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QUESTIONS OF LAW _ |

In resorting to felonlous crlmlnal syndlcatlon agalnst The Petrtroner (hereafter T P ) as weII as
complete disregard for.al_l _a'pplicable__law_in |ieu of arbitrary inclinations do the action of jud_ge

Ann Bailey-Smith (hereafter A.B.S.) warrant a reyers'al of the conviction .aga'fnst_T.P. anda - 4

remand for a dismissal of .th_'e proseeution against T.P. with prejudice?
In reso_rti.ng'to felonio_us c_ri'minal syndicatfon a_'g_ainst_T.P., in pursuit of a wrongfu'l 'and u_nlawfu(

~ Maximum sentence conviction as well as complete disregard for the law and its ethical

L ,St_a"n_da"rd"s' do the a't:ti'o'nsjo'f: the 'Jefferson‘:Cou:ntV' 'cgh_u_'rﬁohWéarth"s' Attorney’s Offlce, Louisville .

" Metro Police _Depar’_ﬁt_‘m_ent, and culpable Commonwealth’s Attorney’s Office witnesses (hereafter

'_A.O.P.) warrant a re\iersal ofv-:(the'conv'ivotio'n against T.P. and a remand for a dismissal of the *

- prosecutron agalnst T P wnth prejudlce?

. ln'-res_orting'todfe(on'ious Ec.ri‘m-i.na.l' syndiisation.aetions agatnst T.P. as well as completedrsregard :
For all appllcable Iaw an.d ethloal standards do the .a'ctlons of .the two (2) court appornted |
_defense attorneys (hereafter C A. A ) Er|n Melehlor (hereafter E M ) and Robert Gaurmen

: (hereafter R.G.) warrant a reversal of the convrctlon agalnst T P and a remand for a dlsmlssaf of

. The'pro_seeution against T P with prerdioe? o |

. _ To this rendition of the Most High and Honorable Umted States Supreme Court in Amenca isit
: tolerable for corrupt government agents to coIIude to carry-out unabashed acts of crlmlnal ‘
»syndlcatlon against crtrzens in Ileu of legmmate judlaal functlons?

Was T.P. denled his Constltutlonal nght to a dlrect appeal of his convrctron and representatlon V'
by an attorney upon direct a_ppeal by an unscrupulo_us r:ourt appoint_ed attorney (hereafter also
' G.A.A._),' Erin Hoffman-Yang (hereafter E.H.), high-jacking T.P.’s direct appeal away from himin

(i)
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IN THE

SUPREME COUHT OF THE UNITED STATES

PET ITION FOH WHIT OF CEHTIOHARI

e Petltloner respectfully prays that a wrlt of certloran issue to rev1ew the Judgment below*"} T

OPINIONS BELOW

[ ] For cases from federal cOnrts

o _y[ 1 1sunpubhshed

-".The op1mon of the Umted States court of appeals appears at Appendjx to R

cthepetitionandis =~ o T e e E T
-"[]reportedat _;or,

"[] has been deslgnated for pubhcatlon but 1s not yet reported .or, :

\

] The op1mon of the Umted States d1str1ct court appears at Appendlx ——— _to -
thepetltlonandls ST e R
] reported at : TR U S ”'.or, e

'[ ] has been de&gnated for pubhcatlon but is not yet reported or, o _' o
] is unpubhshed = Lo 4 v,

For cases from state courts "

. A._The opmlon of the hlghest state court to _rev1ew the ments appears at

.. Appendix _k__ to the petltlon and is

‘f[]reportedat " B ,or,'_‘
[] been designated for pubhcatlon but is not yet reported or, ‘
i8 unpubhshed SR ,

' The opuuon of the 36€€€°SM C\l‘(‘M{ ‘(\13( SV breme, (‘/tﬁ _ eourt
. appears at Appende to the petltlon and B o
11 reported at L ; or,

[ } has been designated for pubhcatlon but is not yet reported; or,
]is unpubhshed

. 1.
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JURISDICTION
[ ] For cases from federal courts

= g'The date on wh1ch the Umted States Court of Appeals declded my ¢ase
'was — - Lo -

[ ] No pet1t10n for rehearmg was tlmely ﬁled in my case. L

I ] A t1mely petltlon for rehearmg was demed by the Umted States Court of
©. " Appesls on the following date: _: — and a copy of the
o order denymg reheanng appears at Appende .

e [ ] An extensxon of tune to ﬁ]e the petltlon for a wnt of certloran was granted

m Apphcatlon No - A D R

"L

| ‘The Junsdlctlon of thJs Court is mvoked under 28 U s c §1254(1)

o [Ar cases from sta.te courts o

The date on whlch the thhest state court dec1: ed .my case Was AU‘S 'M 'lOB
A copy of that declsmn appears at Append1x N =i > :

[ ] A t1mely petltlon for reheanng was thereafter demed on the followmg date
— and a copy of the order denymg reheanng '

- appears at Appendlx

[ ] An extenslon of t1me to ﬁle the petltlon for a wnt of certloran was granted S

to and including - " ° (date)on ,,,(date)m P R

Apphcatlon No i A R

The Junsdlctlon of th1s Court is mvoked under 28 U S C §1257(a)



JURISDICTION

' THIS CASE WAS DENIED A REHEARING IN THE JEFFERSON COUNTY KY. CIRCIUT COURT ON DECEMBER' 4

18, 2017 WITH A BELATED DESIGNATION OF RECORD FILED ON APRIL 24, 2018

~——————-THE-FINAL DECISION—WAS MADE IN—THIS‘CASE BY THE KENTUCKY SUPREME COURTOWAUGUST 29,

2019

(ifi)



CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY l’ROVISlONS INVOLVED

u.s. con Amd 1 Freedom of speech rlghts of assembly and petltlon Congress shall make no Iaw

L abndglng the freedom of speech [or] to petrtron the government for a redress of grlevances

B A C‘on—Amd“llT.TThe ngnt of tne people t'o‘be secure in therr persons, houses papers, and affects
agarnst unreasonable search and selzures shall not be vrolated but upon partlcular descnbmg the

S place to be searched and the persons or thlngs to be selzed

- U S Con 'Amd 5_ 'nghts of accused m crlmmal proceedmgs - Due process of law No person_shall be

. '-f::_" 'held to answer for a:_crlme, unless on a presentment or ln‘ Alctment of a Grand Jury Nor shall be
' compelled in any crlmmal case to be a wntness agamst hlmself nor be depnved of l|fe lrberty or

’"property wnthout due process of law
o U.S. Co_n. Am_d_..' 8. ...',“Excessiye bail SH_aIl'no_t be required.,..

U S Con Amd 14 Cltrzens nghts - Sect 1 Due process, Equal protectlon —All persons born and
' naturallzed in the [U S ] No state shall make or enforce and law whlch shaIl abndge the pruvrleges or .

.'_lmmunltles of cmzens of the [U S. ], nor shall any state deprlve any person of llfe llberty, or property :

'W|thout due process of Iaws



direct violat’io'n'_of tWi_)‘ (2) of the Kentucky Supreme Coﬁrt's' own motions for her to file on behalf

of T;P. “motions for he‘rsélf trol’be' replaced by.Pro. Bono c':o"unsfel, (which the Ky; ‘'Sup. Ct. did not

enforce)'a_r:ld intentionally Ii_tig_ati'n'g T.P.s dir_e,'ct appeal as amicus cqrjaé to inténtionally lose and

forfeit T.P.’s direct appeal sufficient to warrant this Most High and Honoréble'Court to‘rerﬁand ‘ _

4

the case ba'ck to the Ky. Sup_7 Ct. for a fully je_gal and not pseudo direct appeal hearing (i.e. re-

~ hearing) on the matter of direct appéall i}n-ac;;&rdanc_é with all applicable laws?. -

(ii)



STATEMENT OF THE CASE

P,

A.B.S. acted in criminal syn&icatiqn'With CAA’s and A.O.P. committing violations of Kidnapping )

(KRS 509.040 (1} (a), (b), (c), and under cla;é‘:}A felony context of (2) (a), (B), and (<€)); Attempted

4 Murder (KRS 506.010 {1) (é), (b),and (3),in combinafcion with KRS 507.0é0_ (é)); Intimidating a

_ partiﬁipg nt in_t.he_._l,eéa_l _p_ro;e§§,,,(1<.F{S_, 524.040 (1) (a) and (f)); Perjury first deé,f_e.e (KRS 523.020 (1)

" and (2)'fr'1A excessivel}y ébundant amounts); Official misconduct fi_rst dégree (KRS 522.020 (1): (.a),

- (b), and (c) in excessively numerous am;)unts_); Terro‘rism (KR§ 525.040 (1) (a)}; Liahility for -'
conduct of another, Complicity (KRS SQZ.OZQ (1) (a), (b}, (c), a.nd 7(2). (a), (b), (c) in ove;ly-
abundant. excessive amounts); Engaégng in Organizgd crimg (KRS 506.1_20 (1) (), (b), (c), (d), (e),
{f), and (4) (a), and (5) against T.P. in lieu of Iegifimate Evrirﬁinal pros.ec'Utio.n with ’»che.in>tent of
ilieg’ally removihg T.P’..from'.freve so;iety and dispilacin'g hirﬁ into captivity VL'mfiI his déath ABS

- did: a) Ehtér.illegall.y il;\tQ at least two (2) off—re'cord, ex parfe agreements.with C.A.A.;s an.d,
A.Q.P. toignore ali of T.P.’s Pro se motiohé, petit.ions, aﬁd éubpoenas. -b) (2) lntent‘ivo'na_liy 3

render fraudulent findings in two (2) rullings regardiﬁg the turnj_ng-ovér of a call recording of - -
A.O.P.s star witness Maegén Wﬁeeler (hereafter M.W.) confessing' and admitting that she was
beiné f’[chargéd]" with tﬁe muraér by A.O.P. ,uItim_ately d'enying T.P. the exonerating evidgnce
‘Iaitogether. AB.S. admitted‘to T.P. éfter rendering her fraudulent find'ings and ruliﬁg denying

T.P. the recording that:
“...it's in your discovery.”

- T;He recording was never in T.P.’s discovery. A.O.P., C.A.A_.land A.B.S. claimed it

”[did_n’t exist]” it was found posf—conviction in the court’s case file wvhere it hidden and'withheidl
from T.P.. -2) Entering intentionally fraudulent findings in illegal

denial of a motion for the complete exclusion of M.W. due‘ to incompetency via A.O.P. coercions

in which A.B.S. found M.W. was:

NP
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“...not...overly nervous orupset.... able to answer questions.... Calm demeanor[ed]... [A.B.S.] had

no reason to believe [M.W. was being untruthful].... [and M.W. was competent]”

in an ex parte hearing where M.W. made a statement exculpating T.P., continuously cried or

fought crying, lacked accurate memory both of noticed and unnoticed instances, and

~ continuously contradicted hersélfon the key issues and in summation A.B.S. asserted that cross- -

examination of M.W.’s testimony would cure T.P.”s A.O.P.’s coercion and M.W.’s perjuries.

There were mahy other in_sfan_ces of ABS falsifying the findings o'f_hearings' inyql\)ed in this case

: A'to_ substantiate findings adverse to the ir_iterésts of T.P. The aforehﬁ'e'nt_ioriéd 'in'star‘\ces only

pertairied .to four (4) of'her rulings one (1) of MW wanting fo_ plea the 5% to évoid‘téstifyi'n:g, -
Vr'notiqns T.P. to eXclude her from'testi_fyin'g at tria‘I, éhd T.P.s motions to compel M.W.’s o

coercion admission. -¢) Utilizing her marriage to the second ranking administrator at the

Jéffergph Coqnty qulic befender’s Ofﬁ;e to affcé_in C..A.A'.»’s who would as$jst her- in aua_iﬁihg an
_ I_lIergiai, _un'|;wf0| maximum sen_t‘éﬁéé cénvi&iop ;ga_insf T.P. —d) Dénied T.P; (1) qu' F"mc‘ess of'

‘ cfeatiﬁgl a'nd-aléo of bresgntinga cfirh_inal defense including fhe assistan.ce of an 'aﬁorney., (2)
Thé_ é'ttéinin'g'ofg.)v(one;ating aﬁd in‘1pveva;:r‘1ing: eMidénces t§ effectuate a defense‘,, (#) The

' presenfing of afgumeﬁiative theo‘rfes in his defense., (:4) the attaihing of rﬁateriél WitnesSes to

' disprove cléims t'hz.at T.P. é_hd MW w‘ere in a relationship, alsb thét T.P.and MW Iivéd fogeth’ef
-afc T‘.P.’s deceésed grandm‘otf\er'.s house, or that T.P. had domestically assaulted M.W., or that

“the fake replicaof a High?Point .45 caliber pistol was the .40 cal. Weapoh used in the incident

pursuant to this case., (5) All character witnesses needed to testify to T.P.’s non-violent
disposition and I'egitimate entrepreneurial nature, as well as the extremely deviant criminal

disp’ositibns of A.O.P.’s star witness M.W. and A.O.P.’s key witness Brian Davis (hereafter B.D.).,



(6) All expert witnesses for the psychological assessments, documentary and forensic crime
Scene analytics, electronic investigations, medical testimonies, and defensive investigation. —e)
(1) Denied T.P. the right to confrontation of adversarial witnesses with their prior statements.

. (2) Denied T.P. the confrontation of adversarial w_itnésse_s acting in furtherances of criminal
accomplic_ings to'perjured testimonies. —f) Denied T.P. not only his requested “speedy triél”, but
any trial whatsoever. —g) Refused T.P. a bond. ~h) Refused T.P. any meaningful applications of
the Kentucky: Rules of Criminal Procedure (RCr), Ru[es of Evidence (KRE), Revised Statutory Laws

~(KRS), or applicable Rules of Civil Procedure (CR) [orﬁitted], and any protections of the U.S.
:C_:c‘m_stitut.ionn.al Bill of Rights and KY' Constit_ution. -i) Assisted CiA.A. and A.O.P. in all criminal acts
including the 'preséntatibns of fréudulent theories and evidences, as well as illegal tactics. —j)
ille gally altering the Grand Jury indicted charge of complicity to murder to murder without the
co'nplluty pretext in furtherance of fraudulent theories and testlmomes —k) When confrontea
with formal complamts against her by T.P. along with verbal motlons for her recusa( AB.S.
51mp!y dlsmlssed the criminal complaint against herself and her inter cnmlnal syndlcatlon after
oraerlng _that she had no conflict with the case. This action was in furtherance of the criminal -
syndication=and violated laws goverhing recusal and disqualification ofjl;ldges of a court of -~
justice {KRS 26A.01§ (25 (a), (b), (c), (d) , and (e)). At the cuIiminafion of the execution of the
criminal. syndication aIIowed and over-seen by her against T.P. AB.S. erupted_in j.ubi'late'“

' iéughter in celebration of the success of her criminal venture while polling tHé jurors for

c_dnﬁrmation of a maximum life sentence conviction. Referencés to the actions of criminal

judicial malfeasances and citations are too voluminous to include in the body of this petition due

to pagé Ifmitations. However, they will be}isted in mass in appendices authorized by SCR 14 1.

(g) (i) and in accordance with SCR 14 1. (i); also SCR 25. and SCR 30. .

in execution of conducting a criminal syndication to commit kidnapping and murder disguised as
a legitimate criminal prosecution the A.O.P. did: a) Criminally extort through threats, promises,

directions, coercions, and ultimatums false statements in public records leading to perjurious



testlmomes mculpatmgT P. from M.W. by and in addition to detectives Leah Maronl (hereafter | L M.)

: .and Jason Vance (hereafterJ V.)to execute an fraudulent crlmmal prosecutlon against T.P..; —b) Illegally

grantmg Immumty to initial suspects M.W. and B. D after they were rmpllcated by other near the scene

" as the facrlltator and culprlt in exchange for falsrﬂed statement in publlc records and perjured

testlmonles -c) Knowmgly and mtentlonally utlllzmg fraudulent theorles to comprise.its trial theories..

_ agalnst mcludmg (1) T.P.and M.W. bemg boyfrlend and glrlfrlend (2)T. P and M W. co habmng atT P.s

L deceased grandmother s home when nerther of them lived there (3) That T P.’s deceased

grandmother s sleepmg blouse was a t-shirt worn by T.P. wh|Ie commlttmg the crime., (4) The locatron

of the shooting utself (5) The actuvmes of the V|ct|m M.W. and B.D. on the night of the shootlng (6) A

' domestlc violence relatlonshlp exnsted between M W. and T.P.. (7) The crack-cocame related prlmary - .

‘ relatuvrty of the relatlonsh|ps between M w., B D and the victim., (8) The presences of vrdeo

surveillances at several locations pertment_to the case., (9) Creating falsely contrived witnesses through

: Brady violations, 'felonio'us tampering with physical evidences 'fa:lsifi'ed 'public records, and perjuries.,

- {10) A vast over- abundance of W|thheld evidences to protect false theorles and perjured testlmonles

{i.e. but not Irmlted to: The Facebook account hlstory of M.W.in respects to her relatlonshlp with Dante’

Housseal whom M.W. had at one pomt id.’d as the culprit, but Iater at trial both L.M. and M.W. gave

perjured testlmomes clalmlng M W. had “made up" her and Dante’ Housseal’s relatlonshlp Lack of any

/\

'documentatlon whatsoever of the bullet holes Ieft behind from the two ) shots flred at the wctlm
which missed hlm wh|Ie he tay on the ground which were out of falsely contrlved witnesses Keenan

Smith, Cieonnie chkman and Glenn Smith’s ranges and lines of 5|ght Vldeo recordmgs from B.D.'s

- Apartment complex and caty owned publrc safety surveillance cameras proving M W and B. D testified

perjurlously The clothing of the falsely contnved witnesses who perjurlously claimed to bei in close

proxmlty to the shootlng asit occurred but could not accurately descrlbe the shootmg by scientific

context, nor by other witness testimony context The records of a domestic complaint flled with L.M.P.D.

against T. P by his. deceased grandmother in which it was agreed that T.P. would vacate permanent

re5|dency and only return for his caretaker dutres flled two (2) months prlor to the shootmg egally
vrolatlng a seizure ofT p.’ s electromc mternet accounts to prevent T.P. from attamlng wrtnesses ) —d)
Completely and |ntent|onally making their untruthful statements in vndeos and documents constltutmg

publlc records in felonlous mtent to mlslead jurors and justices in the performances of thelr civic duties.

-‘ 7.



-e) Complete disregard of and breaking of all applicable Kentucky: Rules of Evidence (KRE), Rules of
Crimmal Procedure (RCr) Revised Statutory Laws (KRS), appllcable Civil Rules (CR) [omitted], and any
Constitutional protectlons under both U.S. and Ky. Constitutions. —f) Utilizing illegal and impermissible
Iitigation tactics of (1) intentionally misinforming the court of the preceden'ts and aoplications of laws. ,
{2) Thejorbidden ”GoIden Rule” argument.in whlch A. O P. steered-up passion and prejudice related to
D V.. survivors both first and second- hand to project the|r emotions onto M.W. portrayed as a D.V. victim -
In the piace of themseives or their Ioved -one in their own D. V situation. This “Golden Rule” tacticwas
Amplified when the A.Q.P. combmed it with the equally lllegal and forbidden ”Weight of The World”
argument referencmg that the Jurors beiief of MMW.’s D. V testrmony carrled with it the moral state of
the entire * world” and was an mdicator of our ’[world’s times)”. Thls welght of the world” tactic was
v'used to bolster during cIosmg where it could not be rebutted (3) Re utrhzmg the ”Welght of The World”.
Hargument once agam in the context of the entire worId statmg that nc the jury did not find T.P. gurlty
based on her witness’ testimonies every murderer who fled the scene would go unpumshed and the‘. '
,en.ire Justice system wouid fail. —g) Editing T.P’s mterrogation vrdeo down to emstentiaily the words .
did it. | killed him and there’s nothing you can do about |t" when each mdlvrdual word was in separate
. statements and contexts: A.O.P. openly admitted to their fraudulent misrepresentation of the:r evxdence
intwo (2)-separ_ate objectlons stating:
“I can play parts of stateme‘nts if | Y\A‘/.ant to."-[And] _"’I can ‘interpret the euidence howeve_r i_Want”.
' directly to the court. YA prosecutor cannot faisify evidence and this includes editing an interrogation to
falsn‘y the situations of the interrogation what was said during, the contexts of the statements and -
especraily not to faIsrfy a confession; nor can a prosecutor argue, especially in cIosmg, conclusions
derived from the evrdences they fals.fied All of these happened in this case. The A. O P. even played '
irrelevant C|IpS of LM. and T.P. mutually flirting back and forth during the mterrogation to defame T.P. in
her closing. ~i) Submlttmg one-half of a recorded conversation between M.W. and T P to emphasrze
that if T. P were mnocent he wouid want to discuss h|s criminal case over a recorded jal| call, whlle
W|thholdmg the other half of the conversation in which M W. admits she was being “[charged]” W|th the
murder substantiating A.O.P. coercion. —j) Infused over-abundantly her closing argument with her
personal opinions not derived from the evidences presented. This includes but is not limited to stating

wh.y she did not call two (2) eye-witnesses and that one would have “lied” and that the other was scared

8.



to come forth”. References to the individual acts of criminal conducts and malfeasances by the A.O.P.
. and their c'itations are too vquminous to include in the body of this petition due to page limitations
However, appendices authorlzed by SCR 14 1. (g) (I) andin accordance with SCR 14. 1 (l) and also SCR 25

and SCR 30.

3.The court appomted defense attorneys aSS|gned to assist T.P. continually acted in concert wnth A.B. S
and A. O P.to a55|st in attaining a maximum sentence conwction against TP..These actions include but
are not Yllmlted to: (1) Erin Melchior s: .-a) Refusal to attain or even attempt to attai.n necessary
aSS|stance of counsel as mandated by u. S Constitutional law. | —b) Refused to honor'l' P's request for a

v ”fast and speedy trial” —c) Not adequately reViewmg T. P s discovery |n the time period vvhich shewas
aSSIgned to his defense -d) Defrauding T P thh fictitious claims in efforts to prevent T.P. from attainmg
favorable W|tnesses through hIS cellphone contacts —e) Making knowmg and mtentional false . |
statements to the court feloniously, to secure a favorable verdict frorn A.B.S. agamst T P.ina hearing to
lay TP’ s trial over against his wrshes —f) Discarding a Iist of forty (40) sum- odd evxdences T. P needed to
present during the judiual process wrthout attammg a smgle solitary one (1) of the evndentlary ltems -
g) Mismformmg the court pertalning to a key A0 iP wutnesses mcarceration status |n efforts to attain a
trial Iayover from A. B. S agamst the w:shes ofT P. and also to the detriment of hIS trlal defense h)
FaI5|fymg the facets of M.W.’ s mterrogatlon to mtentionally fose a crltical KRE 404 (b) hearmg to alIow
the A.O.P. to introduce tantamount fatal faIS|f|ed ewdence th_rough a perjurlous.testimonies; _—i) Acting
in accomplice with A.O.P. feloniously by verifying-as correct an‘d affirmative to ‘Av.B.S.'a vast amountof
knovvmg and intentional false statements during the aforementioned hearing whlle =) Tenured to the

court a fraudulent claim fatal to T.P.’s defense that

“We’re not claiming she [M.W.] was threatened”.



-k) Acting continually to prevent T.P. from presenting to the court, butmore—'so for .the record, the truths _
of the matters involved in the caS'e both through oral statem_entslat-the hearings andthrough an_ illegal, |
o'ff-record e>t' parte’ deal with A,B.S. and A.Q.:P..'. -1y Knowingly'and‘intentionally misrepresenting her
interpretations of Iaw in ways both adverse to the interests of T.P. and misguidingto the court..and the v

record in respect to Judiuary performances of their dutles (2) Robert Gaurneiri (hereafter R G ) -a)

AIIowmg himself to be assngned toT. P s case as an agent contracted and paid. through the Jefferson
County Public Defenders (hereafter J'C P.D. ) A55|gned Counsel Program to acase in that born a conﬂict
of lnterest between T. P andJ C. P D office in totaI disregard of that conﬂict —b) Contlnually lied toT. P
about the handling of T. P s case pertalnmg to strategies and filings case T.P. to lose mvaluable time |n_ '-_'
: effecting a defense wnth no benefits —c) Entenng mto |llegal off-record ex parte deaIs wnth A B. S‘ and . : | ,‘
‘A Cl P. to ignore aII proi se filmgs by T P. v—d) Failing to correctly and/or competently advuse the court in -

' _applymg the:laW_Wlth f_elonious_criminal malfeasance. ;e) Failure to remove himself from a ca'se' where
he represented a client ('f..P.).who was activély purs'uingcrimlnal complaints against h‘im. —f) l-'ailing 'to '
adwse T.P. that the proper way to pursue c.riminal complaints.was not through Iegal petition but s:mply‘
through attainmg criminal complaint forms from county and federal court clerk’s offlces fllling them

o_ut, haVing tnem notarized,. and returning ther_n to_ the__clerk’s‘office. ‘—'g) Com plete failure to ens;‘ure“
adequate inves_tigation o"f.the defensel_c,:r'.case. ;h) Complete failure‘to attain any evidences 'vilhatsoever |

. for,effectuatln'g pej'urious testimonies and_fatal to the proseCUtion itself and responding t_o T.P. vi/h_en
asked why he refused to atta'in the evidences and utilize themthrough proper filing-s responding to TP

that:
‘ f’[l—le's] not going to help [T.P.] sui the city".b
Effectually admitting to T.P. his intention to ensure that T.P. would lose the case. When this fact was

stated in open court R.G. neither acknowledged nor refuted this fact. —i) Standing by idly while A.O.P.

committed overt acts of fraud against public records and the courts. —j) Falsifying facts of the case to
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Contribute to T.P. losing critical pre-trial arguments. —k) standing by idly while A.O.P. used tactics which
were deem'ed by the United States Supreme Court to be illegal and forbidden during the trial. él) Acting

in complicity with -A.B.S. and A.O.P. to fail jurisprudence and laws; and also to illegally exclude video

evidences to protect perjurious testimonies by civilians fra_udulently»presented as Witnesses by A.O.P..

References to the feIonlous crlmmal malfeasances and unethical actions against T. P.and their citations

are too voluminous to include in the body of this petition_ due to page Iim_itations. However, appendices '
authorized by SCR 14.1 (g) (i) and in a‘ccdrdance with SCR 14.1 (ii and also SCR 25 and SCR'_30.

_4 Ind|V|duaIs who posse‘ss an extrernely strong crimmai disposmon much tco frequently integrate
' themselues mto the Justlce system as a means of attaining |mmun|ties for actlons that if committed by
4an auerage crvnlian would resuIt in prlson detention but for cnmmals in disguxse as public servants resultr -
y in total immunity or disproportidnately Iight pumshments As result the mtegratlon of crlminals into
pubhc servantry inthe fieid of crimmal Justice has pernetuated to the pomt of bemg the preference I
B ,thIS case you have perpetual and constant felonlous tampering W|th physrcal evrdences iiiegai granting
of lmmunltles tampermg with W|tnesses, illeéal grantlngs’ef |mmun|t|es faisrflcations of nubiic records
__vand frauds, and prolonged concerted methodlcai actions to mlslead pubiic servants (superwsmg courts)
in the performances of civic duties; all to accornplish the goais of displacing T.P. into imprisonrn_ent untii.
his -death, Ii.e. kidnabping and attempted murder.l‘TTP. empha'.size‘sthat in relga'rdsv to the ’action’ a_nd
‘outcome’ it need not be explained to the U'S', Sup-. Ct that no significant difference exis‘ts between'an. . v
overt of ‘mod vio.ience,be.g. Iynchings',.and a grdup of criminaily cqrrupt ser\)ants acting in syndication to
impr‘ison an innocent civilian_untii his death; save the torture frdm a.Iife of slavery. T.P. believes thé_ui-lig_h
-Court capab.le of respectingthis reality. Thrduéhout the entirety ofthe effectuating of the:criminai
syndication against him T.P. constantly and continually‘made efforts to report the crimes it cons.isted of;
" but when the police, ‘pr'osecutors,.and presiding jud'ge are the perportraitors of the crimes against you

there is no one left to report the crimes to (except the general public who have absolutely no policing
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powers) T.P. sonly recourse was to strive to get onto the record as much of hls criminal complamts as
possnble One way T.P. accompllshed this was filing pro se motions Although A.B.S., C.A.A,, and A.O.P.
effected an lllegal ex parte agreement to |gnore T. P spro se filmgs by S|mply drafting and mailing them -

T. P was able toget them on file in record and preserve ‘them for post-convnctlon Iitlgatlon and review.

e e — e+ e 4t e e e - - U

(Although the court refused to hear the matters denial of the U. S Constltutlonal Flrst Amendment court
access rlghts opens the matter to supervisory review of its own poWer.) On October 22, 2015 T.P.filed a
V”Motion For Wr|t Of Mandamus in which T P. described many of the crimes committed against hlm
named thelr perportraltors and uItimater requested the court lssue as order to L M. P D s chief to
'_enforce the crlmmal law statutes agamst his subordinates whd’d violated them. On November’ 3 2(515
. T.P. .filed another ”IVlotuon For ert of Mandamus" almost identical to first except thls mcludes
com‘plamts of crimlnal infracttons by agents of the Jefferson County, Kentucky Commonwealth’
» ibAttorneys of‘icem furtherance of the ‘syndication but still states L. M P.D; officers crimmal complicmes
Prior to both ofthose motions on September 12, 2015 T.P. filed a “Motion For Furlough" statmg many
criminal complamts agamst several but not all, of the criminal syndications members and emphasmng
T.P. s.need for a furlough to report the crlmes to L.M.P.D. s internal policing due to these entities :
' refusing to take h|s crimmal complaints and threatening h|m at hlS attempts to Iodge them On January -
‘ 16 2016 T. P. flled another motion titled ”Motlon For Fallure To Enforce Laws Or Regulatlons- Demands
For Enforcement Petition For ert of Mandamus Pursuant To KRS 224 1- 050 In this motlon T.P.
outlined a few of the criminal law violations that had been committed by A.B. S.and his C.A.A. (R.G.), but
note his lnltlal C A A. (E M. ) is not without accomplice llabllltles Th|s motionvalso outlmed that at the
time of its filing there -were_twelve (12) co-complrcntors and one-hun_dred, fifty-five (155) criminal law
infractions committed in furtherance of the cri'rninal syndication against T.P.. All of the aforementioned
- . .

motions except for the motion for furlough cited pursuance to KRS 2245.1-050 which is an

environmental protection and public health statute. However, within the body of each motion are detail
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-ed description of some of the crimes committed in violations of KRs with their citation numbers

included. A.B.S. took advantage of the mis-citation included in the headings on June 15, 2016 and

dismissed all of the criminal complaints against her co-conspirators and herself in their criminal

syndication by emphasizing the inié-c,itation,p_f “KRS 224. l:QS_O’th'!ai_ming;._ .

“...the defendant Dante’ C. Stone, .... is before this court ... for the offenses of murder and persistent

felony offender ... his motion do'es not state what relation, ifany, this has to his casef_’ )

Not one; single issue orallegation of th.e'crir‘ninal complaint was addressed vby ABS in‘her dismissal. -
flihe law demand judges and iustices ”loosely.cohstruei’vall pro‘ selfilings; A.B.S. was well aware that these. ‘. o
p‘.etitions/motions were criminal cornplaints and not req'uest to. enforceany ’environm'evntal or“ou.blicv
B health statutes, because every smgle‘ word contamed W|th|n them a5|de from the mls cntation in the
. headmg clearly say that and in cIalmlng the motions were unrelated toithe case was a felonlous actlon
: agamst both oublic records and agalnst the supemsmé court, | as well as continued accomplice to the

crimes stated thhm the complalnts Prior to dlsmissmg the cnmlnal complamts A B S. twrce (2x)

: refused to recuse herself as the 5|tt|ng Judge inacasein which she d cornmltted felomous crimes to
assist i in futherances of the most serious felonious cnmes agamst the cases’ defendant who was actively‘ '
. persuvlng crimina:‘ cornplaints against ._her during' and in”co_h_ne'ction with the judicial process. After the |

filing of the criminal accusations against the resoondents a multitude ‘of further felonious actions were

committed.against T.P. by hoth individuals named in the‘afor’eme‘ntioned criminal comolaints and rnany |
others who acted w:th the grace of immunlty granted from the initial perportraitors in furtherance.

Contexts deflnmgs such as arbltrary” ”abused discretion’, or malieasance” hae further aIIowed the

entrenching of public servants intopublic ser\./antryj The actua_l and real fact-of the behavioral context of |

the corrupted public servants involved is flat-outi “criminal”. Introspectively, thesevtyp.e_ of_criminals

merit much harsher punishments to end criminal corrUption perpetuation into public servantry. This
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petition is a landmark opportunity for the High Court to cement with blanket application the same exact

' Vstandards which the Justices hold themselves to universally, and with the false security of established

standards both of ethics and Jurisprudence (which is by the actions of the respondents is openly

dlsregard in a non-uncommaon showmg) or at least proper adjudlcatlon would guard from their polar

opposntes being the standard Permltting these kind of actions to go uncured would confirm that the

ngh Court approves ofa country and a society were- justice and government are both hypocriaes

. —a) From the onset of her appomtment to the appeal C.AA. Erin Hoffman Yang (hereafter EY. )

refused to argue the pertlnent and fatal arguments that would wm T.P's d|rect appeal lnstead the

B 'C A A. insxsted on tenurmg incompetent and meffectlve arguments Wthh T P. had pre warned her

would fail and eventually d|d fail The eX|stential essence of the E Y.s brlef is thatT P is crazy 50 he

should both have been ailowed to represent hlmself at trlal or should have been limited in self—

' representation —b) Argument I of E Y.'s bnef is the empha5|s of this forfeitmg strategy In the fli’St eight

_ (8) pages the brief E. Y begms W|th the astoundlngly false clalm of
: f_’Later, Stone agreed to allow [R.G.] to act as hybrid counsel”.

_This neve‘r happened at aII;,'ln-fact:'Rv.G.' was reassigned to T.P.'s case by AB.S. after being relieved in yet

_ another |llegal off-record ex parte agreement The pseudo argument continues on to state quotatlons

and summarles that culummate to assert a pomt that T.P. is crazy” because he understood that crlmes

“were being committed against him in pursuit of a wrongful and unlawful conviction; and also because

T.P. refuses to acknowledge illegal inter-governmental immunity granting. In extremely'exposing fashion

a veritable ‘red herring’ is shown inE. Y usmg eight (8) pages of quotations and summarles ofa heanng

‘were T P. formally accused crlmmal complaints agamst ABS., C A.A’s, and A. O p. whlle completely

omitting the twO (2) concrete and undeniable examples of these criminal act which were: a) The same

coercion confession recording A.B.S. ordered R.G. to sproena (knowing and intending that he never -
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weuld) and giveto T.P,, then at a later hearing after not receiving it A.B.S. parroted A.O.P.’s claims that
they’d never possessed it and could not attain it because the recording had been erased and ccu!d_ not
be attained as her fining and ruling in concurrence; before later confessing in open court an'd‘on record

that the coercion confession recording was:
“.in[T.P.’s] discovery".

(The recdrdih'g Was never in T.P.’s discovery. It was hiddenaway frorn TP, wi_thheld and eon't»:ea!'e.d-vin
the coUrt's ease_file;); and 2) A.O.P'.’s completely falsifyiné a“witness'v deseri'ption of the'nernertraitehin
their typed thness statement versus what was actually sa|d in the recorded vndeo mter\new —c) To ‘_ :
: clarlfy the Iegal Judlmal teallty of th|s nwatter usmg an mstance ftom thlS case the W|thhold|ng of an
veVldentlary item fatal to a prosecut|on (the coeruen confes5|en tecordlng) |s a ”Brady Vlolatlon” but in
:respects to the defendant who is now the victim of an iilegal, unIawfuI conwctlon the fe|on|ous crlme
' ‘ that has been eommitted again-st him has made 'ahim.a \tictim of ”Tampe_ring h/ith physical ev__idence”.

’
5

' : T‘.'n.e Eq'vual Protection'(‘.:lause df the._U.S. Constitvut.ions_’r14‘h Amendment guaranteesa criminal defendant
just asany‘ citizen, eddal protection of a.ll crirninal laws at all tirnes and from allvperpc.)rt:raitors_. ;Ifhis fa_ct
includes perbortraitors acting in disguise as publie servant of the crimi.nall jdsti'ce syste‘n'r.: In-fact the taw
tdrbids'anyc'me frorn committing a-crime agai;n_st a‘n'y' person or entity at a‘II tirhes. —d) EY called T.P.’s

crime victim eotnplaints and assertions te protectign under the US Con. 14t Amd.:_

“... outlandish...”

See brief for Appel‘lant pg 13, directly after making, another tntlamitdw and fictional clalim statin‘g:v
“Mr. -'Stone accus'es [R.'G.]vvof using physical fdrc’e against hi_r'n".

-e) It needs noting that E.Y.’s brief for the Appeilant is completely rot with fraudulent, falsified, fictional

. comments assert as facts. —f) In concluding the “crazy” argument E.Y. parroted an illegal argument used
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by the AOP at vtrial which was__that T.P.’s motion to compel (the police agents used in concert to his
.apprehenvsion) as evidence that VT.P. was ”paranoid”. Foremostly, the assertion of_TI.P.'s Constitutional
rights to‘c_onlront adversarial witnesses, to attain favorable,witvnesses, and to attain evidences through
the due process of_’discove_ry shocild have never bbeen used as p‘roolc of his guilt of the crime. If the CAA.
was actingasadvocate the_a'fore_mention_ecl vvould’ve _been the c_orrect argujmentf. but EY was not
acting asi TP.s advocate_; Futhermore, it was and is overly obivious that T.P.’s claims vvere not
”paranoia | but snmplv the reality of the arcumstances of hlS apprehensnon 'lhls was the proper
_advocatlng, substantiatmg, relnforcmg argument The mstance of a crlmmal defendant understandmg |
and comprehendlng the facets of a stlng operatlon to apprehend him is not an astoundmg realization.
'.‘For example the trackable cellphone planted on T P. by an A O.P. agent Durmg T P.s interrogation T.P..
clearly gave the detective two (2) |dentical cellphones ’Where did the second cellphone dlsappear to?',
e 'lS a emphasns the C. AVA would’ve ralsed lf actmg in advocacy,.which show the she was not. That
a -,Cell_phone was never searched, ne\/er processed through forensic analyzation, it vvas_not presented at. |
trial, the.re ar’en"t"even any pictures of it‘in the entire discoverv; |t just disappeared altogether. —g).The |
- A O. P. however did Vuse perjurious testimony by L.M. (who was not in any way |nvolved with T. P.s _
physncal apprehensmn) to bolster prosecutorial testimony during cI05|ng'all to suhstantiate their
paranoia " argument. ,T_he C.A.A. o_mitted_advocacy in these respects altogether.‘ =h) In addition_ to the
initial three (3)‘pages wasted on the farcical ’lparanoia" mis-argument the C.AA. wasted-an addition six
(6) pages bolstermg thls frlvolous and ineffective argument to total argument i. Without any regard or
reference to the fact that the actual JUdICla| process of a hearmg to determine the merlts of the motion
itself were denied to T.P. by illegal, off-record e_x parte’conspirings. A proper adjudica.tion of 'l'.P.’s
motion would’ve revealed that A.O.P.infiltrated T.P.’s Facehook page months before anything involved ‘

with this case had even occurred, exposing that L.M.P.D. is effecting a Iarge-scale practice of iIlegally -

spying on the citizentry at large. Also this “paranoia” argument was and is a clear violation of the
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evidentiary probativeness versus prejudicial requirements. —i) Argument Il of T.P..not neing allowed to
epproach A.O.P. witnesses while a good argument, shoultj not have taken precedence over several
much more competent arguments, i.e. A.B.S.'s_refusal to allow T.P. 'to nse A.O.P.’s witneéses’ prior
statements in t/ideo recordings from their interviews 'to completely deny T.P. ‘his. Const'itutit)nal right te
cenfront_ edve.rsariiadl Witneeses ageinst h.im; or the fa>ct t.hat.‘the'A..(.)‘.F.’.. constantly, consistently, end
illegally based the méss—majority of its trial argn-ments in character attacks against T.P. when by law no
' sueh attacks could be .made except to releut goo_d-character érgtim_ents and evidences put on by T.P. and
there were no.s:u.ch evidenic’es p.rese_nted, or eQen tne fact_that T.P._'Wes indicted for “complicity te ;
.-niurdet":where the ori‘gina.l.. susnec_:ts (M._W. end BD) were t'hé A.Q.P_.’s two (2) stair. witnessee, but trie‘& '
for mur’déf -wi_tv‘hout tne c_onjplicity-vpretext. Th|s ehpultj;.ve.b_een.cet'nbined..with the fact that thete was‘ |
_ never any neering}_of»moti‘on to altet the indictment, so the decision to amend the charge could have :
only‘ toeen rnade a.t yet anether_ illegal; otf—recotd Aex. narte’ agreement. —j) In érggnient IV. E.Y. argues .
_ that M.W.’s D.V. testimony violated the KRE"s. This was an oVertly moot and irrelevant argument;
beceuse M.W. as a coerced pseudo-witness shou!_dfve nevet,been allewed to testify at all du.ring the
“trail. Instead of emphasizing the argdment thetM.W. was clearly subjected to e_verty_ thorough coercion
by‘A.O.P Caueing her testi_mc;ny to:.necome inednnisetb!e due to incon”tpetenlc\./' of the o_bl_tgation toltestify
ttuthfully, which led to many ‘perjurious. statements neing ntade durtng both pre-trial and triel nullifying
the entire j'udi,cial.process (i.e.the‘ 45 eal. Pistol' ;eplice |n T.P.’s Facebook pic being the .40 c‘al._‘l\/lu_rder
weapdn, of the fact that-Dante' H.ouvsseal‘is ateal person who MW was intimately involved with). These
'perjuries coulel’ve easily been irtefutably proven by.E.Y. simply requesting an evidentiary hearing and
.subpoenaing M.W.’s Facebolok history and naving a pictute anelyzed by someene cepable of measuring |
the picture to scale versus T.P. holding a High-Peint A5, Tne pitture issue is of the'utmost pertinence
due to the fact that A.B.S.’s ruling to allow A.O.P. to ergue that the Hign-Point .45 repIicé was the

murder weapon if T.P. testified in his own defense led to T.P. being disallowed that Constitutional Right,
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Because if T.P. testified on his own behalf he would be giving the A.O.P. a murder weapon in a trial
where no murder weapon existed. Once again this argument was completely refused by E.Y.. Instead
E.Y. deferred to a microcosim of M.W.’s perjured, coerced testimony. Furthermore, in arguing ficticious
D.V. allegations E.Y. states inj her Brief for Appellant pg. 30 that M.W. states:

“[She (‘M.W.)_ and] ... Mr. Stone were living together."'

During cross-examination when asked about co-habitance h/II.W._ci_aimed_‘she' vvva_sv horneless. M.W. also
stated thatrher and T.P. were at the residence of his deceased .Grandmother solely toi prepare her

A "property> for probate and that she and T.P. were sI.eeplng there but weren'’t supposed to be because v : :
.T P s aunt had a power of attorney over the deceased’s estate. When T P. countered the perjurlous
claim by askmg how he could be prepariné his Grandrnother s estate for probate if hlS aunt had power
of attorney and he was at the residence soiely for that purpose A.B.S. interrupted and barred the : '
fouestion f_rom beiné.ansvi/ered. M.W. neyer upon cross-e—xa,mination stated that she .and T.P. were co-
habitants; EY.'s mis-aréunﬁent cornple_tei'y ignores the p.rimary:truth of the false theory used by the
A.O.P. and the perjured testimony used to bol'ster it. Dornestic violence c‘a‘n only exist in th_e

4 Commonwealth of Kentuck\i between a couple who live_or have Iived togeth.er, or awho share rhutual
progeny. Neither of these were applicable tothis case. With respect to this truth any _re.ferenc.es to. DV
in the least exponentially tainted the trial with u'nfair, bias, andl fictionai inﬂuences that irreparably
tainted'the.proceeding with unfairness. —k‘) Prior to E:Y. submittingher renegade brief T.P. was . |
attempting relentlessly to have her removed from his representation on appeal. T.P. made many cails to
her sUpervisors at the KY. Dept. of Pu_blic Advocacy to request his casebe re-assigned to anotherv |
'attorney. Later,} on September 27 2018 the‘ Kentucky S‘u‘preme Court recveived a pro se motion from T.P.
requesting apro bono‘_appeals attorney be: assigned to his case. T.P. was forced to file a.pr,o sevmotion
becau-se _Iike every other facet of the appeal E.Y. refused to advocate on behalf of T.P_.'s' interests. The

KY..Sup. Ct. deemed the pro se motion “unauthorized” by KY. Sup. Ct. rules and entered its.own motion
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' stating that E.Y. must file the motion on T._P..’s behalf. EY ignored the KY. Sup. Ct.’s order. On December -
10, 201é-T.P. filed another motion in regard tothe assi'g_nment of a pro bono attorney. This time asking
the KY. Sup. Ct. to enforce its ‘own motion to have E.Y. the motion on T.P.’s behalf. Once agai'n the court o

, _proceeded in identical fashlon as before bnce agam EY. completely |gnored the KY. Sup.Ct.’s order

Optmg to arbltrarlly file renegade brlefs unauthorized by both the court and by T-P.. ;-I) In Ky Thereis a |

: Constltutlonal .nght to the appointment _of counsel Upon_app'eal. E.Y.in this case acted iIAIega'IIy’.in :

contempt of t_he.KY. Sup Ct.'s orders. EY a_cted als‘o’_as amicus curiae basing her arguments adve_rs'arily' |

_ against the interests of TP E.Y. did not sirnp'ly use’”bad argurnents;’. E.Y.used arguments;that she knew __-

would fall essent|ally forfeltlng TP’ s dlrect appeal E. Y aIso whlle actmg as am|cus cunae vlllegally in -

B d|sregard of two (2) KY Sup Ct. orders |gnored many infoulable arguments that would have been fatal

to the convnctlon agalnst T.P..ltis weII established that appeals counsel must present every.arg_u‘rnent_

that has any merft.whatsoe\rer. -m‘) When asked by T.P; h'ow and Why she’d m:is‘sed the ‘Withheld _ _'

coercio_n-contession reco_rding and the admission by ABS that i.t existed after she’d previouslu and
illegalty ruled that i‘t didn’t er(ist all of__Av.vhich I-ed‘ to false pro_seoutorial theories and testi’r‘nonies during

Ipre-trial and trial; as well as how she’d r-pissed that T.P. was tried and convicted ot acrime different in

theory trorh the orirne he.was indicted for Without any charge altering hearings or motio_n IE.Y.'stat.ed _ :

~ that:

[she] thinks [T P.] has an meffectlve assistance of counsel claim agalnst her, because [she'd] spent aII of

[her] time worklng on her capltal cases

REASONS FOR GRANTING THIS PETITION'

This,petition for Writ of Certiorari should be granted because its positive contributions to American

society as a whole will be over_-profound and possibly everiasting. This case, depending on the High
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: Court s adjudlcatlon of it, |s a hIStOl‘lC landmark case. This case contains several lmpllcatlons of prevrous
' Iandmark cases, i e. ‘Farretta’, ‘Brady’, ’Napue / Glgllo but never has a case encompassed the
'concerted efforts to undermlne the positive values of the Amerlcan socnety through arbltrary usurpatlon |
.of the cnmlnal justice system in a way WhICh places the context of criminal justice system ina way WhICh

: places the context of cnmlnal culpablllty upon all of the partles who acted in furtherance or |nd|fference

to the cnmlnal acts Th|s case asa landmark will also cement cnmmal consplnng by corruptjudlual

o v admlmstrators and crlmlnal Justlce ofﬂcnals asan affmmatlve defense durlng the pre tnal and trial

processes It |s amazmgly traglc when it can be sald that ”there lS a cr|m|nal syndlcatlon of corrupt

- govemment offrcllals carrylng out ongomg orgamzed crlmeconsplraaes to |Ilegally and unlawfully
' enslave lnnocent C|t|zens |nto the ‘penal system but that 3 not the worst of lt" | For the sake of
| enllghtenment from TVP .a first- hand source it needs to be exempllﬁed that the negatlve effects of

' modern day lynchmgs as commltted in thls case are unbound When T.P.’s father who was partlally
paralyzed from multlple scler05|s who T. Pl was the pnmary caretaker for suffered a fatal heart attack

,why was T.P. not present to chew up and feed his d|e|ng father the asprm' pllls that would've saved hlS

_ l|fe? When T.p! .s younger brother whom T. P had personally counseled for over flve (5) years not flrst-

: hand and in person but from behmd Jall and pnson walls vra telephone to fmally belleve in hlmself

enough to pursue hlgher educatlon and a legltlmate career, was bleedmg out from gunshot wounds on

_ the srdewalk of a West Lomswlle Iower development housmg prOJect why was T P .not present to place
himseif between hlS younger brother and the bullets that took his llfe7 Or possubly to have prevented

_ the sutuatlon altogether (after all T.p. was supposed to bé present somewhere tutorlng hlS younger

v vbrother in preparatlon for college)?. When T.P.s almost completely paralyzed Grandmother whom he

was primary caretaker for feII out of and under her electromc wheelchalr Wthh was stuck in full drive

on top of her for over three (3) hours without any help; why was T.P. not present? True, real Iife

examples could keep going on and on.T.P’s youngest brother who'd gotten himself killed as an adverse

B
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reaction toT.P.’s aforementioned Grandmother suffering from dementia which caused her to believe
T. P was beating her in her sleep, T. P s youngest brother’s best friend who was killed by their other -
. close friend who was suffering from a narco- psychotlc eplsode T.Ps Ioss of home ownership through
the-inheritance of his Great Grandmother s home; T.P.’s Great Grandmother his prlmary parental
lnfluence( dlsownlng him'on hervdeathbed The answer of the why” to a_ll of these_l_osses of livesand
| tragedies has the exact same answer. That answer is, ”Because_T.P..: was wrongfully and illegally
incarceratedﬂat the time”. The ansvver of "why’; T.P. was wrongfully a_nd illegally incarcerated at the time _
- is a.nother immlnent reasonzwhy— the ngh Court should grant this petition There exists no case law : ‘
.prec1dent that goes dlrectly at the heart of the clandestme souo economlc classbwarfare that
_' perpetuates genoude in Amerlcan souety today ThIS chronic socnetal degenerative cond.ltion is more
'easnly recognlzed by |ts laymans termlnologies of “The blue wall of snlence or. ”The Big ¥ Iittle
: complex. There is no l_eadmg case law that says corrupt governme:nt officials cannot act to protect one-
.anotherin ways that orant immunlty from crlminal culpabillty There are case laws that say defense
attorneys can't mtentionally or mcompetently mlsapply the Iaw resulting in the loss of their cllent s case;
" and case laws that sayjudges cannot |ntent|onally or mcompetently mlsapply or misuse the law to :
unfairly convict a defendant; and that say a prose.cuvtor or their agents_ cannot ”cheat” to attain a
conviction that is unlawful. Thereare no'guiding case Iaws that '.address theSe c‘haracters acting together
in compliuty that protects Amerlcan c1t|zens by deeming such syndicatlons fatal to a prosecutlon There
direly needs to be such a landmark preudent The worst crime that can be commltted isa terror attack
‘ The second worst crime that can be comrnltted is treason. In respects to fldellty and commltment tov the
American way of life and its preservation there is no effectual dlfference between a battlefleld American
soldier turning his training against his fellow Arn_erican soldiers and_apublic servant turninghis training _
against the system and citi;e‘n they’d sworn to use‘their craft to uphotd. This is treason and nothing less,

* also terrorism due to the fact that these individuals did not turn their.crafts upon other “trained
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soldiers” in the legal field. They utilized their attack upon a civilian. T.P. has done and will forever
contmue.to do hlS part for justice. T.P. has given his very life entombed ina concrete and steel grave
until his death. T.P. can give no more. But, by granting this petition the High Court W|ll gi\,e both hope v
andlifeto a portion_of A»merica.n society who will not know them otherW|se. As aforementioned in this
pet_ition i.nd_ilviduals who are of an‘ext're_mecriminally‘ corrupt propencity are the preference for public
servantry in the criminal justice tield'. This case is living proof of that fact; at least in the Commo‘nyvealth
ot Kentucl<y. Greg Stumbo, Thomac Vanderostein,-Thomas B Wine, Andy Be.s_hear and the lis_t go'es ‘on
~ and on of ex-prosecutore w'.ho’ye conducted .their publicservice in avcriminal rn.an.or. and go_ne’on to’
political orominence in KY The Sa_mé goea for the bolice officers inVOIved in t’h_is. case.v The reason a large
: porti_.o.n of disenfranchised Arnerican_ ci‘tizensvfeel that police' agencies vsre hellh_oundé loosed upon them
in furtheran_ce of suStaining the livelihood's of th.ose; who feed off or get obulently wealthy or fam'ou;
' .fron’i the:mod.ern:njass.elayery system'is be.ca‘u'se in reality that |s what is ha-_pbening.‘The rea"son is‘not -
. becauee'peoble \.N‘ho harb’orthis ideology va:r.e,c_riln‘iinal or antifgovernment. in this case you have
cbntriv_ed and illegallyv coerced:witnesses,'_'falsified and withheld e\_/idenc'es, and grants of illegal
imrnunity to m_urdersto attain a con.victio.n agaihst an innocent man all to garderarriaxirnum life .
-_sve'ntence‘ conviction against TP In t.hi.scase TP screamed “ crintmal actione” ”‘crime \_/ictirn.”. a.t the top
| of his proverbial lungs. TP reported_these crimes to both _L.M.P.D. (Loui_sville Métrdpolitian l?olice
Departnjent)i_internal policing units only to be threatened and ignored repeatedly. T.P., after being
ignored and.thre'atened by both Professio_nal Standards and Public lnteg‘rit.y‘un‘it's reported'the.se c_rime;
and their'complicitiesllby internal policing to‘the L.M.P.D. Chief’s office. The actions taken by the
L.M.P.D. chief’s office was to promote the _officerswho we_re_ being reported; Not only were they
promoted, but they were promoted to supe_rvisors in the inter'nal policing units. ’l-lave the worst cops
police the bad cops' is'the core L.M.P.D. philoéophy. This is not a depar’tment.that has-only this case as

example of its complete corruption. L.M.P.D. is notorious for harboring and protecting its officers is their



advents of pedophilia, rapes, and m‘any unlawful assault and homicide framings. Corruption is LLM.P.D.s

st_andard operating procedure. T.he same occurred in the prosecutor’s office, tantamo_Unt. When T.P.

' caIIed and reported the prosecutors criminal actions to the second-in-command and chief prosecutors’
offices they dld not act at aIl to rectify the matter nor to enforce thevlaw In fact the chief prosecutor
Thomlas B. Wine, immeadiately took the lead in prosecuting the case and immeadiately began
committing_ his own feloniouscriminal actions in furtherance_of thel criminal syndicati’on against T.P..The

4 'questionremains‘,. "How can.appropriate corrections be"made to prevent this form of 'genovcide'. The first

'step is srmple The High Court must grant this .pétltlon enabimg T. P to pursue to compietion the holdmg
_ --accountable of the perportraitors of these crlmes What may escape the extremely helghted soual

- ‘ consmence of the High Courtis that to those adversely eff_ected by the »current st_ate of the Amer_ican

. criminal,justice s.y.steTm,’ the actual anci factual nature', of that_institution lS based |n th(eThirteenth .

y -Amenom_entof the U.S. t'o:nstitutio_n.tThe r'e:aiistic' defini_tion tothe.nation of clisenfranchised American

. citizens is not ,”;I'he Crimina_i Ju_sti‘ce‘System”, but instead, ”Th_e Mooern Mass Slavery Era'_'.‘lt is not iost : |
| on the t-iigh Court t'ha‘t:there are__a ciisproportionately highevr number of convicts anciv ex;conv_icts current-

day m comparison to the initiai'American slave era.. it probably is beyon_d the intellectual 'consciou's of

: mdgt, ‘inciuding‘the High Court, to 'comprehend that:the:number one.perpetuatorof crime, poyerty,

social degeneration, and under"education in America is the criminal justice system. .It is complete_iy mis_.

aciministéred upon the American soci,ety, especiallyin impo\_/erished and minority areas over and over
from start to finish as it was a.nd still is occ-urring in this specific case. Picture a police de'partmhent Iike

LMPD that assists its -officers in criminal' a_ctions that alter and end the Ii‘ves. of their citizens by _goin_g

'not oniy to the furthest lengths to covereup these crimes; ‘but in other cases, t_his_one for exa.mple,

rewards the officers' criminai actions with promotions. They uphold these criminal malfeasances as long

as the .officer can produce arrests and convictions_. The accurate context of this fact of life is not

politically correct for stating in public record, but can only be stated as the expletive for sexual
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intercourse proceeding theiexpletive for bovine phecal ma'tter. .The Justices in service in the Most High.
and Honorable have'absolutely no first-hand comprehension of the literal ”hell" that 'enslavement ina
prison entails. For if the Justices completely understood_ that prisons were I.iter'ally the incarnation of
“hell” they would not allow them to exist in their current states. The Justices would not.take'a "-hands-
off” approach to the structuring and management of these places. T.P. vyonders how the most powerful
institution in America can negate the most determinative social class in America the convicts and ex-
'> cons. There sevena p.rison Iltlgation reform actto hmder thls crtizentry class from attainmg constructive
‘ rehabllitatlve help and justlce right out in the open in-front of everybody mcludlng the ngh Court. The
reason this retrospect |s brought lnto th|s plea is because the mistreatment of the modern mass slavery
population is exponentially perpetuated by. the abuse of the criminal jLIStICE system. VA part of a human '
belng.s brain must be consuously dead to miss or ignore that one cannot mentally, splrltually, and
-':emotlonally abuse a human b_eing in ways tantamount to torture for years or_decades in prison then -
L _‘ex'pect for t_hem t0’haye ar: accurate,gfun'ctional Capability for valuing morality and human life. There are
individuals who .are of an imm‘e'nsely thorOugh cognitive,compréhension retardation who misunderstand
why, ’Their criminal behavnors get progressuvely worse W|th each stint of incarceration’. The Golden Rule N
|sn.t Just an |llegal Iltlgatlon tactic it'sa fact o.f life. dictating that convicts andex -cons will regard soC|ety
_ the exact same sympathies thevaere regarded in those prisons; As for the idea of
enslavement/_invcarceration being used as punishment_goes; g'ood, and righteous', and justice are not -
vindictively sadistic. The purpose of cri_minal'justice is and can only be solely to transform offenders i_nt_o
productive citizens. T.P. was incarcerated for brief, ‘days long st_ints from age 11 tov 16 From ages16to
- 18 T.P. was incarc_erated for a continuous stint. From ages ,20 to 24 fora continuous stint. From ages 25

to 28 for a continuous stint. From 28 to 30 for a_continuoUs stint From 31 to date (35) the growing stint |

_of detention regarding this case. Every day of the 11 to 18 detentions was rightfully levied upon T.P..
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Every single, solitery day of the 20 to 35 stints in detention, roughly 12 years, was spent in mvodervn day
slavery without any criminail actio‘ns whatsoever be.ingv committed by T.P. (and it desetveé noting that
one (1) wrongful conviction was overturned in this span, but it does notaffect the time referencesi. But

“to re-center t.his vpoint of emphasis, the gra-nting of this petition is a éiant leapin ei/olving Americ_an
Society awa y from t_h_e 'Modern Mass Slayety Era’ into en age where those negatively affeoted by the

. .mi.sadministretion of the’ criminal justlce system'can insteadthrive .énd flourish from the demise of its

't‘:ur-ren.t state. TPis not re_fer_e'nciné thos‘e who \i\/ere \Aiton'gfnlly convicteo or inCarcerated solely (_\ivhich _ )

N baeed on hisilife experience and_.obs;etvation inclodihg those.overc'herged, thoee factually guilty but

iegally in_nocent,' then adding the fa'c_tuaily:innooent me_ke up sixty to e.ig.htyv petcent (6@_% - 30%) of

‘ America’s' prioon popuietion), beoause th'ese ‘ere sin_éle, individvual fives. TP is,primaril_\./ re_ferencing the

mt.J"rcier victim survivors who've |.os't 1§Ved-dﬁés', the ohi_idren v.v_ho've.lo:st their role_-models,the aduit's: o

who wete robbed of adverse or.absttact co.n‘sciouvs introspect. T.P. is'referencing the vtens‘to hundreds of

T miilions' ot American citizens who were born into—situat_ions whei’e suocessfui ad\‘/entures. into quality of

tife and/or prosperity in’li‘fe have:adversely high propencity rates o't f_ailiire’, only to ha.ve _that fa_ilure

- cuincm.inated' By the rhisedministration and misapplication of the American crim_inal }ustice system... Th_e‘

_ i'.eason. the i_-iigh_ éourt' must gtant this oetition IS .because it is th'e 'next .step in.'el._iminatin'g a "society_
‘wh‘ere the ooor and oisenftanchiséd, as Well as eome minorities, are oroverbaioly food pr_ey for anyone
Io_oi(ing to feast on them:thro_u‘gh assi_miiating into the criminal ‘justice'stIstem. l\_/iust T.P. list all of the . -
fethetless childten in his family ‘and community who he cannot be a consttucti_ve male'role-mo'ciel and
,ose'udo father-figure to; o'r'. bettér'vyét,_s.gmmavrize bi/ the example ot him seeing and holding th_e
'Idaughte-r of hisinitielly mentioned deceased younger bvroth:er‘for the first time. That five (5) year oid‘

| little girl, T.P.'S niece, asked him, “Are you my baiddy”. The daughter of the younger brother who T.P.
failed to ptotect or even to die forif necessary_ asking T.P. if he was herv”Daddy" in childishly innocence

non-comprehension of the fact that she’ll never see her Father, ever. It should not be lost that T.P.’s
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niece is not the only'child to suffer this fate because of ';.his (eéson. All across America there are
Mothers, Fathers, Aunts,._U‘nclés,‘Nieces, Nephews, Grand-Pafehts, and Grand;ChiIdrgn who Irepresent
the natib"n of disenfranthised Americans that have been. dés_troyéd by crim_iﬁalﬁ who've entrenched into
-the criminal justice sy.stem.' This petition is not only ah opportunity td:thwarf-an entlire syndication of
' _fhe;e ngfé_rioﬁ.s. individuais; but to (aléo_u’ndo théir destru&i've effects oﬁ American vcitizens aﬁd to sét a
.»:b;r, éﬁ,example éf what the kinds of c;iﬁwinal w}ongdbin_g cd_mmitte_d herg will come tq. Aé pe;rta‘i'ning to |
SCR 10 c_onside‘ratiohé Vthe‘ case iﬁvdivet.ﬂlis a meltihé bot '$f ;), b), a_;nd E). Perta:ining to ‘a)"lomit'ting the
., ‘;fede..ravl c.b'urt" féfefénc_eS ltwould be impoésible} f.o‘_.r t'h”e tf_ial_cc.)ur'tvi_h this mattér to ”vso_. fér depart from |
i t-hev ac.'ceptc.ed.arjd U$ual codfée <‘3‘fjud_f;:ialprdceédvirifg; _c;r.saﬁctionéd [from the sta_té éogirt of lasf resp&]
'sucH debartu.re by ;a IéWek céurt, asto Vcalil vfor‘an éxerci;e of_thigcourt"s:super\_/‘isvo.ry power”. _SuBsection
bj and c) ére' equélly aﬁplicéble. Fér ’b).'.'the‘ KY. Sub. Ct. allowing a reﬁégade C.A.A. to arbitr_a-_rily. L;sur-p. .
an .appéa-VI‘sUffices; and for ?;;)’ the issue bf'a_étate court’s judge sittiné in édjﬁdiéétibn Of‘;_cv:riminal
-gvcv‘)mpla‘iﬁt.s against a crimjnél ‘syndivc'at'ic':pn Wh_i;ﬁ includes herself cléarly raises First,'Fifth, aﬁd Fo_l;nrtéenth
L'.J._s.»Con.stivt‘t.Jtional Ar'ﬁeﬁdhenf issues Which,afe “of federai Iaw that has not béeh,_ bufc should be,
: séttlgd by{’vch.isvcourt',r has dgcided an important feaerél qustion in a way that conflicts with relevanf |
| d:écis.i.o:‘ns: of thi‘s ccuft”.- ' N S B | |
| c'oNcLusuom:
it i‘sinvtﬁé interjes"ts of thg ove} bne-million (1,000,000) indi\/idt;lal ci'gizehs who residé in the Metro
Léuisvillé, K_Y area and tt;e ihterests of pe_rsorns who tra\'/el thro;.i'gh that area, which .coulld_ potentially be
'azs‘ignificant.ly substantial boﬁioﬁ 6f American’s citizen population that the. U.‘S._.Sup. Ct. act to protect
themfrorﬁ rtvhe organized crime syhdication convsistinguof corruptA government agents Who act to destroy - -
rtheir IiVes, Iiberties,. puréuits’ of happiness, and those of their families aﬁd communities (even outside of
Metro Loui_s,ville) by 'enforcing America’s Constitutional Laws iﬁ tlhis matter; notwithStanding theA

interests of the laws of the American criminal justice system. In respects to all of these the Petit’ioner,
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Dante’ Corvette Stone, Pro se respectfully, humbly assert that'in the interests of all of the

aforementioned the Most High and Honorable United Sfates Supreme Court must grant' this petition.

.. Respectfully subh‘\itted,

. Kﬂw : o ,Pr0’se‘
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