rd. pocty -

Tansomesican Nokuas\ Gas Corp- v. Powell g1\ S.03.24 9\3(’(&.\%\5 hdd\,
"We ceview i) Loust's actions denying Akswvev\/ £oc on abuse of disceekion ™
‘399{\# Two Thicly Nine Joink Venture , 185 S.L0.34 1SO (Tex. 2004 hed," A
Ao\ Cousk abuses s Asceion Whea it feaches o Becision SO arbiteary and

wntessonable 65 Yo amount Yo 6 Clear aad prejudicial estor oF Lo In the
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Cose oX handy Yo oia\ Cowk abused W's Aiseretion by aot only Aeay'\f\j A'\scovery
Brbieacily bk oleo by m&ev\r\s the property Yo be Forfeded. Whithout proot of a
AeXUS OF Lriminal atkuity ond the propecty or evidence of o Feka Awﬁ
Tronsaskion and dekwvery Yo o Brd Pary, See | Byisr v. State of Texas ,
UL WAL 24 (APP- 6 Ois\. Tex, \9‘)7)" Stede. Must prove | in forfeituce Proceeo('mﬂ\
That probuble Canse exists Tor seizing property, dnd That There is o Substantial
Lonnection of nexus between property ondk \l\e,sa\ activity and. ﬁﬁgoo v. Scte
of Texas, 774 0024 7¢¢ (App. |4 Disk. Tex. 19%9)," Ta ordes for tash o be
Sorfeed, Stute must establion link or Aexus besween cash and Criminal activity.”
?0((}\ MoYor Lompary v. Lastillo, 277 S0.3d 656 (Texas-ﬁl()m) stacted. “A
party is not cequiced 4o Aemonsteare the viability of defenses befoce i+ 15 |
entitled o eonduck distovery. Rathes, & pocty May obtain discovery € cgard\'\nﬂ
ony matker toak is act privileaed oud 15 celevoat 1o the subieck matter of the

‘?eJ\(X\/\ij actions. Tex. Rules. (il Poceduce 192.3, The ?hmsa," Relevant 4o the
Ao allow the li%iﬁ&rﬁs +o obtain the

Subjyect metter.” is o be l‘\beml\\( Construed.
Fulest | K"Dw\ﬂfige oF the facks andl issues Prkor‘b Fevals This \’lo\A'\/tlj demonstrates
how the Avial cousk coude nedher (anoce Petitioner's pre-trial motion for A"“"V@‘i
noc deny Wim Aistovery Ta (ous. |
Iades dre Diked Stares Fedecs) Rules oF Criminad Proceduce Rule Vo
PeXtiones wos Q/\\\\'/ entiiled. Yo (X\sw\;u\{. Law\e he \ower (ousts hose o
 believe the Shake's contention thak Petiriones never fled & motion for
‘dstovery before Arial | he Stade never actualy opposed the Discovery Motion

Whle, in Al The denwa\ of Discovery sests So\e\\/ upon the Arial court’s shoulders
e Snou\d. be seuviewed. Sor an abuse oF disuetion,
Vackes v. Shede | 745 S0.24 394 [’Iex App. Houwston [\ Oist.) (938) Soked

“No ONe | ader day Cireumstones | Snoud be deprved of ay ¢ '\5\’\)" given im by
the \aws of Hus Sade , nd ony prousion oF ous [CCPE has been overlooked.
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O d\smﬁ“a‘e&\ V| i the Cemetest Aﬁc@(ee,\  cowd have been Nurdful or Narmdul
to the peszon on Acial, Ahe verdict Should be set aside . He was o Fignt 1o be
Feled n auotdance Wikn cules 6ad. Forms of Lo ande & Hhis sort of teial is ngt
itorded Wim he has 6 vight o mplain aad 4o Fhis Complaint we will always
Gwe o Gientive eas.” This \,r\o\b(mS applies Yo the ase at hand. as all of
PexXiones's aftempts ok pre-teial motions toere either \3;\0&3& or 6\0%&& oues by
dne Shokes assestion thek Pekikiones foiled o Rle | yet somehows has filed.
every othes Motion 0atime ad i Compliaate Loth fule of lac.

The A\ Courts ahjeck denwa\ o Petifiones's motion for discovery
Wikhouk thyme or teason 0n the tecord dud Finding trat tre Stutte Las gronted.

e fsets ia question witheuk GAY ACXUS beXrtoeen the proper*\/ and ll\%ﬂ"k\
MJ{‘UWY‘ ks the exact defindion of oa abuse of discretion dad Petttionet
(equests thax Mo honotable Cousk sustain this issihe @ad Teverse the
o creet dedision of the lower coust



