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QUESTION(S) PRESENTED

The case at hand is a business
dispute >~ransformed info a cciminal
case; ALL guto vepair sheps ate —>
MANDATED 00— COMPLY with
California’s auto repaic ~LAWS/ The
auto (epair shap in this case >FALLE)
Too COMPLY with Califernia’s auto
repaic LANS S

\/\QUJ can peﬁﬂmer be charaed oc
convicted for KOBBERY when =, the
MANDATED auto repaid LANS. 9884,16
and 9884.9;CONFLIC TS and TNVALLDATES
the ELEMENTS of ROBBERY, SpeciFicall
forces the auto repair shop too FORFEIT
their FOSSESSTON and PROPERTY INTERESTS
for par‘ts, Jabor and autherizo fion contra C‘I’? )

®

Yow ceme efitionec has been —
ConVicted with the USE of DECEIVING
and TAINTED festimeny @

How come +he MANDATED auto repair
LAWS were NOT_APPLTED af— pefitioner’s
trial P |




QUESTION(S) PRESENTED

Under Habeas Gorpus, can +his
Court+ take NOTICE of a previous
UNconstitutional ERROR having a Y.
Substantial injurious £FFECT?tnd RIGHTS

Under Habeas Corpus, when a
pro. pef. ocisonec with DILTIGENCE
and CAUSE 71as DISCOVERED NEW
EVIDENCE; and has COMPLIED
with ALL — STm“e/ Federal LAWS and
RULES governin /*F'f/f”jS For
NEW ENVT DENCE 3 why |5 petitioner
being BENTED habeas Corpys review 7
* (you GOT +o SEE +hi5)) ‘
Sl s ama W T
In the State of California, can aufe repair
shops operate an TLLEGAL PUSINESS;
+hat LURES customers in for Services,
and a business PISPUTE ENSUES
because O{: 5€FV§C€5; con an aute repa,’f
Shop use CRIMINAL THREATS and
DISPLAY FIREARMS Too ENFORCE. an
TLLEGAL PENEFTT of LTEN Vg
¥
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IN THE

SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES

PETITION FOR WRIT OF 2.25 Lié HAPBEAS CORPUS
Petitioner respectfully prays that a Writ of HHBEHS 3 ‘ro \S H OW CAUS E be ISSUED.

OPINIONS BELOW

P/] For cases from federal courts:

The opinion of the United States court of appeals appears at POQ es )’0_-& to
the petition and is

‘p‘l reported at QS&;FF lq - 72-57"' , or,

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[ ] is unpublished.

The opinion of the United States district court appears at E)( . B to
the petition and is '

Dé.reported at CG&# ov 07"165 B’DOC _(@“)_; or,

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[ ] is unpublished.

D/] For cases from state courts:

The opinion of the highest state court to review the merits appears at
.Pa 9@5 y to the petition and is

$ reported at case H $2562 6! ; or,

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

[ is unpublished. |

e i ~ /
The opinion of the STA IE APPEALS
appears at E X, : to the petition and is
M reported at case # p | 74549 ; or,
[ ] has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,
T is unpublished. '

court




JURISDICTION

&r_ »
N{ For cases from federal courts: | ﬁ KE l\/O T_IC E-
SOURTNRN R R

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

w No petition for rehearing was timely filed in my case.

[ ] A timely petition for rehearmg 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. S. C. §1254(1)@
Petitioner’s FORMIZ,and CRDER DENING
are at Pef. pgs. 10~ Ib/ This petition in its

ENTIRE SUBSTANCE was Attached with FORM 123
1/ - CLERRLY +the DENIAL /S TNADEQUATE]
]

For cases from state courts: W/nq KE NOTICE.‘»
AR

The date on which the highest state court demded my case was 9-11-19
A copy of that decision appears at Pe‘f' pg s, 1-8

[ ] 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 g'ranted
to and including (date) on (date) in
Application No. A

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

APPLICABLE +o ABovE! California CourTs and
Federal Courfs have ESTABLISHED CLEAR
EXCEPTICNAL CIRCUMSTANCES that fequire
HABEAS REVIEW] NEW EVIDENCE]




LIST OF PARTIES

PA All 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:



PLEASE COMPLETE THE FOLLOWING: (Check appropriate number)

This giftition concerns:
1. a conviction and/or sentence.

RELATED CASES

2. prison discipline.
3. [ aparole problem.
4. [ other.

1. Venue

a. Place of detention

[
California LO((eanonal ,LnSTu TuTe

b. Place of conviction and sentence ul m' Nna

§us+ace center (1 Degt: 17)

2. Conviction on which the petltlon is based (a separate petition must be file 4for each conviction bej ng attacked).

a. Nature of offenses involved (include il counts): A

SSGW h F:(earm cnmmal ’H\/Ca?tf

At emo'fed murder Ro%en/

b. Penal or other code section or sections: COUII

422 2 245m() IC /%// Lom%3+5 ‘427 perel

Count 6482 21 pe, Fel.

Coont H ¢ L64 -181@) pC. Feﬂ/

AA-753918

‘c. Case number:

d. Date of conviction: 1-" 22-04 (ﬁ' ial M onﬂ)

e. Date of sentence: H - 7’04 A

f. Length of sentence on each count: / /%7 \/60\/ p) ’/,0'/71 / )

g. Plea (check one):
J:Iot guilty
[J Guilty

[ Nolo contendere

h. Kind of trial (check one).
o

(3 Judge only

3. Did you appeal to the California Court of Appeal from the judgment of conviction?

If so, give the following information for your

B 114549

eal (and attac

a. Case number: .

[Eé’es O No
copy of the f'a}j of Appeal decmon if available):

COPY
\ N
b. Grounds raised (I;ﬁeach)

~ay—Ad mit

ed ewo(ence ler— . ...

PETITION FOR WRIT OF HABEAS CORPUS BY A PERSON IN STATE CUSTODY (28 U.S.C § 2254)
CV-69 (04/05) . o

Page @



o EVvidence {nsumcien?L 1o prove fﬂ?LefﬂL o kiif

@ _Failed to instruct lessec ! offenses

&) _Penal Code 654 bacred 5eﬂarabgums hments

6) Joined with CO’O?O@//O\)’HL
¢. Date of decision: 7~— Zq-—- 65 ‘

d. Result i"tﬁirm{ng Ta pale. re\/ersinﬁ in parT

4. Ifyou did appeal, did you also file a Petition for Review with the California Supreme Court of the Court of Appeal
decision? MYes [INo

If so, give the following information (and-attach copies of the Petition for Review and the Supreme Court ruling if available):

Case number: N / A

b. Grounds raised (list each):

o Admutled [[01® evidence

@ _Evidence isufficient 1o prove infent 1o Kill

®__ Failed 4o instruct [esser offFepnses

(4)

(5)

(6)

¢. Date of decision: “ -2 -200 5 _
d. Result OG‘ILI "ILI.Oﬂ 0{61”2 {ed

5. Ifyou did not appeal:

a. State your reasons

b. Did you seek permission to file a late appeal? (OYes [No

6. Have you previously filed any habeas petitions in any state court with respect to this judgment of conviction?
x Yes [No
If so, giVe the following information for each such petition (use additional pages, if necessary, and attach copies of the petitions and the

rulings on the petitions if available):

a. (1) Name of court: LOS ﬁﬂqe/ej jb{ﬂé(}@( Cgur%
(2) Case number: Bﬁ Z53~q28 J

(3) Date filed (or if mailed, the date the petition was turned over to the prison authorities for mailing): &) ’/ 2 - Z C 0 @

CV-69 (05/18) PETITION FOR WRIT OF HABEAS CORPUS BY A PERSON IN STATE CUSTODY (28 U.S.C. § 2254) Page ®_



(4) Grounds raised (rist each):

(a) mfﬁed 1101®) evidence

) f’rome\/ Tneffective
©) Prosecutor M:5Conduc‘f’
(d) '
(e)
®

(5) Date of decision: 8 -2 8 - 200 @

(6) Result ﬂ e —H F icn deni ed

(7) Was an evidentiary hearing held? [ Yes ﬂ No

'b. (1) Name of court: Ca /i pO(ﬂfa Sup(el?’('e’ C/O(,((’IL
(2) Case number: 5 i L‘{ G 6; C{7 I .
(3) Date filed (or if mailed, the date the petition was turned over to the prison authorities for mailing): Cf - 5 - Z CO ({)
(4) Grounds raised (s

(a) %0//?’// Hed j[016) e\//deﬂce

(b) Atterney TnefPective
© Prosecutec Misconduct
(d) Judae Bias
(e) Eiua [ “,jﬂm’f'e ctienn Violation
0

(5) Date of decision: 5 - 2_ 8 - 2007

(6) Result Petition denied

(7) Was an evidentiary hearing held? OYes ﬂNo

ok
¢. (1) Name of court: LOS /ql/lqe eS 5“06[/ 0( CO Uy 7L
(2) Case number: 6A 2.55?%8 o2

(3) Date filed (or if mailed, the date the petition was turned over to the prison authorities for mailing): ’ { - I L'/ - Zc)i 8

(4) Grounds raised (ist each) :

\ o THE “1ART 0F PETT TroNT NG
l/

o NEWLY WI’ZH EHJ_;—Z% NCE
E TS5COVERE \V EN(
7’i @ R e T — ”’W

CV-69 (05/18) PETITION FOR WRIT OF HABEAS CORPUS BY A PERSON IN STATE CUSTODY (28 U.S.C. § 2254) Page



(4) Grounds ralsed (list each)

(b)
\// (©

(d)

//\ (e)

= TNVALT) STATME’ISSUI:

with a nexus

CREDNIBTILITY EVIDENCE

(5) Date of decision: [ / "’ZC’ - Z O / 8
(6) Result fetiticn aen {6&‘1

(7) Was an evidentiary hearing held? [JYes ﬁNo

(1) Name of court: lCOﬂ’HO( HPP@C( S COUKAIL AN

S

(2) Case number: 8 Zq L‘{ L1I b 8

(3) Date filed (or if mailed, the date the petition was turned over to the prison authorities for mailing): / Z - / 7"_ 2— O/g

(4) Grounds raised (list each): Y,

\

(a)
(b)
(c)
(d)

(4

NEwlY DZscovere) Evrhencs®
CF
PReOF = TTNVALID STATUE = TSSUE

with a nexus

//Y © CREDTAITLITY EVIDENCE
®
(5) Date of decision: Lf - 5 O- ZO / q
(6) Result Petiticn denied

(7) Was an evidentiary hearing held? [IYes NNO

(1) Name of court: CO{ pOfﬂfQ Sup(€W CO(/{{:I‘ //\
(2) Case number; 6 25(02 (13/ '

(3) Date filed (or if mailed, the date the petition was turned over to the prison authori rities for mailing). 5 - 28 - 2— Oi q

(4) Grounds raised (list each): f/

\// (c)

(d)

(f)

EWLY bIS COVERER EvT =2
ofF
PROOF = IINVALIY)) STATUE = TSSUE

with a nexus
CREDTATLITY EVIENENCE
Counsel Ineffective AND Prosecutor Miscopduct

SEE s NEXT PRGE

CV-69 (05/18)

PETITION FOR WRIT OF HABEAS CORPUS BY A PERSON IN STATE CUSTODY (28 U.S.C. § 2254) Page @



SUPREME COURT

FILED
SEP 11 2019

Jorge Navarrete Clerk

5256261 Deputy

IN THE SUPREME COURT OF CALIFORNIA

En Banc

In re LAWONE WADE WILKINSON on Habeas Corpus.

The petition for writ of habeas corpus is denied. (See Jn re Robbins (1998) 18

Cal.4th 770, 780 [courts will not entertain habeas corpus claims that are untimely]; In re

Clark (1993) 5 Cal.4th 750, 767-769 [courts will not entertain habeas corpus claims that
are successive].) Individual claims are denied, as applicable. (See People v. Duvall
(1995) 9 Cal.4th 464, 474 [a petition for writ of habeas corpus must include copies of
reasonably available documentary evidence]; In re Dixon (1953) 41 Cal.2d 756, 759
[courts will not entertain habeas corpus claims that could have been, but were not, raised
on appeal]; In re Lindley (1947) 29 Cal.2d 709, 723 [courts will not entertain habeas
corpus claims that attack the sufficiency of the evidence].)

CANTIL-SAKAUYE
Chief Justice




(3) Did you raise this claim in a Petition for Review to the California Supreme Court? OYes [INo

(4) Did you raise this claim in a habeas petition to the California Supreme Court? ﬁYes [ONo

9. Ifany of the grounds listed in paragraph 8 were not previously presented to the California Supreme Court, state

briefly which grounds were not presented, and give your reasons: /q L L PQ ELS E N TE D

10. Have you previously filed any habeas petitions in any federal court with respect to this judgment of conviction?
ﬂYes O No
If so, give the following information for each such petition (use additional pages, if necessary, and attach copies of the petitions and

the rulings on the petitions if available):

a. (1) Name of court: US,D,C Ceﬂ‘l'(a '5+(RC1/ OC CO\' ﬁ@[‘/“a
(2) Case number: C\/ O7-2.658-boC- MAN
(3) Date filed (or if mailed, the date the petition was turned over to the prison authorities for mailing): p p l l 2 % 2 O O /

(4) Grounds raised (list each):

(a) AOQM 1%60? HOI eVadeﬂf‘Q

(b) Attorney Tneflective
(©) Prosecutec MiscondueT
(@ Judge bias

(e) EQuaf 0{04’@&’1/70,4 \/;'0[0\{—{'0/1
(0

(5) Date of decision: Oc’fobef 2.0 2010
@ resutt  Petition Denied woith Pfe\ua(/ce

(7) Was an evidentiary hearing held? [ Yes NNO

i ¢ ¢ y . \ //
b. (1) Name of court; N ] nTh C’ ] ( Cu l‘lL cob{f”/ OF APPQQ } S ,/\
(2) Case number: / q - 72 57 "/
(3) Date filed (or if mailed, the date the petition was turned over to the prison authorities for mailing): Oc‘fab er I 0) Z O / q

(4) Grounds raised (st each);
APPLT CATION for Second. Successive habeas ﬂe?l/f:‘m
N\ '/(b) NEW DISCOVERED EVIDENCE
ZINY © __Applicoble State Law VOIDS ConvicFions
@ __Failed Burden of PRooF = Tnvol,d Stotufe
@ _Impeachment = Credibility evidence
) Counsel Tneffective © ar
(5) Date of decision: NOVEMBEA ZO) Zolq Jtt'NlEXT pﬁGES

CV-69 (05/18) PETITION FOR WRIT OF HABEAS CORPUS BY A PERSON IN STATE CUSTODY (28 U.S.C. § 2254) Page




o RE

=S \\, } MOLLY cC D%/slfr:g, QELEBéK
g | U.S. COURT OF APPEALS |
: 4 P A OFFICE

~0CT 10 2019
Form 12. Application for Leayeo File Second or Successive Petition
(New. 7/1/02) __Under 28 U.S.C. § 2254 onMeotion,Under 28 US.C 82255~ T
DATE INITIAL - R3S,
UNITED STATES COURT of APPEALS / OF 6
for the NINTH CIRCUIT /

95 Seventh Street
San Francisco, California 94103

Application for Leave to File Second or Successive Petition
Under 28 U.S.C. § 2254 or Motion Under 28 U.S.C. § 2255

e, 19-72574

Petitioner’s‘ name 1o beprovidedby Coun)L A WON E— WI L KI '\/ S O N

Prisoner registration number # T-H75 84 % . |
' Cala'f:o(m'aCo((ecHoﬂ Ins ;‘I’nor’l : -
Address ~  P.O. Box IQOS; Tehacha'm’/ Calif. 4358|

Instructions - Read Carefully

(1) This application, whether handwritten or typewritten, must be legible and signed by the petitioner under penalty
of perjury. An original and five (5) copies must be provided to the Clerk of the Ninth Circuit. The application
must comply with 9th Circuit Rule 22-3, which is attached to this form.

2) All questions must be answered concisely. Add separate sheets if necessary.

(3) The petitioner shall serve a copy ofthis application and any attachments on respondent and must complete and
file a proof of service with this application.

(4) The petitioner shall attach to this application copies of the magistrate judge’s report and recommendation and

the district court's opinion in any prior federal habeas proceeding under28 U.S.C. § 2254 or § 2255 or state why
such documents are unavailable to petitioner. '

YouMust Answer the Following Questions:

(1) What conviction(s) are you challenging?

"ENTTRE CONVICTTONS




(2) In what court(s) were you convicted of these crime(s)?

[0s ﬁﬂgeles Sulperim Cour

3) What was the date of each of your conviction(s) and what is the length of each sentence?

Jan. 21,7004 (texer Mentd) D7 vear Sentence
S 7 O |

For questions (4) through (9), provide information separately for each of your previous §§ 2254
or 2255 proceedings. Use additional pages if necessary. ‘

4) With respect to each conviction and sentence, have you ever filed a petition or motion for habeas

corpug relief in federal court under 28 U.S.C. § 2254 or § 22557
v

(a) In which federal district court did vou file a petition or motion?

US bC CEmL(o\l BiS{'ﬁﬂL of CQ\\pomia
(b) What was the docket number? C/\/ 07'2_(0 58 - bOC*(MA"D
(c) On what date did you file the petition/motion? ﬁp (i ‘ 2:5/ 2007

(3) What grounds were raised in your previous habeas proceeding?
(list all grounds and issues previously raised in that petition/ motion)

Admitted rioje ev'zc{ence/ﬁh%me,y Toeflective
ﬂrosecufo( [\/]a'scono(ucit/i)hdge AIAS
EGual pfcg'ec%/on Violatien

6) Did the district court hold an evidentiary hearing? Yes G




¢\
Tk

(7) . How did the district court rule on your petition/motion?

G District court dismissed petition/motion? If yes, on what grounds?

@ District court denied petition/motion; pe‘i’i’i'iOﬂ i)eme(i \}Jiih O('e' dCiiCe

G District court granted relief:
if yes, on what claims and what was the relief?

> .
(Attach copies of all reports and orders issued by the district court.) P| T’V ACHK D EX’ 8
ﬂWM4@W4ﬂ4’

(%) On what date did the district court decide your petition/motion?

OCTCOHER 2.0, 2010

9) Did you file an appeal from that disposition? No G

(a) What was the docket number of your appeal? , 0- 5 b7 Li l

(b) How did the court of appeals decide your appeal?

ﬁeguesf of Certilicate of ﬂoea/ab,"iif'}/ DENTED

(10)  State concisely each and every ground or issue you wish to raise in your current petition or
motion for habeas relief. Summarize briefly the facts supporting each ground or issue.

FATILED BURDEN cf PROOF = TMPEACHMENT and CREDT BT LITY=
COUNSELTNEFFECTIVES Attached /5 the CURRENT,pefition
wished to be RAZSED, that CONTAINS +he LAWS and FACTS
SUPPORTT.NG +he GROUNAS and ISSUES S _

(11)  For each ground raised, was it raised in the state courts? If so, what did the state courts rule
. CASE#52562.61

andpﬁri?ﬁon den:‘ec{; bRTE; Sept. il,20i9

(12)  For each ground/issue raised, was this claim raised in any prior federal petition/motion? (list
each ground separately) | . . . W
Not raised in Prior PeH'ion, as raised in ﬁ#ﬁched:

& W
CURRENT PETLTxON. SEE; Application ot questiontd and Pq. 6> J
e R T ———— T ¥ v NOTLCE

titings Cooper Vs, quciFord ,358 F, ad (‘_]ﬂ'c',‘n Z_OO'-/)
i California’s LAWS,CONTROVERTS ENTIRE CASEY




| | P9° o)
(13)  For each ground/issue raised, does this claim rely on a new rule of constitutional law? (listeach\ H C(:

ground separately and give case name and citation for each new rule of law) /\/O /

(14)  For each ground/issue raised, does this claim rely on newly discovered evidence? What is the
evidence and when did you discover jt? Why has this newly discovered evidence not been
previously ayailable to you? (list each ground separately) ¢, \

ES,NEWLY DITSCOVEREDEv bENCEY
Califocnia’s AUTO REPATR LAWS, Discovered Oct. 15,208
at EX.1-5, supporting +he ATTACHES CURRENT PETITION/

DILTGENCE o:d CAUSE™

Attec pefifionec’s dicect appeal I-29-200%

pefi%ioneg_[_egei,ved +cial tcanscri Pts;

fortunate foc petifioner REVEALE D

A

the ABPRESS of 7he “Qute (epaic Shep"

+hat caused peti tieners convictions
.(1/*'7' 0q. 603)/

tetitioner” +he vear 2005, wcote a_Comphinl,

to the Pucbau of Addomotive Repaic

(B.A.R) asking specific information

|

and @uweﬁ.ﬂoﬁ_i__@i +o the auto re_pair

Shop (e.A.25 DNuTY)

Exgeciedcing £rustcations obTaininag +he

o

assistance £eom B AR petitidner

continually uacote A.AR |edte 5

from 2005 Hheounh 20155 2-2 gang

2ometimes H-( letFecs each veac

(+ime censiuming de(aﬁ,ﬁf_g_cﬂx/,. 10-9-2.0/5

BAR rejected pefitionerk! complaint,

®




D

s\
B

unable to assist pefitioner (see B AR

letter, EX.6 of oftached curcent petifion)/

Timely aftec in 2016 petifioner RE-7

submitted'the complaint o 84 Q% ovecsighT”

the Depactment of Consumer APfairs (D.c, A

who Liled the complaint-File# AR 2016 143,

QNd_FORWARDED Back +o 6.4, wwho +hen

Octe 15,2018 respopded “wikn” petitioner's

DISCOVERY= +hats now NEW EVTDNENCE

0= CLEARSLEGAL PASTS and T nbormation

To - SUPPORTS FAGT S, (See A.A.LS

| [efter and ;‘n(fm?%‘mmn at EX./5'/;_JLE6._ |

atrached (URRENT pefiFien in NHOLE DA |

L sum CLEAR DUE DILTGENEE

lland OB FCTTVE CAULE . Fore ™

Calitonia’s AGENCY(BAL, D.0.A) Aas

‘Drevented™the CLATINS From heing RETSED

| PKOPERLY and FULLY DEVELCPED 7o 7he

L siary

| PRTOR PETITTION, (cifina: 5272 40000))/

4/sowpe+i+;oner’5 attached CUrRRENT pefiFon

Shows ACTUAL TNNCCENCE by CLEAR

CONVINCTING ENTHENCE MI5CARRTAGE

L of JUSTLCE, (citing: 82244 GXDE)) /NOTICES

| the aufo cepaic L Aws Glates) CLEARLY

\CONFELT 1+ TIMPACT = EXPOSPs

already ESTAPLISHED FACTS (ccime! @




o
-
-

P96
okl

\

Also this case invokes g | TBERTY TNIEREST

ST GMA CONVICTTON SEE

Tn Re Winshif,397 U.5, 358,361 (1975) A

Muccay Vs. Cacciec,H77.U.S. 49 (986) © ¥

Millec-El Vs Cockrell, 537,U.5.372-37 (oo

il

(15)  For each ground/issue raised. does the newly discovered evidence establish your inno%ence? YES /
[

How?“conviction VOID,under as?pncab)e STATE LAWY
SeesSawyer Vs, Whitley,505 U.S.333,346-47(1992)
RefersAttached CURRENT Pef;Fion in WHOLE

(16)  For each ground/issue raised, does the newly discovered evidence establish a federal
constitutional error? Which provision of the Constitution was violated and how?

Yes/ 5th 6th,Bth and IHth, Amendments “DUE PROCESS"

(17)  Provide any other basis for your application not pr viously stated. i i . .
Pecause District Couct d€niec§ PRIOR pe ition with pre_)ud: ce,
Keguesting 9+h Ciccuif Couct fake SURTS)TCTToN of CURRENT

petition”FASTLY and TusTLY.

Pate: SG'O ‘)L 30} ZO/ q Signature@{@WM[LQ oL

Im)of of Service on Respondent MUST be Attached.—l
;ol‘ gase

417 TAKE DJUDICIAL NOTICE &
of a seriousPRopLEM"

COMPARE: Report pas, 67-68,with Pefition pgs. 2325

COMPARE: ReporT pas.H6H9,with Pefition pgs. 2628
SeE &,

U.S ¥s. Olano, 507 U5(993)+ US Vs Recio, 371 rid (36 2009)
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UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS F I L E D

FOR THE NINTH CIRCUIT NOV 20 2019
MOLLY C. DWYER, CLERK

LAWONE W. WILKINSON, No. 19-72574

WILLIAM SULLIVAN,

Applicant,

ORDER

Respondent.

Before: CANBY, TASHIMA, and CHRISTEN, Circuit Judges.

The application for authorization to file a second or successive 28 U.S.C.

§ 2254 habeas corpus petition in the district court is denied. The applicant has not

made a prima facie showing under 28 U.S.C. § 2244(b)(2) that:

(A) the claim relies on a new rule of constitutional law, made retroactive to
cases on collateral review by the Supreme Court, that was previously
unavailable; or

(B)(1) the factual predicate for the claim could not have been discovered
previously through the exercise of due diligence; and (ii) the facts
underlying the claim, if proven and viewed in light of the evidence as a
whole, would be sufficient to establish by clear and convincing evidence
that, but for constitutional error, no reasonable factfinder would have found
the applicant guilty of the underlying offense.

Any pending motions are denied as moot.
No further filings will be entertained in this case.

DENIED.

U.S. COURT OF APPEALS



(5) Date of decision: ’ ’ - 2-0 2.0 lq
(6) Result p6'1 { ‘l(’I ori C’[el/“ éJ

(7) Was an evidentiary hearing held? [Yes mNo

7. Did you file a petition for certiorari in the United States Supreme Court? m Yes ] No

If yes, answer the following:

(1) Docket or case number (if you know): I?_ 7 }(DO

(2) Result: QQ(%’O\\()MO\ {0 PRICR 7754 OQ\'tT\Oﬂ/
denied

(3) Date of result (if you know): 5@()‘ jL‘,) Z.OIB

(4) Citation to the case (if you know):

8. For this petition, state every ground on which you claim that you are being held in violation of the Constitution,
laws, or treaties of the United States. Attach additional pages if you have more than five grounds. Summuarize
briefly the facts supporting each ground. For example, if you are claiming ineffective assistance of counsel, you
must state facts specifically setting forth what your attorney did or failed to do.

CAUTION:  Exhaustion Requirement: In order to proceed in federal court, you must ordinarily first exhaust
your state court remedies with respect to each ground on which you are requesting relief from the
federal court. This means that, prior to seeking relief from the federal court, you first must
present all of your grounds to the California Supreme Court.

2 Ground one With ’Nm’LY DrscovereD EVIDENCE Peti ﬁoner S
Convictions VIOLATE +he CONSTITUTTON DUE PROCESS.,
(1) Supporting FACTS: APPliCable State LAW “VOEDS CONVICTTONSY

@-® FAILED PURDEN of PROOF = TNVALTD STATUTE.
®-® ITMPEACHMENT = CREDIPT/ITY EVIDENCE,
© CCUNSEL ITNEFFECTIVE.
® UNCONSTIZTUTTLONAL EVIDENCE.

(2) Did you raise this claim on direct appeal to the California Court of Appeal? [ Yes ONo
(3) Did you raise this claim in a Petition for Review to the California Supreme Court? [JYes [ONo
(4) Did you raise this claim in a habeas petition to the California Supreme Court? &Yes [ONo

ammy T 000KI19 2 244XO®) Pt Honer SHOWS AcTupL
INNOCEI\/CE by CLEAR gnd CONVINCING EVIDENCE

racts: TherefFere EXCUSING +his Second, SULC€SS:V€,

Abusive,cr ANY Sfafe/l‘ederal PROC:DURRL DEFRULT/

SEE<Sawvyer V. Whitle ey, 505 U.5.(1992)

CV-69 (05/18) PETITION FOR W’IT OF HABEAS CORPUS BY A PERSON IN STATE CYSTODY (28 U.S.C. § 2254) Page




STATEMENT OF THE CASE

/
\

SCTAKE JUDICTAL NOTICE 7+

OF THE SERTOUS CONSTLZ TUTTIONALTITY

EAST LY COMPARES »

X055 ReporT pas. &7-68; with-these Bifion pgs.1325—

EASILY COMPARE S

EXBReporlp3sHo 49wt these ReiTion 2952628

CLEARY ABOVE, appacent on the face of +he

recocd, with —> Fhe enclosed NEWLY DISCOVERED”

LE@HL163.515<5‘/’&‘1’&4T€5)_, FACTUAL BASTS(statutes

and INFORMATTON to SUPPORT: has g.ermﬁiﬁéd Fhe

Filing of FULLY DEVELOPED NEW CLATNMS (3rounds),

Jimply needed hece /5 +o APPLY Califormia's

MANDATED aute cepaic LAWS Foo an alfe_.c.xd.y o
established case ; amounting To a CLEAR

INJUSTICE

Ln sum, the State of Californio Ags and is

USING +he_worbNMANDATED as a T OKE?

Hs the, SUPREME COURT of the (INITED STATES

S ,
Should NOT" £ind +hat (above) +o be FUNNY

Per; RULE 20, 4@w)

This_is_0n exceptional CitcumsFance +hat

WARRANTS +he_exercise of +he Court’s POWER
”re,q;_ui (ing the State of Californio +to answer an

ORBER >Fo SHON CAUSE why this_is NoT FUNNY”)

®




Petitionec has made o PRIAMA FACTE

Showing undec 28 U.S.C.5 22 HHB@EB)(DE

\

the focFual predicate for +he Claims

could not _have heen discovered pfeviouS/v.

#"hrough the exercise OF due diligence ™

A V""‘*‘"‘*" ) NV = ‘ =2\ |
DILIGENCE and CAUSE"

b ]

Aﬁer petitionecr’s dicect appeal 7-29-2005

etitionec received +cial +canscei Ps;

Loctunate for petitionec REVEALED®
the ABDRESS of 7he “auto cepair shoo”

fhat” caused pefitioner’s ‘convicticns

(1;;!/ 0g; bOB?/

tetitioner” +he year 2005 worofe a complairf

to the Putou of Aidtometive Lepdic

@.g.@ Asking specific information
And_

Cﬁ.uweS;ﬁQfLé;Q_ﬁ_ +o the oufe re,pai C

shop "(@.A.25 DuTY)!

| Exgeriedcing frustrations ohfaining Fhe |

assistance from BAR petitidner

centinually vocote AAR |lettecs

from 72006 theoyah 20165 2-3 and

Semetimes H-( le+fecs each Neac

(ime_consuming de(ay),(J_@,cU_?/;, 10-9-2.0/5
BAR rejected pefitionedt! complaint,




| unable to assisT Qe‘h lOﬂef(ﬁee 6H &

letHer EX.6 of aHached curcent oehhow /

T\mel\/ oftec in 2016 oe“hhomr RE-

submitted'+he complaint fo 6 A.R% DvecsiohT™”

| the beoa(+menT of Consumer APFairs (D.¢.A)"

; whO Llled +he COI’)’W/G(/ZT'FII #AR 2016 153,

FORWARBED back fo AL coho +hen

| Od’ 15,2018 responded "with® petitionec’s

D,L‘SCO\/ERYA +hats now /\//:v\/ :‘:'.\/.LDEI\/C!E

s

Q- CLEAR=LEGAL PASIS and infocmation

to > SUPPORT> FACTS. (see, H.A.R’S

‘] €7L1L€r and lﬂpo(rﬂCw:oO ot EX. 5- / 71’}76

.aHached CURRENT pefition in I/\/HOLE)’
I Tnsum CLEAR DUE DIL,LGE/\/(E_

land OB ECTTVE CAUSE, Lore -

ICalifornia’s AGENCY (AR, D.0.A) has

*,’orevem“ed "Fhe CLATNS From | being MISED

| P/QOPE/QLY and FULLY AE\/ELOP/:D " n_the

|'PRT.oR PETLTLON, (cifing: 8 224HG0®)/

1Also petitionec's extraordinary = pefiten

I Shows ACTUAL INNCCENCE by CL'EAR

ICONVINCENG ENTNENCE. MTSCARLRT AGE

| of JUSTLCE, (cifing: 82244 6XD®)) /NOTLCES
' the aulo repmr LAWSG‘WM’QQ CLEARLY

'CONFLT (T + TMPACT = EXPOSE’s

"already ESTABLISHED FACTS (ccimed)/ @

!
!

o,




Petitioner has also made q FRT MA
FACTE showing Under 28 U.5.C.5
22HHE@)@)(01) e “the LAWS and FALTS
unde(lyi the Claims prove viewed
in light 22 of the NEW EVIDENCE
as a whele (s sufficient o
lestablish by clear and convincin
evidence that, but for constifutional
erco(, N0 reasonahle Facﬂ:inder weudld
have found petitioner ﬂw‘ Ity of the
undeclying offenses™ ,.
SEEe 5aw>{er V. Whi‘f/€‘7/,505 1.5,¢9%
to obTain relief on'a second,
5UCCes5ive o abusive claim
peﬁ tioner has Shown that
Con/vic%i/onj%arfe VOT D/ under
. Opplicable stafe law)!
Peti %;‘onefrp has FIT the ) standard
7hiS > SUPREME COURT reserves
for claim§+hat challenge the —
OEATH SENTENCE/
SEE ENCLOSED BELCW
this CONVICTLCN is a SHAM. o

~.




LEGAL PRINCIPLES APPLY 7+

The ftufomotive Repaic Acf, /S_a_comprehensive
statutory scheme ceaulating audo Cepair shops. The
Automotive Repaic Act was “enacted n 197/ in
—fesponse fo_widespceadCoaudulent ocactices in

the outomotive ceoair industcySome of s

purposes s To “Fostec Caic dedlinas and eliminate

misunderstandings with tcansactkiens involvina
outemotive cepaits”(Pept. Consumec AFfaics bill
Analysis of Seh. Bill No. 51, a5 amended May 10 1971).
The Aufomotive Repaic Act created within FThi
bepactment cf Consumer Affaics the Burean of

Autemotive RGOQI(C&H-Q),L’EQ;SMQV as_a _whoele they

—esTablish_Aufo’ Repair Shop LAWS  that APPLY to '

this casel s

_This case cevolved acound o business dispufe
with business owners Manuel and_Ruben Menteccoso
who ace biothers fhal Co-owned cnauto cepait Shep.
The dispute was cvec auto_cepaics pexkocmed en
VeV 'fb.aLb€~[cLyﬂgio;_P~e+f ticner’s ‘co- defendant-

¢

(LAmp)! (See_state Appeal CourT_decision p9s.2:5 atf EX.A)

For ease, The Monterveso hrothers will be
reterred +o as an_ AUTO REPATR sHop/

LT 15 the auto cepait Shop’s (€5p0nsibil ity
To_comply with the' Aufomdtive Repnic AT,
which ‘mondates auto cepaic shepk follouw
Auto Qe&gmr LAWS and ‘Reloted '/ ANS.

_ When o dispute acises it 5 the auto cepaic
—Shep who must demonstrate that they
CoMPLTED with the [/ An/ {

. With all the LEGAL minds af petitionecs Feial
NO” one "KNEWY 7o, VERTFY +his Aule Lepaic Shep’s LANS)
_ CREDENTTAL \S,,/_o.o__“(_&uf_s.tiauLb HAVE KNoWN.) @




‘ . 'I.
v il

»

OFATL£D BURDEN of PROOF - TNVALTD STATUIE

_ (leacly, the quto Cepai 5\700 Was ooemﬁnq

0 busi J\QSg(ﬁ@Pea!s Court bems,on pgs. 25 o ExA )

Co& Fornia’s Buceau of Automotive Qeoa.r@ﬂm

f@GW(Qb ALL auto fepoi( shops 1o REGT STER

with BAR(BAL LANIEET.6, of £x.1).FOR

i+ he veaf 200% +ne incident the autd (epaic

i‘5\%(3 was NOT (eqisteced(@ARY lefter of Ex.5).

y (/\QQ(\ +he plosecutor fad an oblioation

Fr’o pm\/é > the auto e ai( Shoo Was._ in

comp\xcmce with ®.A.2% LAWS.With the

‘auto (epair sho ”r\/OT“be,nq Ceqlere(ed +he\/

B FORF&I:ﬁb theic POSSESSTON and” PROPERTY

ERESTS for parfiand labor gecgocmed +he

Ceoa\rsg Pecause B.AR LAW-988"Y,16 of EX.>:

Cleatly, exp(es9es The aufo cepair_shop

Nad"NO-> BENTFTT of ANY LLTENY

((Y\Q(lﬂm(\ NO leqal ﬁq\fﬂ“ 1o POSSESS the

VaN A fhis caae\ " hecause of pocts

and labo, +he C2Qics, also NO-= RTGHT
| to o LEGAL g(oceedma”
|

(Amoun’ﬂnq toa FA,LLED BURDEN OF PKOOF)
Cleacly, the Omsecurom ENTTRE case

degend?d o0 ROABERY (#deds (our

’bec;5aon pys. 15-24 ot EX.A). CLE/?KLY/O




Upon NO theoty of the o(osecufors case

con o€+|+|OHQC be mamed with (obbecy.

The  Stotdle’s FLEMENT #1_! o victim ha’s

to hove P0SSESSTION of/and PQOPER/T for

the ctime of ROBBERY 45 be COMMTTTED

((;x‘rtnf\ Penal Code Section 21 D Clear l\l A.A.R%

LAN-9884.16 s 1 an EFFECTIVE PUNTSHMENT

that forces +/1/5 UNrQQISWLe ced auto (eoaa(sho

160 FORFETLT their P05SESSTON and PROPER Ty
INTERESTS, Tn SUm, A.A.R5LAW-9884 16, of EX.>

INVALTDATES the Stafdess clement #1 for
+he crime of ROBBERY, A NON-(ohbery Aas an

UNCONST,’ETu TroN TNFECTION For the case in WHOLE .

i
i

Clea(\\/ +here /5 also a NEXUS +hat SEREOUSLY

UNDERMTNES +he Ofosecuh:(’s ENTTRE

LCOREDTBTLT TY CASEY At +cial it never came

intTo cmesJ ion the quto tepaic 5ho()5 Comohaﬂc@

L with” B.ARs (QQIS1L(Q+ioﬂ laws. NOTES The

Mentectos0s are bro+her5 thot CO-ownNED

The aute (epoic shep. Their (QSﬁOﬂbi\Ol'i K/'

Ceedibili +>/ /s a_shared cause. | ._

-—




CieocN +he auto repair 5hop not beinag

- ————

ceaisteced +he \/eac 7003 +the incidea¥

(6 AR Jettec of EXIB) /S also a CRIME ho ldina
J

JALL fime and MONEY ﬁ‘ne(ﬁ A. R LAW-

1G8E9. 20 ot £X.H and 96840 of EX. 1_) At tcial

1+he auto (2paic 5hog 0ave INGQLI‘/ILNHTI/\/G

Y

| TESTIZMONY +that celiked dicect] y towacds

the case, (ZHPEACHMENT Euowcﬁ)

I S

Clearly, the aufo Cepaic Shc KNEwo€+hezr i

l(es omfglbllﬁ'\/ +o Lomov with A.ALRS LANS

lpecduse Fhe auto reoou( shoo rems%erec | with

P.A.R, Jan. 2004 DURTNG +he *TRTAL PROCESS

(Bﬁ RS (QG{ISJF\QJHOH |etfec of EX.6 and §.A. Q‘ FimelimiT

CQQtSf(a o LAN. 98843 of EX. jf_)

R A L

Cleocly, m“’mol had the auto (epaic shop

Leem fthced with the questions of (ecnerramn

poeaf% The a&H’o (eém( 6")005 aﬂ%wer

wa& STAGED too DECETVE, (i Fl"’FACT NoT wrse'?).

N PRI RN

.

Cleatly Iy, bad Fhe Tuew KNOWN. Fhe auto

“Ifepaic . thop’s business TRICK was oo (unning

a CK_LMI/\/A/_ BUSINESS and | too DECETVE

EXPLICI//'/_Y For the TRZAL , Qa:ses”StKIOus

QULSD.ONS”»EFFECIIN& lve JUDGEMENT of

o e

the SURY; CLEARLY NOT a FAZR TRIAL -

G




\DFATLED HURDEN of 000F = THVALT D STATUIE

Jadly'7 Once agein, +his case was o business

idisputé trans Locimed into o ROBBERY ard 1oF

3o\ #%Oiéa/ (obbery. The auto repair shop was

i i -

lopecating a busihesslotel Coud becision 05.2-5 gt EXf

‘and Califecnia’s pureau of Adomotive fepair (i B.AR)

(equires ALL aute cepair shops to obfain
AUTHORT 7 ATTON from the CusTorER® beloce

Jwork js_peclormed (B.AR, LA, 98849 of EX.D). B.AR

_also requies auto ce (l@ti(._ﬁé,b,@p_i]fc;,(_’cOM LY Loith

celated”LANS such as Califernic’s CASE LAW® +haf

v
i
Y

(Cquites BALS Law 9884.9 TusToMER> Fo be the

‘autemobiles QUNERT,

Cleacly, +he aute repair shep violafed +he law

[ 7 e

because the authorization Form was oresared

lwith petitioners who /5 not the CWNER oF

+he \//'QI\/(E[PPQa( CourT Decision p9s. 7-5 of EXA),,

Cleacly petiticner CAN NOT bé chacaed oith

robbeﬁy_,,b'ééaus e B.A.RS Law, 98849, Cleac]y expresses

Htheaute repaic Shep violaFing auThorizotion TsHALL

INOT CHARGE for laber and paFeY (meamnq,FOR FEITS

I the auto ( eOairs).CfearN B.AR" Low 9884:9 of EX.Z .

TINYALINATES +he EJEMENTS of RGHBERY

amounting to a FATLEN DURDEN of PROCF. REFER 7o

/IChristopkr Vasquez  Nofzeasz -, fopeals . &2

(a-u-18)

§ ]

"ML 4 llat . |
SoLo 1. M Kusfoms I, S¥Sng AT /\ 5 _._

B



Also see EX.H gquestions 1 and 2 wwhere

California’s case low “APPIYS” Fo +his case’

under b AKS law 9884.9/

Cleacly, this autherization ConTrACT) jssue

ielates o 7he reqistration jssue. because

PARS Jaw 988H.["at EX.D Clearly EXP@ESSESg_

the quto repaic shop NOT heing > 'reaistered

L wasPRECLUDED? from a ULEGF?L‘/PQOCEEQ;T/X@?).

+o RECOVER _PROPERTY for o” CONTRACT (oito cepeics).
e N CLEAR;MI SCARRTAGE of JUSTICE 3434

T e quto (epaic shop Aas DUPED" +he

1climinal yustice syslem=LEGAL PROCEENING,

BS 0_gaeway fo= RECOVER PROPERT Y,

| Petitioner /s poyind $580.00 cestitution ccder

because of _laber adtl parfs +he CONTRACT.

Petitioner /s sefving 37 vear pciscn sentence
because of guto repaics — +he CONTRACT,

CLEARLY CONSTL TUTTONALLY FORBINPENT

(because ANY CONTRACT /s BEEMED VOIDeL AW,988Y.16 mzx?

© TIPEACHVIENT = CREDTATLTTY EVIDENCE

!

~—"SadIy Coce again cleaty thece 45 o NEXUS
that SERTOUSEY (INDERMINES +he ‘

iproseeu"ﬁx’s ENTIRE CREDIATLTTY CASE @M

|

"
1



At Taal o did come into aueshcn +he aulo

repair 5\4005 compliance With BA. RS 9684.9

C\U‘H’IO(W ation IC\LA)&PPQO\‘ Coul Decision P9 5 o EX.A )

| ,Clea(i\/ NOT Known fo the \ury_was +he FAGCT
+//zaf preparing +he authorization form with.

'Oe‘h 10V‘€'F ﬁdw//?() (LWas not +he OWNER of

. the vAN; +he quto (¢paic shop was (oM1EITrING

Ta CIQIML ho/dma SAZL +ime and. MONEY fine

(BAR Lo 9889.20%F EX. 9 )..

5? Clea()\/ had_the b\uw known +he aufé

(eoaur <hop’5 II\/CIQII‘/TII\/A TING TESTZrMONY

] (IMPCachmeM’ ew/xde;’w@) wWas not to abide b\/ the LHV\/

b /J‘ EQUTVALENT %o the PROVERAIAL —> PHRASE:

he SURYs SMOKI/\/G GUN:KILLTI NG 7L/7€
*omLo (epaic she s raid-iditey,

CLEAR/_ becauseéfa% peﬁﬁowé‘r was
CONVICT D with the ITURY PELTEVTNG

the auto. repair 5h00 CCMPLT E]) (LANFULLY) quifly

W auH«onza%on [aws TS CLEARLY A
TCONVICTTON obtained with +we USE.

of TAINTED TESTIMONY M

CONSTITTUTIONALLY FO%IDAE/\//

TAKE NOTECE, Prosecutoc KNEW  co-defe adenT Lamb

(ovned) was to Prepace AUTHORTZATTON, af ToT
P9.l22/; And coverep® i+ up, af 7+T pa. 1519

f\’@\\xﬂG\’S\i&Y ANYONE can PCepace /’}UTHUKIZAU.ON“,




© GWSEL.. INEFFECTIVE

[ coc iy Q@hhone( STGNTFTCANTLY "

demonstrates with NEW EVIDENCE

+hat these mondated state auto

|fepair LAWS, are g0 "SUFFICITENTLY Y

comoelling Fo meet +he ve(y difficult

standadd” actual innocence b\/ Clear

land com\/mcmq eNidence,

)

These mondated state auto cepoir ZAWS

were NOT obtained and D(esen%ed ot

| ,’\/(\O\[ b\/ 016{36/156 Coumﬁel cmd was

‘ negessam\/ S0 VITAL +o +he defense

+hot it Cef“faml\/ Should have_bheen

lobtained and ofesemfed of +cial, a

-,C(W(\erem defense counsel coould /*Iave

d@ne sof

PN Iy -

Oleavw DISTURPING /5 +he FACT, +he

| state established Fhe auto (cOO:r LANS 1o

.,Ofo%emL From “Fraudulent” auto repa;réhoos

(wha’f ”mopen w:ﬂz H’US case Your HOA/OR7) All

+he”FULGEN LEGAL™ minds._af petitioner’s

tcial and"NO _one KNEW +hat adito feaam

1shops have LAWS; and oo™ ERTEY™ +he

louts fepaifjho U"CREDENT’IALS”

Tnoum, Al is o CLEARAR CASE -

)

oC o MISCARRTAGE oﬁ gusfiuz —>

N



Fhot establishes oe+ +.omec5 counse/

who was counsel —»#-hmuqh the entire

Case proCess; D(elnmmar\/ hWearing JelﬂL 2003,

Ay +rial Jan. 2004 and sen%enclnq ﬁor 2004,

e 6ar/\/ FALLED 1o /nvesham‘e “the auto

repaic LAWS +hat +he auto (eomr Shoo Wwas

mondated=bound o COMPLY, and +her

CREDENTTALS of proof. Fore +his case iS

_lla_business ohspu%e “+cansbormed into a
Leriminal case,

Clea([\/ FATLURE 1o e#ﬂech Ve 7/ preserzjf

These clear exonecatine \crptu*o (epcur LANS
and factual clear exonetatin E.\/J:DENCE.

res

fo the tcial=casé,/r NOT and’ NEVER a
pectable=reasonable, STRATEGIC or

A

TACTTCAL choice; JONLY CL CLEAR NEGLECT™

FhaF amounts 4’0 HMPAY SUFFICTENT

PROCF of < lpoflec anct_of Cowael,

o R——

The above //—ngﬂPPLI CAALE OL{O ﬁweals

1Counsel; fore ALL enclosed CLAIMSK_qers)

ace LF@AL 155()55(50’1000!10 of Shoulcll’w(vc knawn\

|




0.
JNCONSTT TUTTONAL UNCHARGED

CRIME | 1016 EVTDENCE. (Rood Rage)

Retec +o the Aooeals COuﬁs fractual

”?mdmss (95, G- 13 ot EX.A).

| L /LH' Trial

| (fefitioner was woconaed)

| Aftec the yury_heacd the evidence

for the main cbse ot hand fhe Uy

thon _heard this hw\hl\/ oreydic,al

IO evidence (Road ka e\Jrhm‘ involved

LON_unknow_person usith oo GUN

_The coad fooe incident was ad mitled

lunder LLOL® evidence as Feo KNOWLEDNGE

(;ee feial tlanscripts pas. -9, 973 ).
The tecord CLEARLY ceflects +the

prosecutor infroduce the coad coge

ncident 7o prove 06+ tioners GUN<

[ SUPERIUUNN BT I S

PO9sESSTON, From one. dov (Cood cane)

o the next day_(main_case): and +hat

co-defendant Lamb hod K/(\/OV\/LFA&E

The O(osecu+ov5 theocy was o hope,

\Jrha% Fceemon the V/m‘h . _of the

| coad Cage neident would |den+a€\/ _




——_.petitioner as being the qun-mon .
———whe_brandished o qun@e TT pgs, 65

i -.,-__;.Ih,;e_m\/g.éj_)&/fﬁﬂw. hitchis, the pecsecutorc's.
o Theory FATLE}-

- “wohen EC@Q,‘()Q.CLJTL.) Hestifi ed,
. ecause there woas NO showin -

" pefitioner wos {avelyed in 4he codd cage

_incidenT. Thereafter foc +he prosecutor +4
—use.The road cage incident ‘o prove
e petitioner’s GUN- possession _and +hot co-
e defendant Lamb hod KNOWLENGE becomes
o MOID and INADMISSTRLE (see fovorable to _
o petitioner, Appeals Courts findings_pgs. It EX.A)
o CLEAR and CONVINCING evidence thal”
e odmission of 4he ood race incident
e eCTRINING To KNOWLEDGE was hignly
—preyudicial and unconstitutional /At T
o petTioners FCial(CLEARLY EXPLATNED bejeus)]
e fEtitioneds contention $_The plosecutec’s_
——_.fead cage incideatl closing arqument
allowed” the \urors o deaw Jmpermissible
__infetences aad foc the proseciltoc 4o

_INDUCE the jufors Through acqume nt

_Tthat the coad Tage incident Yoas sdmissible
To_obtoin o conviction /s PROSECUTOR'S
MISCoNbUCTCLEARLY chtaining a conviction

__with the USE of FALSE EVIDENCE |
KNOWN +o _be FALSE™/ D)
e e

A -

H



The oroeecu+of5 cmumenT wenl as

wcol lowse
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CONCLUSION

s

The petition for a writ of certiorari should be granted.

Respectfully submitted,
Date: J—' ’8 ’Z OZ O
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