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QUESTION(S) PRESENTED

The issue before this Court is that there is no  bright-line
vule, which would Preven'l’ other homicides , Such as voluntary
manslauﬂhwlev ov vehicular homicide from befrﬁ used as  underlyig
felonies fo support felony murder. As of Atfjusf D008, ¥l States
in +he United States has g fe/ony murder rule, and Federal law
recognfzes Yhe feleny murdev vule oas well. Tn 2009, when peti-
tioner went 4o 4rial, felony con{r;bu-h'nj Yo the deprivation of a
minoc  vesulting in death under 0.C.6.A.6-/3-((YXEUXD was a
specific homicide which cavried & penally of one fo Tive Years when
death vesults, However, the abovg mentioned homicide was erroneéus/y used
as an underlying felony 1o suppert felony wurder. Petitionev

was  sentenced 4o [ife jmprisonment Without apny consideration of

dhe lesser homicide undev O-C-C.A.16-12-1, This Issye Hhus

pveSen‘fS e -fol{owinj 6guesﬁ'on;



QUESTION(S) PRESENTED

- Continued -

CAN VOLUNTARY MANSLAUGHTER OR ANY
OTHER HOMICIDE BE USED AS AN UN-

DERLYING FELONY T0 SUPPORT FELONY MURDERC

Under +he Supreme Court of Geovgias Court Rules Gl i states

" a party seeking +o file cectiorari in +he United States Supreme
Court must first file a motion +o stay the vemiffifux

which shall inelude g concise sfatemert of +he issues o be raised

within ten days affer Juo(gemem‘.l/ Potitioner oid File a timely

motion +o  stay +he vemittitur Q(ong with a concise stafement
of the issues to be vaised. See(Appemdix C). However, +he

Supreme Court denied +ie motion Yo stay Hie remithitur without

veason or explaination. This issue +hus presents ‘e oilewing
question

TS THE HIGHEST STATE COURT (QBLIGATED



QUESTIONS) PRESENTED

- Continued -
TO HOLD THE RECORD OF THE CASE

IF PROPERLY REQUESTED To Do S0,

WHILE A PETITIONER SEEKS CERTIORART
IN  THE US. SUPREME COURT ?

The Supreme Court of Georﬁia In o complefely different
case, Williams V The Stafe 299 Ga 633,79/ SE 3455(95/‘@)
Was  presented with “he issue of whether or not -he
prioc  30l3 Code Section of O.C.&A. 16-12-1(BEX4))1)e)
-Fe(om\/ con+rflom‘?n3 to ~the deprivation of a wminor resulﬁnj
n desth  was a sepavate and distinct homicide Which hés
tts  own  penalty for death and if it could suppor

felony murdev. T he Supveme Court of Geogiﬁ unani-

mously oagreed +hat he “pla‘m ond umambiﬁuous”



QUESTION(S) PRESENTED

~ QContinued -

lanﬁuage under 0.C.G.A. 1e-12-1(XX@X)&) specifically provides
its own specific penalty for e “death of a child” and Hherefore
cannet  support felony murdev. Tn Wilkiams v The Stafe 999
Ga 633, 191 S.£. ad 55 (3016) Allan Ray Williams was charged
with  multiple counts of felony murder for ‘e \\deo.H't of & child,
jus+ as  Anthony Tawon Williams in the present case. Tn
both cases one of +he felony murder counts was predicated
or based upon felony contributing fo Yhe deprivation of a miner
\fesulﬁ‘nﬁ in death. TLTn Allan Ray Williams' case Yhe Supreme
Court of @eot?{a correcfed “His obvious error of law, and as
o vesulty Allan Ray Williams was found guilty of felony
Cor\{’ribwﬁnﬁ Yo +he deprivation of a miner and sentenced

\

\
fo Seven Vears for ‘the death of a child] TLn +the present



QUESTIONCS) PRESENTED

- Continued -

Case, now before +his Court, “his obvious misepplication
of statutory law has net been covrected and Anthony
Tawonn Williams Sfands convicted of [ife imprisonment
without “Hie same opportunity as Allan Ray Williams +o

be consideved for +he lesser homicide wunder O.C.C.A.16-12~!
(X5XeXXe). “This issue presents he Following guestion ;
WOULD IT VIOLATE EQUAL PROTECTION
OF THE 14 AMENDMENTS DUE PROCESS
CLAUSE IF ANTHONY TAWON WILLTAMS
WAS NOT GIVEN THE SAME OPPORTUNLTY
AS ALLAN RAY WILLIAMS ToO BE CONSID-

FRED FOR THE LESSER HOMICIDE OF FELONY
DEPRTVATTON RESULTING IN DEATH, SINCE



QUESTION(S) PRESENTED

- Continued -

THIS HOMICIDE WAS ERRONEOUSLY
USED AT TRIAL AS AN UNDERLYING

FELONY TIN SUPPORT OF FELONY MURDER?



LIST OF PARTIES

L1 All parties appear in the caption of -the case on ‘he cover page.

All parties do not appear in the caption of the case on ‘the covev
page. A list of all parties o +the Prof:eoolcn_g in ‘e COur:l' whose
Judgement is ‘he sukjecf of +his petition is as follows:

Gres Dozier, Commissioner of @eorsia Depactment of

Corrections

C/ﬁnf C. Malcolm, Attorney for Respondent, ('ye,oro“w\

Depar+me,n+ of Lo‘w. AH'OYne\/ Geneval's Office
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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

[ ] For cases from federal courts:.

The opinion of the United States court of 'appeals appears at Appendix _ to -

the petition and is v

[ ] reported at N I A ' ;or,
[ ] has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,

[ 1 is unpublished.

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

| [ 1 reported at N i A . or,
[ ] has been designated for publication but is not yet reported or,
[ ] is unpublished.

_to

[ J For cases from state courts:

The opinion of the highest state court to review the merits appears at
Appendix _A  tothe petition and is

[ ] reported at ; OF,
'[% been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,
[V] is unpublished. ,

The opinion of the _ Haheas Covpus State Trial - court )
‘appears at Appendix __ B to the petition and is

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

[V] is unpublished.




JURISDICTION

T ] For cases from federal courts:

The date oln which the United States Court of Appeals decided my case
was __N | A

[ 1 No petition for rehearing was timely filed in my case.

[ 1 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)..

[[/éor cases from state courts:

The date on which the highest state court decidgd my case was Ma_olﬁ_

A copy of that decision appears at Appendix

[TA tim?lx petition for rehearing was thereafter denied on the following date:
N I , and a copy of the order denying rehearing

- appears at Appendix

[ 1 An extension of tian to file the petition for a writ of certiorari was granted
to and including IA (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

Sixth Amendment’s “wiﬂbﬂ +o effective assistance of counsel”
Sixth Amendments \\v"iah*’ o be informed of +he natuve and cause
of +he accusafion”
Fourteenth Amendwments “Hﬂffn‘ +o e%ua( protection undey
the law  and fight Yo a fair trial " undev +he
" Due Process Clause *

Official Code of G:e_ovﬂ'ia Annotated 16-12-1 (o)3)Xa.00Xe)



- STATEMENT OF THE CASE

| ‘The petitioner, Anthony Tawon Williams, in +he case now

bencore Fhis Court went +o +rial in Q009 and +he state used
(S’e.e Appmd:xf CO\NI'*"D

- another homicide as an underlying -Fdohy o support Felony murder. A
:Pd'hiio'ner ﬁl.(eg)ed in & Stafe habeas corpus Yhat his m’.mpp/,:‘-
"'Qdﬁbn of IS""O«*U‘(‘OYY law vesulted In sgve}al constitutional vioféﬁofzs,’
thh included e | ¥ Amendment nj/ﬁ o effective assistance of
'. .CMVlSd) "M.Awndmeni"s rijhf Yo a fair 4rial and the (o™ A-
vmujdmw{' vight o be inférMed of ‘he nature and cause} of ~H4e,

| .a(;C(AsoJ'ion. The stafe habeas corpus was denied wnainly on
v"%e; SVoundv +hot Since Yhe petitionev- only stands onwe}eo(
' | See(AppendnlB%

o*P -Palony mMurdev hts 5reund6 Qre. moot, AFur+hex 4416
" habeas courd Jusﬁ{liw its denial by 57&4{-,',,17 Hhat  there
was  no way his Hrial attorney, since she /s not :

a/éi‘rvoyanf) could have possibly known “hat onother homi-~

-4 -



cide Could not be used Yo support Felony wurder

" The same issue was then oappealed +o +he Supreme

Court of Georgia Which was also denied, even +ough
+he Supreme Courd of Georgia had unanimously ruled
on ‘the very exact Same fssue (n favor of anothev
defendant, See Williams v The State 297 Gq 633,79/ S.E.94
55 (30it). The other defendant, Allan Ray Williams was
found quity of ‘the lesser homicide ofter the Supreme
Court of Georgia vuled Hhat it could not support
see{Agpendix F) |
telony murder. )\ Petitioner Anthony Tawon Williams now
asserts +his would Violate acbua( protection under ‘the
LU Awmendments Due Process Clause if he was nof

afforded +he same opportunity as Allan Ray Williams +o

be considered for the lesser homicide. Petihioner  also

a[le,ges that the Supreme Court of Georﬁ?a atHempted
-5..



40  ‘thwart his ri3h+ to0 file certiorari 4o ‘the United
States Supreme Court by denyiﬂj his motion 4o stay +the
vemittitur, although all of the required procedures were
carried out correctly. The Supreme Court of Georgia
vefused Yo hold the vecord of the case for no apparent

veason and without explaination.



REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION

Felony murder is a homicide which effects 90% of the
__ Unifed Stafes. '7’1'1}5" s an I'SS&e of national /‘mporfance,..
AS | the law Sfands '"Hﬂer'e IS no br@h+-/ine rule wh('ch |
-lwoulol prevent Yhe prosecution TFrom usi‘nﬁ anq"/"her-homif
_..-.Q',‘dé as an underlyinﬁ Fetom/ to Suppor+ Feloh\/ mb@ex,_
T\f\is Court is be\nﬁ called pon 4o establish prececlent
Whucla would |orevent Such exrors oF law ﬁq +he -ﬁzﬂwe..
An  ounce of prevention s Wafl—ﬁ more ¥han o 'pouna{
| O’P cuve. This (ssue could very  well arise n +)4e ﬁrf&re
Mavnd ‘“here are several other cases In Geo@/d which have
'»rvﬁlSO not  been corréc,*fed. TP Hhe Unitfed '57%7%; Su-
| - ?Yéme Couv-F passes on Yhis Issue, +hen Wy Wi// 'cbrf

Ye(’,‘f H’ _7742, Supremg Oour% of Geogl’c{ has Yhelv

-7,,



Court rules set up In a way +hat basically allows
‘Hhem the r(‘ﬁh’r to veview a petitioner's writ of certioran
o the US. Supreme Couvt, and ‘Hhen decide Whester
o wnot ot s worthy of veview. This ,I';S a Contlict
of interest (£ ‘e h{?h@yf stafe Court bemj a/éa//enjed
Is  allowed +o decide if a pefitioner (s allowed o pursue
Certiovari Yo Ve Unided States Supreme Court. This
isSue imust be Qddressed o prevent Such occurrences
in “Yhe Future, The @eafyf@ duprepme Cowt should
have ne rc;jhf to prevent petitioners from F///’nj
Certiorari Yo the United States Supreme Cawrf simplu/

oy Ye#ufihj o hold “the vecord of Yhe case.

The E@ua( Protection Clause of +he (¥ Amendment

prevents ‘he 3overnmm+ from '\‘reaﬁnﬂ similarly sifu -

aded persons di-?PexenHy without a Ju&ﬁﬁab\e veason ov
-8-



doinﬁ 50. Both Anthony Tawon Williams and Allan

Ray Williams were looth charﬂed with multiple counts
See(Appzndix E)

of *Fe,lovx\/ muvder for the death of a Q,hi‘[a(,TOMe of

the felony murders in both Cases WAS Supported by
he  homicide of  felony conﬁ’fbﬁinj Jo ‘the Oleprivation

of a4 miner resw(#inj in deatt,, Allan l?a7 Wrilliams’

Frial  afforuey Compefently disce vered and challenged 2
obvious exror of law prior t trial. As a result Allan

‘Q“"j Williams Yeceived a Seven yeéav Sentence for Hie
deakh in his case. This ervor of law has not  been

corrected in A-nw%ow Tawen Williams' case and he

presently stands convicted of felony murder. Both  olefend-

ants weve in like ¢/reamstances but ‘H“M were Yreated

complelely different by the Supreme Court of (eorgia.

~q-



CONCLUSION

s : ’The’_petitibn for a writ of certiorari should be granted.

- Respectfully submitted,




