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QUESTION(S) PRESENTED

Lo Whether e Court of Apreals £or e Fittin Cireu evved
by denying e certificate o appealability regarding the Untted
Stokes Distriet Court VSsuing o Judgrment ot erocedurally
forecloses o yarisdickional vemedy, defect covvects on, o devec.
Wi ion, tn violation of the Fourtecih Anmiendwment to tine
Constiturion o€ e United Stetes.

tr Whetner dne Fifdh Cireuit Court of Appeals evved by denying
o certibicate of appeciatai Liry Whenjurisdichion as oo €undamentel
SysTewmic €ace® of Avacrican Jumsprudence yieldedto o Proceduval
J udgment of tine denial of velies requested for e \ae ' ot sugyyect
mater jursdickion, i violation o€ the Fourteewdi Avnevdvment t,
Yhe Constitudom o4 He Unitek States.

3. Whether the Yool o6 o proceduval oo being wsed e couvls
below ¥o disvmiss e case violates e Duwe Process Clawse o€ e Four—
Teenwth Amendment Yo the Constitution o€ thhe United Stetes whhen
e Frame ot sumject vakterr Juvisdiction 1S \ald belore Ve courts

W, Whekther there \s o dewmarcation lineg between e Ve 60(WY(W)
mMotion, Fekeral Rules Livi\ Proced ure, and c. L8 K.S.c. 8 2254 haveas
Corpus proceeding that the court’s Ero55ing thevreof veswlts 'f‘w\\/:o\a‘ﬂvxs
Hie FPourteentn mendment 1o the Constirution o€ the United Stetes.

-
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> All parties appear in the caption of the case on the cover page.

[ 1 All parties do not appear in the caption of the case on the cover page. A list of
all parties to the proceeding in the court whose judgment is the subject of this
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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

[X] For cases from federal courts:

The opinion of the United States court of appeals appears at Appendix A to
the petition and is
[ ] reported at ; Or,

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l is unpublished.

The opinion of the United States district court appears at Appendix _ B to
the petition and is :

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] is unpublished.

[ ] For cases from state courts:

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

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[ ] is unpublished.

The opinion of the i court
appears at Appendix to the petitionand is

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




JURISDICTION

Xl For cases from federal courts:

The date on which the United States Court of Appeals decided my case
was Nevenmber LS, 2.0\4

[ ] 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: Sanwevy 3, 2020 , and a copy of the
order denying rehearing appears at Appendix _¢€

[*1 An extension of time to file the petitioh for a writ of certiorari was granted
to and including _Mey 2. 2030 (date) on Febcwary 246,302 0 (Jate)
in Application No. 14 A 444

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
A copy of that decision appears at Appendix

[ 1 A timely petition for rehearing was thereafter denied on the following date:
, and a copy of the order denying rehearing

appears at Appendix

[ ] An extension of time to file the petition for a writ of certiorari was granted
to and including (date) on (date) in
Application No. A

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



CONSTITUTITONAL AND STATUTORY PROVI.SToNS TNVOLVED

¢ No stote swell make o~ enforce oy law which shall abridge Atne
privileges of immunities of citizens of Yhe United Stuiesy o Shell
any Stote deprive any person o \ike, \iberty, on properTy, witteut”
Aue process ok \aw; o deny Ye any person withun r\',s Jur\sok\c‘t'wn.
Y equed prw‘\‘a‘\'\an of e loaws.
~United States Constitution , Amendmet Y

¢ O motion and m\oéa Such Yerms as are Just, the court wiay velieve
G per¥ty or o pavrty’s tegal representathive £rom antinnal Jwdgment; o
orol.er; e -pf‘ﬂc.e,e.g\.?,v\g Lor e 4‘—@ \\ouiins rea.sénsl ....,‘t‘ke_\}v%sm@ﬁ' s

void..
— Cederal Ruies of €L\ Progeduce , Butle 60(6) (W)

e Vhe Supreme CouvrT, a. Tustice *‘kereaﬁ o ewrenik Judge, 0 ew Aistrict
Cour¥ shall entertain o a.pp\(&,;.:ﬁ o for o Wit ot \nabeas corpus
beralf 64 o person Tn custody pursuant to tine } wdgrment oo Stete
Court only o tie grouwnd that e ls tn custody n Vislation of Yhe
Lonstirution or laws or TreaXies of Hae United Stukes.

— A8 US.c.8AnSY



STATEMENT OF THE CASE

Petitioner Cavrmell Was convicked inthe 36T Disteiet Couwrt o Tevos
N, Tankary V441, Pretial he questioned e courts Jurisdiction multiple
Times vie documents Filed and by Ceising the vaatter v e Decembe~ \a46
pretrial hearing, The court never estabiished sulbiect matterlyerisaiction.
- ‘F-o\\cwiws conviction Cacmell proceeded Through vauliple cppecls and
hebeas corpus proceedings n staXe and fedevel courls, The leek oF
subjert matter Junsdictisnin e trial cowet cnd, theretore L, i Wighe cowr s

wos vuot raised by his attorneys.
F'a\\ou):v\,s is convieTiowns \oeiﬂﬁ 4““‘”\% hy e texres SCCOV\J»C¢WJ‘“"O<”

ApPesls on Septemberd0,2.010, Cavmell filed c petition for discveatio ey
veview intheTexas Court o€ Crivmmal Appeals. Tt wos vetused pn pornd gt
Coavrmell £ilek an agelt cation for a Wit o6 halkeas covpaus in stete e ourt.
This was wWis second akheas action ntime but Wis £Lirst Wabheas cction
Following this most recent divect appeal. On Septemlaer 1S, L0603 4t e Vexes
Court of Criminal Appeals vefused to hear the Jurisdictioneal matters,
claiming that dnis was a Second o Subseq uant habess proceeling and
e Jurisdictional issue wWes procedurally barved.
A L8 U.5.c. 32254 peNiTVon for el Lo o hakeas corpus wWes thoen \ed
I Fre United Stetes Disteset CounrT, Easkern District of Texes. Aough
This was tre €irst habeas action 4-ol\ou:i.v\3 Te convictions \oer\S atEirvmeld.
by Twe Texas court on Segtenberlo, 2O\6, the VisVrick ¢ ot e\igred ttselg
Wity the state courts procedural bar The ULnited. States Couvtag Appeals for
Fte Fift Clrcuit denied is_su\ns e certi€icote o ePealability on ?ebw‘uew\(
16, 2.018, Vegarding the Jurisdictional Lssue.
Because cmighe court ceqguives Subject meatter Juvt SAlction only when
e lower ¥ricl court has Suckd‘um'sa.\‘c:h‘ov\, whickh was viever estab\ished,
O Tanuary 10,2014, Cavmells Federal Rules o4 Civil Proceduve 60 () (L) vmotion
wa.s £7led Tn the United Stutes Olstrietr Lowet $or Hhe Eostern DistictobTevas,
He did ot oS te court to vacedte A AVEMISS Fine \ower Stule court’s
C.av\vic‘\"fﬁv\s $or lack ot jwr‘isaltc,‘h‘ov\) S Would be done in alnabens proceeding s
T e e e
5 Vord chue ko ks \ack of Swbiect vactkten



(Starement of te Case coat’)

Jurisdickion. Even Faough vaceting tte wnderiying conviction wWas ne
TCQ_M.Z.S‘\"CA, e cowrt Lrecked Hae 60(b) (I-\) vwastion as o Suecessive heloeas
Locpus aciom and dented velited onTuly 28, 2.6\¢. ApPpendiv B, TX o \so
ovdered e ClerR Nt to £ile any other docavments Suwlaritref oy Cavmell
unless e CownrX ot Appeals Granled Nim perwiission Yo £ile anotiner Nabens
Coreaus 'pe;t"\'\-\\one_ v

Carme\l then chatllensged fhe district cowrts order by Fi\Wng e perition
for o Certificete of Appeatiabilitry i the Ficta Civeuit Louvrt ol Appeals,
wWhich was denied on November L5 dovg, Appendix A, VIS vweotio Lo recon-
sidevation wes denigd on Tanuary 3, 2.62.0. Appendix C.

TS Petiriontor o WP ok Cerfiovear iow -(—a\laus.s) wihieownw was gfaw‘\'ecL an

extetion of Aivae o Meay 2, 2010, tor filing,



REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION .

(e Facts and law presented velow “Pely To all guestions presented.,
Thherefove ,9“\\{ oNne argument -Fe\\oxd:i.)

t. The Lf'fﬁ ted 5*’:..:\'6_5 CouwrX o6 Appeclts for Hae FIfHA Eiveuit evred by
O{‘e-"“{:"‘ﬁ G GC“*‘:“(:\ ca¥te of ovarla ol Wy reso.rgl.\‘ws e Uniteh StuXes
Distvier Court \Sduinﬁ a jUudgrient e pf&ce.d.uf‘a.'\\y forec\oses
o juvrisdictional vemedy, de€ect corvrectie ", e Aeverminmalion  iwn
violation ef te Fourteemtia Amendvment to e Constidrut s m ;C—
e Wnivted Sttes.

2 The Fletn Clrcuit Court of Appeals erved oy denying e cerTibic ke
of apeeclability When jurisdiction as o Fundavmeatul svstevwac

focet ob Anericar Jurisgrudence yielded Yo cprucedurat Iwdg -
weant of ole,v\;a\ ot e el el Cequested. Fo Fae lac o sweyecy
mMmatler jurmsdaction, in viglation ?(: e Fouwrteentia Aneadane X e
e Constitulivnm o e hniteld States.

- 8. Thhe Yool o€ proced wral Bav tn the courts below vielatek de Due
Process Clause € the United Stetes Constitutiom , Annendlmment ALY
when e fvame o€ subject Mmetter Jurisdiction was laid before the
éouvT.

The United Sturres Bl Civewld® Couwr® vb Appeals meade.a.dect Ston Haot
hesS o Sav- veachiwng effect on Moy otther pecple I e Scne of Stvnailawv
Situation, whether inthis steXe or el and whickhis in c;n‘f't et with dectl -
Sions o *«-'352 Court cnd the Texes courTs. Tt is, "":‘C \ower fedeval couvls
ave cen‘ﬂvwnc-thl cund erroneously USing procedural viules to averd el ZINg
and answenring Mae 1ssue of o Subject matler Jjurisdiction defect:

The lower federal courts are challenged to Show Sub ject natter Juvisdie -
Ton tn e vecord £rom the Initlation o€ this case forword tnts e Wgher
federal courts, ov vacate and dismiss e Decemmen \S, 2015 judgrment of te
United States District CouwrT For e \ack of Jurisdiction. Howeven Jus¥as
the district court refused to deal With the jurisdictional problem the Count
ok APpecls applicd e proceduval denial of c. cectificate of cppealability and

twereby aveid 4tne JUrisdickional issue in an appeat. Jurisdicticweal detects
ovre et Subject o Preced wrel vuies. ‘

Thhe courts ave evvoneously vely ing on procedure te Cavmell’s hisad-



‘/a"d‘aﬁe and deport So0far from e Normal couvse of yudiletal proceedings
ond A5 Courts awthority S0 as e deserve s Court’s Supecision.

Seme history is helpful. Carmell, whe presents e Constitiutipnol clainm,
Wwas convicted in e 3615 Diskriek Court o6 Texas T TJarvary A4y Prior A

Frial, Vi documets and verkally in a prefrial Wearing , ke challensed e
+riol court to estalblisw ) vw'{.sal\‘c*'h)v\) wirvew v ik et de. The court dewion-
S‘\"f'a.""c& no concen fesw‘d.?‘/ﬁ ‘e :\M;So\:e_ﬁOM\ \\-SS‘J-C ’ But S\*"'ts al\‘d'ﬁov\.

- DediaS
cannct ke presumed. Rowles v. Wode, G133 5., AL 64 (Tex. Agp? \445), And

although Jurishiction is vequivedtp e shown intue vecerh, v s viet, Tex.

DegH of Pourks and Wildlife v. Mivandea, 133 5.W.34 2\, 326 (Vex. 2oow).

- Cavrvel\ls a.ﬂo»rncy AIid not pursue s, 5§¢€n5 e I Ppress on itk other

cgents of Hie counrt b everyiing Wa.s eroceeding eroperiy,

ﬂppe\\a:’\'e. veview carvied CarmelXs case to Hats CourT winiewn vevmiawded

it to ttne Second Court of Appeals o€ Texas, Carmel\v.Texas \ 10 5.CA\62L0 _

(2000). The Texas court granted. an out-cf-Fime appeal y WIS Second divect
cppect. F'ot\ow‘w\s The atfivvmmetion o6 Wis convietons he filed WS stute

e pphcation for o Wit b& hebeas covpus avnd e \nis federal L8 w.s.c.
821354 pei-'d-(an—'@or Wit of hebeas corpns. On September B, 1008 e
U5, Eoftin C{rcu.;\*k’ Lowrt o€ Appeals Yeversed avd vemanded o e Texas
Court o€ Rppeals wWith e conditioneal Webeas corpus velecse, Neo. 06-1\o0514g,
The Texas court grated, o Aivd divect cppeal which ve saiked st‘ e
Lonvickions being atbivmed againe AS T the tric\ couwnrt and Yae ereviews
agpeals, \is cttorney dd not puvrsue or Arsuc e leel éi- tetel couvt
Jurisdiction:s Carmell did not Wnow ok e Subject meatter Jurisdictional
defect until abter Yis appeal.

When 4nis tnird, hivect cppeal concluded, Carvmiell Hen valsed e

problem o€ the trial courts \ack of Jurisdiction aus - ground Lor vellef

i3 State hebeas corpus proceeding. e Texas Court of Crinminal Appeals

effoneously and procedurally barved and dismissedk dae Subject mattenr



39&«"\5&1 tctional '\SSuLe, claiming P was e Second o¥ suecessive halbeas o-c‘.‘\\'ovs

" was not. TAaTexas, an oppeal onvemand s aw origino action. “The
Case was vestered Fo the Sovme Status W o when afpellenkt Livedk Y e
W iXial opeeal :’ S._"-_? Optr\(on, Texas Second Court of AP\?ec\\SQ No, 'L"q"lo\c\‘\oc?\)

ot vu-yg (2ovo) (iR ng Thews v. S*'a-“\’e., 863 s.w.24 UEa Ho -9\ (texr. Crivma.

App. 1943); Ex parte Loper, 763 S.W.24 U2L¥-U30 (Tex. Evim. App. \Aga);

Abbott v. State, 212 5.05.34 429, 9430-32 (Tex. AeP. ~ Weke 1-001)), Thws, Hais
wes the Lirst Webeeas corpas xac'(‘iev\‘f'o\\ww\‘ws e conelusionm ofF Aivect
appeat. S2e Maguwood v. Patterson, \111 L.EL. 14,

608, \305.Cx. 1188, 119§
(2010); Tnre Johnson, 83 F Aepx.422,425-2.6 ($T i Lo\L).

Al itionally, e challenge +o o Jurisdietio o\ defect is ot Subjyect 4,

proceduwwral rules. Anderson I v, S"'&‘\'e) 3o\ 5. W.3A 116 (Vex.Crim. Aey.

2.009); Mavrin v- State,

351 5., 24 1118, 204 (Tex. Cvina. Ape.\4al). See alse

WU S. v Cotton, 535 U-5.625,\1L2 s.c, \I8y, Vs (2oon)( ThsAietipna 1S vaeX
& Systemic reqguivement et 15 et Suoject Yo proceduvv pe =1 SR L S

feituve, o waiver); Williamsson v. Bervry, UG W.5.4445, 591 (\¥50) C* e

Want o & Jurisdhiction 1S o vwaatter 41t ™My alwoygloe set wp ?-'saiws? ex Jurdhg -

‘me«'\’.”). Fov e.xc\mptc)"\;\ e wine \c’_t\\\‘amsav\,, Rule éo(b)(..q s Fed R &ive

M ~ t - - €¢ - IS -
Proc., does r\.a+ have a rimae LtrmiXettont Su.bagc‘t’ W“““e".\%fcsoﬂ.ic:\‘{av\ Lemast

be waived = Tha¥ s Wiy It can Serve a8 e ground +o void o judgrmet

under Qule 60 (L) (1) tong after e tose ends.” Norvisy, Kerry, 864 €34 360,

3671 (8¢ 1_0\5)3 Sledqe v- Stake, 341 S.W. 34 WO 0& (Tex. &rive. App..l.o’\?.).

Proced ural bars cve 5 imply e pplicdole Were.

Following tie e.x\'\av.sj‘\'\‘on ot W5 state vemmedies,; Cavrme\l next vilseld
Hais subject matter Jurisdiction Problem Wi tais A8 U.S.C. 2254 \habecs
covepus ackion in the hnited Stetes Districk Court, Eastern District ol
Texas. The court aligned rselt With ¥he Stete couts ervovie ouws bar

and refused Yo wear the Junrisdictienal wattes, Likewise, v i ts 9€¢<Mbef



11, 20171 Opinvon Fhe Filtl Civenit Court o6 Appen\s Showed e concerwn,

doeut Hhhe Meatter when I+ Keniled oo cenrtRes teXe of cppectcdoi Wiy

Through o\ a;-f— These proceedings Neither Ye state vion e tederc\
Lourts could Show subject matter IwAsdicown e Irial couwdr. LWk —~
ou;\' Jurisdiction the vecovd is “uf\'e.r \y voild avd cannet we wsed Lo oy
purpose.” WilllamSon v. Berry,

HG U S, k5 gy (\85'0) a\so €x Rarte
Rirby, 626 S.L0.24.533, 534 (Te¥%.Cvim. Ape-Lagn).
Next, chme\\.{—\ \ed v e Unitek States Dtste X Court vis 60w (W)
ot en to Vacare Twcl,sme.wb for Lack o Juvt sAiethion. The particular
Juvisdictioned detect Tn the federal Istriet co w/-‘\' Coun e c..Sc.er‘\"a\ nead

{ssue as a con‘\'ex‘t' WwhieW Aae AL striet Courf_,Ju,\sd.\c-\-\o,\Q\ Aekect
arese,he nieiter attaclied The wndenrty tng trial Cowrt controvecsy bebween.
Hre parties rnor asked fov velies *rom e stte court juolsme.v\. . He s
- Simply aski ng tovr re\tef Lrom tue Decembver L5, 20\5 judgment ok tiae
United States Disteict Comvt s c‘Vq,cq.:i-e, The BezembenS, 2005 £ia \ spinton
cond- yudgment Lo Qe.:nj void tor loack ol suloject vwaatkec Jurisdiction
Whether o 60(b) ) Mmotion, Fel.R.Civ. Proc., IS viewed as a mokion zw*. as
@ Second o successive habeas corpus petition Aepends onthe cive v
Stances under whhichthe metieon U s -“’-\;‘\eA cnd Flae NeXure of e vellet

vegquested thecein. Gonzalezv-CrQs s VRLS.Ch, L6, 26 E (22005). T

Rdams v. Thaleq dorexamele, the appellate cout held ek e 60(h)

wotleon woss net o successive wabeas o-ctlon because fie petitionen
thcMlenged. net e mierits of fhe case out only the district court’s deler-

Mmination trat e claims were Preceduvally defaulted. Adanmns v;‘W\a\ef)

1A F.34 312,314 (5™ ¢in 20 2} (eiting Gonzalez). The Same s tvue
heref Larmells vequested velled vegavrds e. procedural vialter only.
Covrmell’s metion “attacks ot te Suostance et tae tedern\ couvt vese—

tution of o c\aim on the mecits, but Spnne defect T te InTeqrity of e



fLederal Wabeos pro¢ee¢1tnﬁ:’.nam¢.\~, The lac oF Jurisdicrion. See (;aﬂ-l‘f\ej_.)

545 U-S-at 532, Theve 15 a demarcetion Lae between o 60(b) (1) vrotton
that attocks e defect Tnthe Integrity oF e proceeding and.en § 4254 uabecs
actkion — o nne ek de lower o urY crossed when v held et Cearwelly
Mmotion wWos o suceessive hebeas action, tHaus Violeting Wis vigWwtto fue
process,
Rule 60(B) (1), Fed . R.Civ.€roc,, allows o district court to provide reliet
From o judgment when “Hne judgment 1s void?’ A Judgmedt oy be va coted
aved disviissed wheathe court lacks Sublect matter o pevsenal ywrishiie-

Fion. Callon Petcolewnm Co. v Brontier Lwns. Co., 351 R34 2ow, Ro8 (S™ &

2.003). Furtheg e count s o vinigterial ity Fo ‘{“q—“;rg Into de

basis of s Juvrisdickion ound Atk of The \ower court. Alidres-Reyes .

&2) \86 F.34\qq (5™ ¢ \a4aq), “xais wel\-s5etried L Swri.spru._d«:wce. AT
Yhe Suu'"soh'c‘\'ien ot any court wioy e inguirek n every other court whentine
Pf‘°ceeaﬂv\gs inte fForvmer ave veited wpen and. arcught heCorethe latten™

Williamson v Berey, Ua w.s5.Uqs, 540 (\850). T MeansEield I weas AeVermined

That “TWnls court can veach the wreriks of te eppeat on\y 1£ we Aetermine

Aot e \ower c,vuw"a ol sulgﬁeg"t‘ watter ju.rlsd.?cﬁ'i on.> Mo skield ¢, L MR,

€o: V- SwWan, WL W.S. 37g, 382, 4 S.Ch 510, 51 (A 8FY), “The Finst andk fundamea-
tol question s that of jurisdiction, §irst of” the court tn Which The case
{s presentiy & ted, Yoond Aot o€ e cowrt frona whidhthevecord comes™
Greo¥ Southern Five fvot Hotel Co.v.Tones, V11 5. HUG,Ws3, 2o S.Cx. b0,
631 -641 (\400). Jee also SYeel Co.v. Citizens For e BeWer Env™r, 523 “-5.83,

A4, \\8 S.Chr003(1a48); Lot v. . S., 288 R 2d 24 (§T™Cin 1460). TA is for

These reviewable elewments ek e Evie Doctrine should be cpplicd. Evie

R.B v ThompRinsg, 304 W.S. 83, 464 (1a3g).

T condlict Withthe declsions of Tils Court) tha distriel court ik st
trquire tnte s Jurisdiction o Aot o tae Aeiel comrtr Lelow. Tnstead, v
evvonesusly impesed c. procedural ber by claiming Haet the 60 (D wmetion
WaS o Swceessive wabeas corpus petition y as Lik the Cowrt o Appecls

wWhen it erroneouws ly denied oo cevtifs cale of availabi\ity. Corme\l mede o

{0,



substarticl showing in the Lot of Appealts oftine denial of e Constitu —~
Tional righr He presented wrore than sutficiet €eclis and tewws ¢ wAls peition
o sShow ok re,c._sene.):-/le. IUPIsTs World wave dis cqreed witiAae MstvetT
Couvtt Fromte inception of Carmell) ¢ose Tothe presed; Yye lewer couts
avoided e jurisdictional problem by tgrnoring Y ov erecting procedurol
bavriers.

The actions of Hae \ower courls entast e ewjor de pavrtuve fromat\Js
Courts precedent cases. The Due Process C\;wuse does net telerare judg ~
Menwts in courts it wild et o cannet show swaject matter Juvisdie-
Honinthe record. Such actions consthitute o substantial Eonstituctional
Vieletion and harabul deprivation ¥e Conm Mel; Haekis, e is ghilt Ve risoned.

Under de plain eccov Standard, W is @vident in e vecoh ok ety |
the Fifdi Cireuidr Lowrt of ARPeals and tre district court erved Y thele
r‘u-l"\-vsss. Under fe clear @ v o §handaord laotia 4@.;4{\‘5 violated Cauvwells
Substontial onstitutiowmel vi gWYis.

Considering tie £ects and law envinced in CarwellX 60 () (M) metion
And Wis petition for e certi £ cate of aPpectability, The Judgments ave

e vonecus. CervwelVs vastion 1S o True, valid, gk genwine 66 (%) (1) matio

That deserves dobe heard.

o

Carmell is seeking reliek fora redressatle injury. The cowurts’ wsage
ok prroced uval bars and vischaveetert zation o€ tiae 6008) () metion
APPELSS Yo be an “odmission by conduetr™ Thot suaject estrer Jurisdie~
Yion does gt extst " AlS ceses

G’foceeeunss In LourTs Pk nethher establish Subjeck waatter~ yue \’so\\"é\'?qv\
W erimmineal cases Nov cdhdvesstielSsue when vansed by o Per Ty ore of
grect concevnte cilxizens, public eelicy; aond e evoper ‘@uv\c‘Rov\{«\_s o6
American Jurisprudence. Such cavoideance of s Sundamerdal systerie
ey 3\\"\" wiolefes e due Pvrocess avA equal proteckion 56:&,3.“.&«-&5 of The -
Fourteenhin Avnendment and deserve His Cours attention to P rotrect

and preserve the vighls of all cidizens of Hhe Untted, States.

i



C our TS ¢voS5s o d.&mawi‘c:a*;ev\ Avne between a truwe 600W){W) vnghten

Ond a $1254 nabecs corpas o ceeding when theyerroneously allese

Yot e wetionm is a nabeas covrpus actiown andthen use procedural ules
*o avoid answering the problem € Their lack o sulayect watter yurisAie-
ion, whick resultved W e vord Judgment tar s acflacked Iv\‘\f««.e. voTion,
Fauws violating tlae Due Process Clawse o€ ttee Fourte entih AmendmenT.
Fundamental evrvod such as the \ack of sSubiect vnefter JurisdictNon,
needs to be cocrected in this andk all cases for justice Yo prevail in

Amevican U S evrudewce,

CONCLUSION

The petition for a writ of certiorari should be granted.

Respectfully submitted,

b Canvmeld

Date: Apr( {29 oo

L.



