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QUESTION(S) PRESENTED
May the. Court c'f Appeals ofTexas urcemsittottoriit^y c/any
actually (hnoc-cnt Petitdaryerr motion l^aire tQ f,te ordinal
OppL'cahln •Fof' wr/f of habeas' Corpus u^kecTeyasaaj UZ.Con$t>fuf<&nS , 

cQse fib’i/JR-IFjOHft-oS^ pQ.gardlns' the -to fawtnt? i

■&Z, May Texas Continue te operate unconstitutional metfedye 
Court appointed Defense Counsel system £i,r ,\Ai^ent cr

* tvt II co states continue to operate unconstitutional rnePPecfti/e■ PukU c ? *
# 3' cLKirrT ^ .

_ J _ t instates ContUue to ir>fl“d roufmc purufive S * £• *• ssxsz&zu | |f;
nc°ie t« X fh< * *l~"

S'a/ne ?

#t.

£<n
pub Lie OSaJec/ ^ 

(defendants' ? aimicta •<.
^ \

.^t

#5, May this U^.S'UPACME CeufiT
I A £* Parte Franks, 71 S*W» 3 J 3-27 3 31

Cortsi‘t*i‘*nal dissent,ny opinion m

it£. wku St«te 0><f 'T"?

L > />( 'il&n of crue aaJ t*n*suel punts*
S’ U an tflflic'taa orct A/stur bonce

*x *r~i ^ -fpyfTfPdZfZ*- Miff
fkcUd kl *vrftit-aw ct rkf* r.a fkxt dttuJol‘t rk,uld net
l;n w» wh-«* "»<J
b{L shacked 9

h'J Ceunt abuse dlncre+i'on byktepy9-z £«.
«-t/r*.WiW<f l* choose, bet****

#?, 0.V C.«Af t/T'TLlP nf Ui *'!.( ?

*I0, CotektetJ ~»h X-t rev-t^ » -/«- ^ , -

M^ni^^nce ^ *X>V; AX Jf «*»
PpecWc pu^ose of caurtn? the j r

#// Wke» rte «/■/ CM«l'cten h /Wl-jufcJ T^Akkl/Vkf"
'un^neik •'« M +«*< ««/ ^
fr/«/ transcripts to K^P this fohU***' wrongfully tmpn^eaei .

tt[2, May the W* Cou^ v/of&f^ £'|/i A^ant, by Moving the trials' (eh°n9<L atven e)
’ fb other districts' alon9 i^fVA the £^Me^ Glased trial judfe 

phesUty "teach trial **d with sarnet prosecutor «* d
knife we'lldl*? defence Ooun?cl at each fr<a ^ < jj>ai( Fo mail

tta. May p r,'s an eontlaueio destroy or roufrely delay and Mt*
this- pro se Indigentprlra^rs p^t,6ns m a f^efy manner to
Crtid f ̂ Acral Court? In a State created m^ped' meat fo prefer nJ ,
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LIST OF PARTIES

[vf All parties appear in the caption of the case on the cover page.

[ ] 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:

RELATED CASES ,
A cording to.^Uv, State, 203 A. 3d 7/f (pel. the Public
Dlfendgr-r <?P(ice Is Ineffective- under both United ?t-afer \j. Chronic, 
y-££ US- £H~B a«d ^trick l a* d\J, Washfnpten, tfQ£ UA £68 Jpg/f re:
absence of legal representation Jurlng Critical pretrial stage. heat!/) pJh'fi'onert- case.

In Garzo V.Uq\O^03 £’EJi2] 77 US, SiAPRWE COURT PctleJ Ineffective

qs’slstal)cb ef counsel prejudice Is presumed when defendant dented counsel at 
Critical stage of proceeding* and trial transcripts prejudictally pot available 
to Indigent pro se prisoners, same as herein Petitioned Case.

Re. t United Staler V. Acrsta.WF.3d H% (6th Cin-lolfy PmseMr 's nils conduct uJas 
S(7 {Incept to/i ally flagrant that if constitutes plow PeroC, and is grounds far reversal 
even [though] the [in effective counsel] d.d not object t& if herein Pet<titner 

Benitez v, U.$. S21 F.3d 623. £30, £36 feth C,'r.2oaj) (court's Mure to inline 
into defendant's d Is Satisfaction with counsel, constituting dental of counsel, was
Structural error). [same Q*~ herein Pf:i!ane[[[sf3V ondcourt did not take any 

Abuse of discrete* to shackle defendant VrsAie +*j Y A— ?„a Fid 178
precautions to minimize any potent ta I prejudice. JULlCt—if sj ~Z, oolo)'

19? (2nd Cir< 2s>is) ; U.S, y, Bene^as, Goo F. 3d dtZ ,JJLF-W (5th—f_i_——
Rulmveld v. Birkeft, tpf F. 3d looe, loit '18 (sth l°0ALi Hau* v- »al<erA-

herein Petitioner's tasz),
testimony to determine

(frh Cir.2doB)
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Court erred by failing ft> conduct tormal hearing with 
whether restraints were necessary U,S <v, Miller, F3 J F, 3d Sto,
Scene as herein PeFfUer's case. m UMfREMF CmiRT may fflP Plcu'“'

S'tandard to error? Pother preserved below nor argued nn appeal, Rosales-Mireles
V, United States, 138 S, ct. |g?7 fiOlS)} United Stotts v.PougM, tip F, 3d BOf- [SthCir, 201$);

For reversible plain error see also United States v- Aiguei ca, R2.0 f, 3d 2.60 fcrh Cir. 2.013) ,
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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 
the petition and is

to

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

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

to

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

iv5 For cases from state courts:

The opinion of the highest state court to review the merits appears at 
Appendix A__ to the petition and is
[ ] reported at
[ ] has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or, Kf/A 
[ ] is unpublished. >//A

d/A 5 or,

N/AThe opinion of the _ 
appears at Appendix
[ ] reported at
[ ] has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or, n/a 
[ ] is unpublished. d/A

court
to the petition and is

; or,

1.



JURISDICTION

[ ] 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:____________
order denying rehearing appears at Appendix

, and a copy of the

[ ] An extension of time to file the petition for a writ of certiorari was granted
to and including_______
in Application No.__ A

(date) on (date)

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

For cases from state courts:

The date on which the highest state court decided my case was^toy 9,2° 19 
A copy of that decision appears at Appendix A

[ ] A timely petition for rehearing was thereafter denied on the following date: 
___ /fZ4._______________ , 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 tf/A 
Application No.__ A_

(date) on (date) in

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



CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS INVOLVED
U/S. Cors-titaton Amendments §~t Q, Q and 1H-, Violated herein theee trials, 
C^, S', CoflJST,, Art, 1 § c\, c/,2 *The privilege of the Writ uf Habeas- Corpus
$W/ *st he suspended.Violated by hurt of Crt^,hadApp«yU- af Tk 

In care.
■Siair

"»• W«-)f,0<}g.03 W,.;„.

TpXA? CrafhtutoO, /1ft. I § J2 'The W r.tof habeas- CofpuS it a wclf of 
right and s-kalljnever- Suspended vtalated by Court of Crdmihai 
Appeals of Texas t'n case no, WR- 15]ofg-03 herein,

UtS, CDHsT.. /\rf' I §*\,cl,3 and Act. / § JO, cl. I Prohibition og^ms-p 
Ex Post Facto lb(T, Ca/VcTT. Separation
Art. 2 | 1 Separation &
Appeals' e>f Texas assumed the pouoer at the. Texas leg.'rfalu rq by 
rt-uo citing ike law f» Texas Senate. Bid Me. I S'2 in &X karfe. Franks, 
71 $.W< 3d 327 CTex.Crim,

6"p Pa users and Texas ConstTuton 
f Powers 0 louse Y^/afcJ hy Court of Cr;t',Y'a{

App- 3.0C ( StatuiaCy Co Asfr^cften ( C>cA €

‘fhex't Privileges q!s& violated in tame.Process, Equal Protection J noyvpiAyir

tA, 2. CP/dST,, ftk a/iA IB ill d^eadm ents Due Process ViolatcJ by

Texas' shack! A*# Petit visible, fa juCorS and trial Court 
JV-dpt Donald R, Ross erred by tailing -fa Conduct •porfnef( bearing 

With StiOorn testimony to determine. whether shackles, hand cuffs 
QttqcheJ cfosefy fis> sfee.1 chain belly band and attached to feg irons 

were, necessary t did not question Jk<*ors abouT -e-ffecf 0f 
shackled defendant upon their verdict, did not determine whether 

et less restrictive alternative wets available., did not -take any 
pee cautions to nni'Ai'mize any potential prejudice, did net* take
any reasonable steps fo wake shackler invisible fo Jurors, 
and faded to make defendant-* Specific valid legal finding on the- 
Cbcord that ft sfaf& interest justified shack/,n&, A shackled 
defendants conviction must be reversed unless [u,S, SUPREME CWfjT] 
determines beyond a reasonable doubt that his- shacking constituted 

harmless error, U.S.C.A. Const, Amendments S’ j if-. TgxA'T RfALFS OF 
APPELLATE procedure, 1+4, <L(oi) • Wiseman v, State, 22-2 S.W- 2d tS- ,

, S3 (Tejt. App. —- a [1st Oist] 200 6 ) „TexasdtdMt prove beyond a reenable
doubt That the restraints d.'Jpgt ^fribut* to the obtained verdict Deck y.FTssoun, 

Stttt U>$- S'22 fBSF120osJ• cl.s, v. Pan zga$, FOO f?. 2J 2^2, 3Wr</-7 (s+h c,r- 2-^10),
CourtAppuntcJDefense Counsel fee Ekuuard Shumate refused U paise an metfechve. 
assistance of counsel claim against hirns-eji: U.TT. A, ConstAmend.
Alvarez V. Hate, 79 $.W. 3d 679, Ggl-9Z (Tex, App- — Houston [W+k Dhf]
2.002, pet dismissed). Petitioner prays the ecu FT t« require Same when 
counsels deficient performance is flagrant and inHntionahn order t° 
persuade the jury iff f>rd guilt and assess /nayimuM %lniS'We?T'

the Sth^th, 94 and ltd A^end^*«^^ Bth(QihAwMrienis,
fhz date Punitive Excessive pad System > Id

toner



STATEMENT OF THE CASE , .
fit'. tyUCSTIO N(s) PR£$£NTE0 # i f LavTon Cummings shot Donfia Ray.to Sell'defenie^ H,Pend 

‘fhi'c Petitioner strugyled % disarm 4ayfon Cummings, frearm discharged wounding 
Lay fort C u/nmirvejs, Petitioner performed cardiopulmonary resuscitation or Donna R«.y.
Layton Cummlrgf% accomplice Tony Montgomery struck Petitioner on head with
Crow i)ctr. Dsrtnq Ray died, Layton Cummings and_tany Montgomery j/eJ falsely
rlai'm InQ that Petitioner murdered QpnndRcty anti utt^pTeJ fa murder Lay tmCummiags^
Petit,onJk actually innocent Perpm-r,]33 S.Ct Mjt/W.32 CZ*/7)Jaf+k*

rhr tonviction hat gu'dfi plea jury **“><• gu,lt assessed sentence) Texet*
itilaJ JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT CASE No. 83 F gj. At fhe initial charges notification < 
b^he^mq indhZt Petitioner wor ^uWc^nW(TA0fr>^'^ v, P fitter, e<jg F 3d 
wl 10If %j>C*rJ0l2)}Mherrv.G;ilesP;e Cty„ Ftd W. S. [HI, 213 (2oo 8) ;Bremer 

V. Will 19**, V-3& M.5. '3^7, y-ot+{/977); C*r nicy v. ChocKraA, 3% U. S. Foe, 517 Q%Z) ;
TelltHvtU.9. H-ff F. %d 622,£2$ [&t£ CtrA97J)). Petitioner was also dented counsel 
at Habeas Hearing] Hearing to Challenge Array at Grand Jury / near/ng to Recuse JTu4g_g_
Donald /?< Ross, other Court Hearings and Wearing on Cou-rtl Own Motion fa Change 
Venue where Fudge Donald R. R&ss yloldted U,S, CONST., G+h Amende <xnd^ Tex,Code 
Crlmi Proc. Art 31.01 by falsely states without any evidence Pa tk& Record 
that a trial, alike fair end impartial to the accused and to the- $+*U 
could not he had in TexasJfth JUDICIAL DISTRICT UU*T a* Pett^ner^and

Pro secuter Ulilham L, femuson timely Contested the
<. t fh e accused shall enjoy the right foa ... trial/ by an impartial Jury of the State 

&nd district wherein the crime shot! hcn,e been cammittedjvjhut district ^./7 a if Aave
Lot* oreviously ascertained hy law//., Prosecutor William L.Ferguson Suppressed

<3 £ «» 2, 
a 1-j-
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SJ
Ci 1<u

fo 202nd Judicial District.tr)ove <s <Tv
■^3 -f=C

<505
ClriP dirif fei wnet trm mu urimt rnon nuv*
been previously ascertained 6y /aw/4 ----- - ; ( ^ ----- .-

'ioffirt Cu/nrniftss' Confession tofhe- murder ot Donna Pay.(United Stater V, Ba&lev, 
TO W. 3. W7, en, 6‘BS (/9QSJ- Ryles V. Vlhitfey, siq. W; y-. H-lt, W33 (mp), Court 

> A 'led D^inre Counsel failed U P«r L,8yUft Cummings^ihtj w ft', ss AunJ,
- Tenied Effective Assistance of Counsel {Cuyler v, Sullivan, if-Gs u.S-, 

(itSo)Kl'an ^ v’ ldashi'yh>n,tpg& CA.S. £68 (itP’S) Trevino V.
rtdU (%eI3)). At the hag inning af Quit f/innocence Phare 

nsel tfe e TdwnnJ Shumate stabbed

3 £
SjSo

■p; f9

Q
^5

' petitioner u/CiS
"fso,
Thaler, 123 S. Ct. Mil,
of Murder trial the said appointed ___
petitioner wtfh g-knlfe* Acting in seif- Jcfensc Pefitie./ier struck counsel u> fh <*
\rtdfar pitched, ~PfthcugA Counsel Toe SJward Shumate, admittedt<? trufiating/cneatln^ 
f/l£ C ourtrec/u disturbance. Tudoe Donald Rjkess oibuStd courts diicre f'o'1 

by S'hackllaf PePt >b net, hand auffss/ billy band, leg irons visible fo the Jury 
without proper determlnailoifHo/hrook v, F/ypn, c/-7iT m,$, af 5£g~£Q 

106 S'^+'lhoQtBQ); mentis M. Allen,397 tiS. 337 fmo). peck s/TMo,,
Ld.S. 622, G2u,~d&, <32 Bf £32-33 S'(dots)). No Pt.aS'otigble

rfe^j- were fakert fo make S'Aock/&s' in visible to )‘ury.(fwiseman V,
State., 22 3 S.W. 3d tt'$-S3 (teA, Houston[jsf D 1st,] 2eo/)]t
Shackhng contributed t*> the. jury's conviction and mag, punish men f 
because s~hackles essentially branded defendant as having a violent 
nature in a case where his propensity fop violence was the cruc ' 
issue,The shackles h a J suAsfanfia / #nd injurious effect or inf luen c« 
fh determining the j urys Verdict.(Brecht v. Abrakam3e>nf2 o 7 14,S. Qjf 
G32, IJ3 $.01.1710, 123 4. U2dx?S3 (jM$). Shacklmj distracted, ' r/
embarrassed °nd impaired PotilnfiiCS erhlf.fy fo confer u>,yh Wtilch'ng
defense counsel and frig nip,'cant ly affected defence tr,af s'frafe^y-(united 
Hates V, Durham, 2 87 E 3d /297; 130if- Qith Clr, 2c*?.)), fudge DZMr. fosp ( , .

di d not consider reasonable alternatives to Visible to jury Sihackting and failed to inquire 
inh Je^enjant's dissatisfaction with counsel, £ , 8mit« v, tf,S. 52) F, 3d S2S,&3C, £36 (&b C'f- 2&oS *
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tTATEMMT OF THE CA**
Tucfge DonalJRpsr o/jv fhrfaieft&J 1"e> gag Pef'f^ntr If he sp°ke ^ 
pgfyf.»oer pot afford f& fa nd«ol /nnarence f* +he
qvilf/r'/iM>c4rfc£ p/tpe d Afc//?D£P triad. (Gronnis y, Or deafly 23*1 MS, 38$

/tCfltfS'Armstrong * Ma/lz^igfuJTFtS (W££)), fatter a/s* 0$t all*?**

J 7* JjQlrrt TKMTJ7S F U S$S, 68? M C%

$o* e*">*rdJ,£>.'f-'Aj-e/,leCutory 0fpe*/ J»oSn? trU/d.d got os-k c-**/\t, 
fo shacking, J,J not bl* shackle* *s evidence of MJ3RSM- a*A^ +
l infract Jury +° n£ con/!fj & ca/%vicT and arserr maximum pumrkrneat. 
t1.n»Uhmr petrlhU i* cause Ju,rK, »»*;*,«* excessive j,a(/ f^££event_

JT£HnEZ/7T^rrun9 ^a^ejPJ^d^A-^-T^TrrjrPconuicft*/i appeal. The .

C.««/ “ ie csm,-ct »ar the £ff^- , . fat:f-eJ .t^msUfSS

tv convict actual!) innocent fetUnte. t « , t TuJee D~«"U H. finest

'firfiwt*' ? *v muT. jfhot *$««- dually
trials flrr-.r't'lr ttuiii.il- I- — --v-t'-rur S’ tilt

¥I7 u.s. eoo, 61-2 b^bfdf"^ cT2^*f(M8)' WbTMUgMPhdit
VreoTeJ kymTE_?‘i+‘°'' ^-JLSd-rrjJ/dsitineo to choose

•«gsasus»» »vSfe
$Wfel«S3»« «»«*1230-31 QuCftonb ™ ft,j C,Y. M«); T«me<- V, Bt,9aM,<W Ffd,„ )
M^r^H-F.SJ 30?'3‘e,l/„ ,\. f+afe fff* S.VI.2J
6S«, &;*■ aTc??0»^c-'-rt7^'
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statement or jus casb
Re; im&rtp #2 cmJ #3 : In Texas due. +* S1

ineffective assistance of pubUc defender/court ufpointed _
*h>ur&k±

* &&/>»** c+erceJ
»%?*"»> * *W «** ^ *or»*r OUAfi 7*

? CTor LtrCZenteJ them of bench t™i* W*"V ^ Al*° jf £
!?g cokjW feA^^th^^l^jl act^aHj^rinoce^ pas-oner CoN^y
tlZZ'MU * (w'f'

Stb.e^.i^ f f n«b*tW Mn.it f^i>c
u: ware**?*** j^nts t. ■'« /*■'
<*«^.V4 holt ./> iiisS2£ j2cWiLJ£«£l_ f„ ,/efW «
to the/ cmmttarn »<» * A"‘e pld, In effective appe.aftJ
they are forced t* aCCeC],°Hi%^J^s ‘Excessive b*H punUbes ind lyent 
defense hwytrr or^Af we«/My yeW«/>t* - /^
JtfenJ*** f/5 a bJJeen wealthy oA d indent defendant*
results (A unequal treatrA^ toe otters poverty.so he is

l / n/id -ex c/usi've/y on the basts- of solely on He kaf/tr
SWfe/y a*d**c'u Innocence ctAd liberty soitiy ^-frduJ.
deprived *ffk* ftesu^f /s er« ^
ht's poverty t. ,SK coAshtuf<ctia/ffu ^ a/A»w no Invidious

^ li?^r
dUcSP,,''“i'Z ‘ ■ ■DC-iu! tz OlS-e)-"0efcnJ.nPclia/9nJ-»<-h 
Gn.W* V, J/W/*, 5*57 ^ . We W V
c^/W aWtnre sM £* released on ^c.V‘fJanj bind!*? *n

us ‘Its, Mim),CvWT«^MhV^S!2rw*r ,, 

- i;<zi-crr,'Zi> r'S“S,miSiu ft* ■^>-
Ik-. Quss riiu(s) PKes-C/vteo PS: &»£ ‘V^ ^ ununrtfMnol jnpjedtl. 
cP;„,^ in Be Me Frank;,11 S.W- 3d 327-3?/ (T« O/m. -Vf-f ^ *
</«, mWAr, r«W. +.
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inetfeJi'te asdCtanc, efpM' yi»d«Wr
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STATE c ■ /
PeV+'OW continues to receive mandatery superv^n* release.

tamed aood-hmt credits. Teague V*
/t+K CiVr 2007) ruled that ; "Texas law afforded mmate a protected
l/turti irffrrtft r* h* pwjovrly earned sood-time cse tt* *» ^ /
either J&USL °r amended mandatory supervision schem^.Thpt^f 
rrnfd rutit tnk° fl\OM away without affordfine inmate due prcce_&_*r* y/jmStb
i
APPEALS ot TEXAS committed the O^froactive nulby/cat/on and elimination 

the benlfit and purpose ef Petit'entrS previous/y earned good-f.me credit* 
fae,Lynce v. tfalh-fc, &i9 u.S.W-Wt, 1J7 $,ct$<U-jMt [27 LEdJd 63(mpJ by 

‘ / fin9 Texa^ and United stater Ce/jsfifuttons Ex PostFacte/ Dae Process, 
'Yt0 a j* Ptovotrs,Eauo!Protect*®/!fi PfjylltjeSf frtM*t\ttieS' Statutory
lo tion tre^My the law In Te*. m theirm^ty
Construct**'Pefit^er A-
oftM* "> * , . U pxnecfafhA that the sentence He heard orally pronounce
n o Phocer-r le^itm\aie^ r 'f'+jShr mandatory supervision) iS the. s'atn^.tFFletrl*(it* n.Mv,™ 6W.um.ae

■" hrx?£,%£&'iK 3+e <£* cu-S0Fh
* -t. -it fJztfZX^SSU-

Sentence Ke ^ £tX*as
(TeyfCrim. AF>-2002jj U' * uncJerStood to mean whci ,T n«* car* 7 7'''"'^
TAe Lesirtfture must U * or subtract from such a statute. V
it is rot ^m^Crlm.App. miytvenlf^e outyrntTboa^n

whet* Texas Iesis-lrfn '^pf *^f^jf/fcobCede a/much iystet'W!' , , „

S» Frank's,!1 *W-?J ^mJsrfUlyMhS^L
The tUute h effect wfcM *>* of*"? '^FZ'Zt.hn ExbereThe*?™,

inmatet .(/yik/lity *<■ /■«!««■« "> rtunJatty j, 1. +0 £Ve
173 SVV/.3J H-S’i{TexXe''ra,Af*,SeoS).T^ 9rmt pe^ //i}^tMf, 
atfUrtM" <*n t ,t hate.. cJr^tftAf‘Vpet:tL^ fc.Factually
to Melep the c/»W
Unoreat pro pe "'J'fe''ft'i°!'Fitter™1 7W'1” v. TUer,I33 $.<*■

kl'cJesknJeefa>yJtappo,n1e<lJete^^ w//«<. uj.t pmtgn .ff.-.jJ. Jester
Ittl'IHI Jfl5~ L.EJ'tU J y -C------2; ' pet:tMtF<* timely moAM^-

E.yntal>le \eSc,Y. fe,& ^

d.'hgence.Tackson * ZJav/^f ^33 Ud ^ C-% j r,(L r^2
under actual innocence exception. Rtvac v. FtrherfiQ? F,3d hi*, . j r
&U Cio.iaia)- actual>^c^e,&ctfttoiTul odt. lexis

I ‘j, that ar€ proceduraKy c/iPau/f&d, [ioited v. Garci , vntO
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Mcdcnough v, Smith, m Set 214-9 C2<?l9^

a/i

J*

■«

v <?

1
3

-<
■» Vi

%



t REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION
„ , : nJ tssues of tmptrrfaiyce U«W tU panfs^uiat^a-rts and

,Av;!ve<ii*° ™c!!Zt*aUtspuiv*
IzjaiVues'Twr herein Q-nd the importance -to the public af the- iss-cses ;
"the W&rld bj> de aid national irnpontan ce. ^ the others' S'imi foe ly f-ifuattrl Qf*e QCTually 

lri(\m$&DeciM*tnted0« <1 Undocumen ted fbriiMOifizenC U<£. Cifir-ens andtU
Urt. Mili taryVeteran uncons-ti1uthna//y incarcerated M State, 
due to '"'eWecUe PfUcJihnfe/parftWvMe/CauAs*/. TU ~k,t
Will b-e (ri O t d tfT the Courts Q pprHcde j un/sdi ct/^4r Qy cap fton a,/ cifcun stances 
warrant the excrctFe «f the Zouft's discretionary powers, atvd adequate relief 
C annrt lo& obtained tn any other To-Cm of- Trorn any other court because the 
lower U'S', district covris and US: courts of appeals routinely deny actually 
Innocent prisoners pro s~e petitions because they know thrtfhisj^aile 
rj c. rnpaFME COURT does *<>+ have the time review any rtthere

e%rstjJfcz£
^rtiT/A 11

fffi^./ i"»t?i*rS'. -:.i:.I..I& J. '-'•--f ZpyurteMC Ceanr.
H tti wfiyr 'fhtA :r * w‘. ,, . sjUelhe'' ft reathefl the mfftf (vlft-U> 0'/8-ot)
A, i«tjt't. rr* ^ mmS
comtrTTniMt n(»")('■*■»,«»"•■>,,¥W“S- “+ 26S); ,
See Harrington ' £ logs lO*)t (.2013); Runnmyeagh v, Py<*nt £§£ F. 3d
Tehnsofi v'^' '^I '2d/2\‘ pef!+:oner just no* ch‘scoveredjhct Texas U ^tM
1S0, 768 fr* Cui J J' iUn ~^CummingsPndTony ttor&SPim
in possession «T the '< uAcac/Iv innocent and demonstrated object(t,e

^“r m,f'°]MS earlier and actual prejudice resulted from mahi/rtv
Ur Tallin to raise enured the three auctions
to false. •&£ claims; that S ( / CCrM-fe fV £>'/"V to d.SCaver
and demoAstraUd both acf*a/l? c(ul'^ and but Tor the constitute* l
earlier the tactual basis f* ^B|/e -few/u/ Petitions innocent asU*
Violations the three Jury . , ^ „ew/y discovered evidence
evidence herein is- clear and co in ' $ three j^rys- would
is- (tiro char and convincing In tha Hone _ OQtJSrti )3lf-(f- (Ufa) /Bull)
mvM'J N+Ai^t h m ntw ^
PMAttf ees0tctt»lli Pratt COUAT tv rut* +M_U&SWsM£is£C.
~r . . i a " / T* iV.7k>;^ „,dh a combined with (rial dudseUnpointed Leunsp l Stabbed rermoner wnn----------p—~ > » » ■ /P
'T^jTTiPl—Petitioner visible to jurors m three, tehny f rials-

ar'"t>r+M "anJ"b0i-h«rous"^e terror, p°'« oc Jvfrace 

Super added without a legitimate re^om fge Buckhw v. rr^cyT^^,
1^9 S'.Ct JU2, ^0J9)« anj please appoint attorney Tee S'Jieanh,
2S15 Mcklndey Avenuef Suite i^Oo, Dal/asiTeyas 7F20J - 7£00( phontJllH ~‘XQ7'IDOO 
and attorney DonYlttlej £301 Gaston Avenue, Suite Dallas, lexas
1521^-3*122 phone dm-£22 - Btoo to represent Petitioner herein.

“The totality ck the circumstances a fa// three JurY trials herein are connected 
hi ‘M-e actual perpetrator? of the crimes Tony Montgomery!loylbn Curfirriiops
and fkai defet\S'£ enunso f Tor Edward ^hurnjrtBTcausr d Petifflrne/, to be 
uncanst'tutte/lally shackled yk-ihle te> the Jbrors In oil fhlee trial?;

Th\s case presets



Convicted by perjured testimony and misconductby rr^^^^Tlihtr^F^rQuson. 
cotpbfoeJ.wM flagrant abuse of fn«js court? discretion by Turing Donald t R6sr<r.
Petitioner alro ?raHr fke Comr -b r«U Hat tU Court 4Gr,w;w&peajs0f TeKc>^ 

//layntft area nsrttui/snQ/tly Jeny actually innac^t Petitioneft- motion ftm ftaw 
t<9 f‘U. of'b'hat applbcfh'w -Per ^rlts? W*be«s corpus cave ru>< WR~t$"C^Q - 03 
fl<>, Pease have the Convic-'t^as, Senfenccsy judgment's- \yacatei »Vi five 
Tnal^^t Case N*. 93-F-M //fcTexas 202, J ludical District Court.
IrutCeurf Case tit, 13,0 3 9, attempted murderTexas J2+L, TuJU/J District CQ „rt
±2dJ,*«rtLaSe N>.3;2tlr Robberyt£ years, Texas 71# T»J;eSj
and bar Petals on fU h**U 4 actual licence
* T c°tArf*ppe’"ifeJ attorney/public defender System h uoc«nvt/fution4
Ood be cot/ e cf (j. $.J)U P_PEM^COURT made cons-titof/enaf right* Peiroacf be{<s *
afiphcaUe bih(s case) gnj p/fc^ ^ p^t.Sner release*/ an personal r>,JL^ «

abides Pu»ftw txdecsititiZ "
bat'I to Keep actuolii innocent indigent defendantsIn jail to prevent fkem tram 
Earning rvjo/iey fo hire effective private- defense fawy-ecs* and please vacate, tbe 
unconstitutional majority opinion U £y Parte Franks, 71 $,W.SlJfrov.Crtm. A op. 26of\ 
and rule the dissenting op in/on const, tut' on a / in S'Qnoe , Texas-Subjected herein 
Petitioner f0 Q miscarriage cf justice and nrianrp'^s'f' tinJustice* Please consider 
the Combined circumstances of the three trials qs links' in q cka\n of unconstttatiMddy,

COURT n JAMt rf°fCJ;Uf*iC>blJ',V „f actW.ta.tMet
and flagrant multiple. Manifest constitute «I errors tin f catena ffr
Committed by fft S'fate of Texas't Respectfully Su b pnlfteJj

Herein Petitioner is « Cl, 5. Citizen and a U,S* MARINE CORPS VETERAN?'first time In prison, 
The petition for a writ of certiorari should be granted.

*

*

Respectfully submitted,

August Ut, 2£>lCjDate:


