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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

[\j/ For cases from federal courts:

The opinion of the United States court of appeals appears at Appendlx C-\ to
the petition and iy ) , :

[ #reported at — B J ) X if)
[ v has been des1gnated for pubhcatlon but is not yet repor ed ; OF
[ ] is unpublished.

The opinion of the United States district court appears at Appendlx ___L to
the petition and is_

[ reported at _ 0~ €/~ OQPE 12434, __; or,
[ Whas been designated for publication but is not yet reported or, -
[ ] is unpublished.

[Aor cases from state courts:

The opinion of the highest state court to review the merits appears at J-‘W‘ Judicial Cirewi +
Appendix to the petltlon and is s i s County ifingi s

M reported at il
[
[@lf is unpublished.
0 P mm Ll 20 24‘0213“35« o+ Appellat-e
o’ ?/ ” Gt ot
The opinion of the M anee b - % 18

appears at Appendix ﬂ"_l_@ to the petltlon and is eccmber b, ng
[Meported at __ohooiQed WM

[ " has been designated for pubhcatlon but is not yet reported or,
[ is unpublished.




JURISDICTION

For cases from federal courts:

The date on which the United States Court of Appeals dec1ded my case
was DRRANOYS ly, J8Ov8 September 25/ ZO\‘{

[‘./]/ 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: Did not €le- W[4 , and a copy of the

order denying rehearing appears at Appendix

[ 1 An extension of time to file the petltlon for a writ of certjorari 1 was anted
to and including Mbceembﬁc?j, (@ate) on @QL "“Ydate)

in Application No. =—Aabf— | T LSe No.jp4533

ef(of

The jurisdiction of this Court is invoked under 28 U. S. C. § 1254(1).

[A/ For cases from state courts: ' MDJ‘C‘/\ 10, lmq ,

The date on which the highest state court decided my case was

RRG &5, 288>
A copy of that decision appears at Appendix _QA-1D_.

[ 1 A timely petition for rehearing was thereafter denied on the following date:

T dvd not Bl For Reheorina . and a copy of the order denying rehearing
appears at Appendix _ﬂ_\i_

[ ] An extension of time to file the petition for a writ of certiorari was granted
to and including & Bt S0 L,» 40 (glateg on MQ_MM_ aiate) in

Application No. XN
ILSC No. 1248/’5'5
The jurisdiction of this Court is invoked under 28 U. S. C. § 1257(a).
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Unifed States Constitution, Fourteerith Amendwient : '
+ - e Shall any Stote deprive any perzon of 1ife,
Viberty, OF property, without dye process of +he law:

2.8 Unied Stoves Code § 2254 )(1)
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%E !TBOQUQT'EQI‘ STATEMENT OF THE CASE
1 201, TS Said Ferdicner was Charged by and -&hrough o lake COUWN
Covethouse, of Wauke WM ThnoiS indictment, censidening (7, chargin
nstrument's. Count (LY, Afmed Robber‘\\', Covnt (Y, Robb-e(\' And Covnts §- 53,
Aggrevated Batrecy. The defendont did not Crivec NN Plea agfement gnd
withw +Hhe 4rig| proceedanﬁ&,:ﬁpo, Agqrevated Batteny tharges wefe
d.\smiﬁsed @rom Jrhﬁ 40 Q\, ﬁDUVY\' @)1 Atmed. Rotbb(’,‘v\{, COUﬂ\t_(Z), R,Obbe /‘\(ﬂd)
One countef Rggrevated Batery, wefe +he &> eected charges held Prom,
the mdictment.

Proce&iura\ isfory of the Lase

.\ .

TS Sand Petitioner was ConVicted o gie COUNTY; Count ﬁf@’),f%obbcr' ,
Chc’Jre.f & BencnTrigl oN @\Oﬁ?mbef Azt 10»@_:(&: 313) Defense Coonse( Ml i led
Mohon For Tudgment Notoith Star. dict

OC"\ObQ ‘T\/h C. T A\"\’Cfﬂ@ft\'\fe\' i‘%
on { L 201

thouak 13 ‘ _ O A NewTRig
"hough ; 17s maiion was nNot heatd vn court unti | Now

L 20W)Tis Boid Motion above was deniea / Noverter

© Peditionet William

‘ 2016 24D under,
| §J1VeN 20 \[eals, at 50 % Followed b
Suptivised Releqgs On ™

s sad Penbioner filed o tipery Brieh And Therefier, The Res ondart,
Appe Hf@,'ﬁ [fd/W%;@ﬂ Dg(;er\y‘)ber Q‘M:ZQ&(CQSG No. Z‘i(o“)OL{Kp‘) Potitaver
Yailed 4o File & Petition Fo.rkeheqrr’.qg ofte( H’;eTPPWS Prosecutor
affiemed its decision of petitioners Comietian and Sevitence wWithin hs
Oirect Appeal. Petitioner did fije a Fimely Sefition For Leave 1o Aepen
10 e supreme Court of Springfield, Tl 427017z Daded: May 05, 74
(Case No- 124833) O Seprember 25470, Petitioners Setfourth Porimoimd:
Leave +o Appeal 18 denied. _ x




'REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION
WS Case prese i - Lo ' L
:'Oncfr”"ﬂﬁp’i‘xevzfﬂ;zf;COUG w\‘r"\ an oppgr’rumT\{ +O\\~F€SO)V£ +wo ?Updamen—lq( QuUestions
S deterhinen | Intecpietation of the phase Clearly established federa| Jaw”
. e by e Sepreme Court of g o & g al taw,
s YR EQ Fist s fase prosents oy 2I%129aS that phase s g5l
esfoblished "modifies “Fedel Lo’ or whether tt me(%w ng d.“’gfgkﬁg ui”%%?c a-
assuming ot ck@ar\;{ estblished” modifie s Federal [aw ™ this case presents Hne
T Shgive( S determined by the Suprend Court of 4ne. (o Sate S pecns
Shod His Coutt; as opposed O 41w lower fedetal Court, must e 4 € Court that
announ ces L federol character of Hhve law at 1330 e, | |
Thedecision of e 10th Ciceu| 1 4niS case Oppears 4o nterpret the phase,
Clearty ﬁﬁ&ab\\shed‘ Federal law 40 meon thoat so long as the rule of law is
Zlearly estoblished ; i+ §s et necessary; for, habeos fehel +o be amntedt ,Hhat
el of Jaw be C\ﬁo\r\\{.‘e_S‘t’Qb\tSh&‘\ oS Federal law,” /e ., as Constitutiongl [aw
\c:{)(“%o&gur ?)@(d{\m\ Law) —qui 1S bim\m% oN the Siotes - The decision o 4he

ifCWT 036 oppears 4o st on premise 4 ne se, 0> determined
by +he Supreme Puﬁ of e Unﬁeg\%hﬁes” doesh%JfFe (?ipea f%%t s Courd
have made ¥ desermination “hat +he cule o jaw of TS3VE i
federal Construtional law - - »

o fule
The Store And alSo, This Tesifione 1S seeking o Wt of cerhome xcause Jrh\\S'_&Q
LCOurY nas not nad occasion 4o addfess eibingy of Hhese gyestions; wneh gefs

e Veryd neart of v Standad of federal habeas reviedd and which wede
inCorrectly fesoWNed by 4he court o appeals -

Additional iy, e Stade 1S seeking a wrd of Ceﬂxorow\ \ beCQ\AS_Q Jﬁnﬁ deC|S\Q\£\
of e 14 Cireud ; which preceded Hhis Coutts dec sion ' People V. Cellinss, 10l Tl
2d 237,201 285, 15 1ncerrect w ligit of Ortiz, even aSsUMing Fhnak 4is Courts
decision in Juckson V. Vx‘rgima,-%gs V.5.3076279) -0On whickh +he Secend JUdici a
Listict Celied o5 e basis for its decision in 4his case— ndeed constiiute s
cleafly established federal laws, Within e meaning of 28 V-2-C. 82255 @) Ltk
the gudance povded by ths court in Ortiz, i a8® the (4 Ciry}
&ried e holding of Colling oo broadly ond’, as a resv Fiefroneously held
that 4his case was”governed by Collins. The Nineteenth Cirritserroneous

ecision may invohidate +he frue defation of meaning, quiity beyond a

feasonab le doub-%,comsiden‘n@ hundreds i f net Hhevsands of THine's ¢riminal

sentences . ‘

FOf 41nese Teasons, Thig petitioner petitions $or o woit of Certicrar Sheuld be
Yfanked; and ; AF the Very |east, Hhe Nineteeath Ciccuits judgment should be
voaceted and the Case Should be femanded Por furtier censideraticn 1n lighrt
of People v 0rti7, 190 T1|. 2d 230,259,752 N-E. 24 410,425 (20005 Lewis
reque st that s Court iss0e o Wit el Certicrart 40 review he Judg ment
e Ynited States Courtof appeals for +he 77 District +hat affirmed) emtence o
e United States ] ath Judicia| @rspam®Ciccvit Courd yfor the Northeost Uistrict, of waukeqan,
Tllineis (Lewis, Williarn) and remand dhis case +o 4hot court(Lake County Coutthouse
of Wavkegan T1)for furdner proceeding s
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Thefeloy s AsK 4his Honorable Coutt At in its
Considefotion and review of the Pehitioners Motjon,

4 C(J\\/\S\d}e(‘ For A Wt O«Q\CQr-\—{orq{\\ Belole “\'\/l"ﬁ HOVIGMUQ
Cow ¥ This petitionet does g4 POy Haat tHhe Court would
5t A dodein whicth 1+ il e This Motion -

CONCLUSION

The petition for a writ of certiorari should be granted.

Respectfully submitted,

‘Date: ___DeCerber l(o*h,ZAIOI




