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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

M For cases from federal courts:

The opinion of the United States court of appeals appears at Appendix _ A to
the petition and is }

[ 1 reported at (1~ 4632 ; or,

[ 1 has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,

B is unpublished.

The opinibn of the United States district court appears at Appendix & to
the petition and is

4 reported at 3:99-¢r-46 K3 Docsmeat (53 9!!15/2*’!‘!; 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[ ] is unpublished.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[ ] is unpublished.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 - : court
appears at Appendix to the petition and is *

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[ ] is unpublished.




JURISDICTION

[ ] For cases from federal courts:

The date on which the United States Court of Appeals decided my case
was MW (1p 1000 .

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

X A timely petition for rehearing was denied by the United States Court of
Appeals on the following date: _May 15 2620 , and a copy of the
order denying rehearing appears at Appendix .

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

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

[ ] 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

[ 1 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).



CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS INVOLVED
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STATEMENT OF THE CASE

On March 2. 2000 The Yth Civcud Coued of Apgeal +sol +he govevnments
view of +he coce and vacaled ctownt | and U4 withaut ;flp\H‘ of the

defonse os 4o wWhick tount Shavld be vacated . Eventhough the aate dispesi-

tion was labled as cemand, the case was ast vewmanded. -
Public c\e@ev\&'a(_ Wlliam L. Dauie dd NoY £0le a matian Lar Fecentent e
he did mot Lle Aadecs eiel oc Cechiocac. He dud mot g\‘vﬁ,
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David and Cluned Judge T Howi € WikKevcon Craneal 27 A Voucher
that cleacly choted RemaN Q. 1w 2000 Pebivioner Tiled his §2755,
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the govecrnment cleadly dated that coont U incocpocated
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Dodibonee  catsed that faunt 2 can vmat Stavd necauvse s
predicate Coaspicacy casnt was Jacated. Pettionee also caired
melrective nss\Stance of counsel becavuSe counsel Lailed 4o
00int ot whvich Licearm Chauld have been vocated .
Qetitroner alto varsed tWat hit case 18 nek L nal becaude Wis
sentence was vt amended unkl Aug. 15.2020. He alsa

e ed Haat We was ecntdleo fa be celentence cmd WS Cale

S hould Nave 15 review undec Alae ow applcoble (o,
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REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION

Pedihianer ghadld ke atfocded the «'\@H b0 have his rediew Viewe ol
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PQ,{’H(IOV\E( taat he wald be relentenced. (See E_)(lr.n[o:"}v #2 This \S
why tounsel did vot Lle andevs ‘u«’(f’__g bv Lectidcov.. The cadcd
attoibuted Yhis delay to p&'\(‘“ﬂ‘anér, According +o +hit couct
in WHKinS v, UNMTED STATE f 441US 468,969 (1019); Adunce | haf o
“pomply with LIA Plant or he vendevc nellechve asCiStance
oF tounsel. This cate shadld be cemanded boack b dekiict covct 4o
Wove a hearing of Wiy (ounse\ dud not amply virth the CIA Pla .
Thié cuse. Shodtd bo cevitwed ynde the now 00Pheable \aw \n
’\‘BM of Goiflivh v. \L@,Y\)(\)Q\L\,g Which Srabeg -
o “BY Linal wWe mean @ cate in wimch 0 ;udgm&r\’r

E)Q Lot CYian Vo § \C)QQH \anO\{t\r VT | ‘PV)Q (‘A-\/Cll(&):n\\*\/‘ '

oF upp\gﬂ\.cxhau\.sﬂd and Hhe £1me Lo VCtV’mW,‘”‘ )

elopsad ov @ pefition for (Ertlovav Finally demed ”
_ Sece |y HET US. MY 300 mil, 107 S OF. 700 [1657).
\(s‘me MOTON v. unitens States. 2016 U.S. Dicd LEXIS 572061 . also Evhibt®3)
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3. The Yocgeted and Specific act was Yhe vaucder of Markin,
vtk act facaguoph 19 (See exhibit® 4 and®s Y (Jocagraph (8. 13
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Lavnt | wod the pfe./hcalw, offence [CGM(S\(&C\/ Y which wiad vocated,
NCMiint b was enteved in the recerd as the Count SPecifically Cfnof‘(_i)ed
<IN the indhetment, I Count v 1S vatated and not tount 2 .
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A0peals couct voling denved dotitioner o viaht fo Coccect
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~ to a6 murdatory Lo sentence. (See Amendment 210 and 476 N
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The Gmiended ydgment Shates oléense ended on -30-1994

Lt Dobhener wol alceady oamested peioc 4o +hot dafe. The
prvaper guideline that chould vave lbeen uted s of 1961 and

Hhia hce Choold Wt Cimanided and € vec. (See dates on indict-

ment Lounts) and [ EWbA® A fouct used 1944 mdayal.) |
n Qeoah o Unted Uafes, 0 uS 520, 544, (Z013Y 1 s court
pm\mb} e ute of ex oot facto law. _(See, alfa Molina —
dartinez v unded Statec 136 S.¢F 1338, (2016 ) Y and Hosales-
wiceles . unded atef 19§ SCY 1897.1910,(2018) ((quoting
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- (quoting Rasales- Miceles. ongluding that a court abused & discretion
in deteeining Yhat a wuccalevlated Gudelines rong e did not affect ine
Tne: torrnestiot judicial proteedngsy. The fehivicnec 'S vonge wWis.
A Yeard 4o Whe ol wat Chonged do mandoloey WEL, Ths wga%d
Lindse v Wy wilaking the moXislum Senvance Compulsoey opplied,
This tate 15 10 conflict with United Statec u. Jones. 2010 U S.
COAPP . LEYAS 725982 Ond Rule 32, Ths coiSe tanbhieds withh all Yth,
Cieturd cases deoling With vacaturs and CTA Olans wheet Counged
did ot give vohice o Liled Lechiavawl andfor Andest beeld,
TS CaSe tonfhrcds Wb United \SJFQ‘HZI v. Whitmace . 2011 U5, App.
LEGIS 4203 and United Stder v, WilliamS 201 0.8, APP LEXIS 26744
Uniteal Hated v. Dadsan 2001 v.34 26Q L4th Cir. 2062 ) . Al 924 cases
Pt Were Vocated Se€ united Grates v- paPrdmborse, 2005V Agp,
LEXIS 23126 ) » putidant Yo the Senttncing pockage doctrme
This za1e Shauld Vave beea cemanded algo.” Unrbed Shabeg v, Smith 94T, 24
122 (3th oe 19%g) " CONCLUSION 7

Db dioner Srold Yave beea allades b prove e couldve Cecieved
0 \estee Sentence undee $ne coccect duidelineS manual and 25573 faclovr,
ond Repe e v Unrad Waken 130 S.LE, o 1257,

The petition for a writ of certiorari should be granted.

Respectfully submitted,

Date: i/ 20/ 20




