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QUESTION(S) PRESENTED

I
i) Why uas’denied the Right tc Subpoenq Tndianapolis Mets Dectectives +o +rfaj thert Lolsifled My
ervminal recond o e Grand Jury. Statlng that I had paas “6un $Robbery & (apital Murcler ¥
cenvietions which s faise 7 ‘ | |

Why was a illegal “GPS Tracker ; , ,
, 2 Ik placed on my Land Rover witheut prebable ectse seorching $or
*‘Qnﬂy[ Withlams* iq which ke Jurmped bait in AZﬁamas,-. and it cwas ,Y';’ evidena thext he woei.?:?th me
€er) T committed any ¢imeé 7

K @Cﬁmm M 2015, Idw‘:ef’““éd ecer by the FAT and Trdionapolls Metra folice searching
' " Weuns™, and wwhen - searched my Land Rever anol Faered v Y
Me, eehy wwas T arrested cotthout ﬁfga%mw - found that he wasrtt eutth

Y) thy was T not given g “Exclclence Hearing for -the charges brought against me 9

B) Wiy are all the FALSE storys dhoc ; G ' |
Fys dbout me gleen my co-deferdant @ qun, cwhen at tric] «7
Johnsen testiRed that “Whiliams and “Towneell" sfole the qung -Frém hi's house 7 i

é) Ushy when My lacuyer “tLocra” in 20i6 “p ators” £ 'FCT)
" \ noate Trocstigators” found tie . s ey
"?"1@' Indianapolis Metro Detective did fabified my (el mﬁgal Hisiory § ,ae,x,ﬁﬁ'?f,i"gﬁ j;’,‘ff that
‘Suppression Hearlng"Motlon® 4o brirg ap “FRUITS of a POBENGLS TREE the Jerige “Sc}raﬁ Barke(™
denied +the Hearing, then T s gluen a rece laerer; becoese “Logm o8 dlsmissed P

7) Wiy when mc lacsyer *Mapte Gorcta® fHied 1o siows m eocrect ¥ ;
. et my ect “Celminal History™ +h
SHU used o -falsified uersien “Reacad * making me ladk like a vicient Cn?mém:j ,*r:h i&{&

8) How did the beillers thag my co~defendant had in his boc: at th |
_ . o - e HME of the 4Ll
ssgrfg?sepfe'“ber 1,205, gét back in my apariment at the Hme of the (g Kevie {vrgiﬁabnf)
Lidne et B e gt n ‘ )
st Lo S i Gk Lo when T ot P amy ke ) eioing
18} Why did the Tudge “Sarah Barker albw ot trial the ar saleman from "A1 Auto Sells" when
I brought the Land Rover -fo ratumn to tria) c;f‘«rerj #cniselg m%ng Thed I broughg tthe
Laind Rover wutth §5 4 820, ushen obulously he diddndt lnew edhs - eies; because wihen e
was asked do pofng: me out at trial) he painted 1o My co-deferdant, bécaeme T never mes
the gay befere 4
i) Whyon e §, 2015; Tewos alieged diepping “Offiman® of f a awrk in ffont of Walmaet store.on st
0th Street, but there wes necer ang vido suruelilance shocwing me i onyg aar (er)in ;eraon @r)
glven a deseription of the car T cuos alleged cirloing ot the Hime of the robbery ¢

‘2) Why did the TIndianapolis Metro Dedectioes e cud fabity the Hme §' dade of prachase
of My Lowd Rocer, beccese My wife “fntella- at the Hme Prachased the Loand Rover In
the merning @ approx llams en Augest 29, 2015 and the robbery wwas commivted on
Avgust 28, 2015 at night @ approx. 16 pum 3 90 hows anaild T hosie broaghg the tand Rower
the same day of Auguot 282015 of the robbery
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LIST OF PARTIES

b 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
petition is as follows:
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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 to

the petition and is

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

to

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

[ ] reported at ; OF,
[ 1 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

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

The opinion of the i court
appears at Appendix to the petition and is

[ ] reported at ; or,
[ 1 has been designated for pubhcatlon but is not yet reported; or,

[ 1 is unpublished.
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JURISDICTION

[\/f For cases from federal courts:

The date on which the United States Court of Appeals decided my case
was MARCH 20, 2020 ' '

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

[ 1 A timely petition for rehearing was denied by the United States Court of
Appeals on the following date: , 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. § 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).

2.
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CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS INVOLVED

¢ an ..

ANt S Lonatinctinn, Ameck 5 preoviees, in relevant part

No person shall be held +o ansceer for a capitl, or othenuise nfarmeas crime, anksss en o preseqrtent or
t‘ndi’cfment of a Grand Jury:-- nor shall any peraon be subjact foc the same offerve 1o e e
put in ]geomrdefaf' iife er timb; nor shail be' compelied in any crimiing €a5€ 1o be @ wwitness agadns
nimseH,; Nor be deprived of life, liberty, or property: cuithout due process of faw.

Untted Srates Constitation, Amendment 6 provides, in whote past : , o

In all crimnlnal prosecutiens, the acusad shall enjsy the right 1o « Speedy and public trial, by an
impartial jury of the State and district wuhereln the crime shall howe bREN Wmmitied, which
district shall have been previously ascertained by lace; and o be informed of the najace and cause
of e awusation | o be eonfro with the wiitnesses against him ;| to hawe ompuisory process
for chtalning witnessas in his favor; and +o have Assistance of Counsel for his defense-

Unrred States Gnsidn 'g‘ﬁgﬂh , &mendment § pmg}&i , i ewhele part ¢ "
Excessloe bail shail net be requived, nor excessioe fines imposed, for cruel and unusual punish-
ments inflicred.

Untted States Gonsiltation, Amendmear 1 provides, in relevant part : n
No States Shall make or enfene any laee wlhith shall abridge -the privileges er immuanities t«‘f
Cliizens of the Unfred States ; nor shall any St c(epfwe any persn of lite, itherty; or P,:ang‘; with-
out due process of laew ; nordeny o anyg persen wirhin ts jurisdiction the equal protecticn of the
lawss:

Ly

nijed St Hcetion, HTyices, in wiaie part ¥ ot
it of the people 1o be secure in thelr persons, houses, papers, &7 effxts, against Unfeae .
mq&m mee;egzwes' shall not be Vgo'““édra”‘_(ﬂc Warrants shall 153ue, but dpon probable
ecwise, supported by Cath or affirmation, and particularty describing He plac 6 be search o,
and the persens or things o ke seized. seqr
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STATEMENT OF THE CASE .
On September 15,2015, a seoled Criminal (omplairst was filted in the Southern Disirici of Indiang,
the deferdont wwas arrested, and made an initiaj apperance s o . .
On Ociober 15,2005, an eight-wunt Indicirent was Rled, cohich aueged I “Christopher Dowis™ commiited
interference with nterstate wmmeras by robkery: in viclation of 18 ase $1451, en June 8, 2015, In Couﬂfi
Gxamt 2 charged “Dowis* euith use, camy; brardish’a firearm during enfme of vokence; in vilaton of 18 USC
KB eiape blavrrpaaamt 424 1), on Fare 8,205« (unt 7 chaged T “Dovis” ulth irderferene with interatate
cormvene b?/ robkeny »In vivlartion of 18 USE § 924, on, Sepiember 8, 2015« Gxurtt 8 chargad T “Dowds™ wiith use,
carmy; brandish o firerm daning enive of vicience, in vistetion of 1§ USG § Qi) on Seprember [, 2015 The
Tnclictment coriaing a forfeftune aliegation pursuont 1o 18 USCG S a2 and 28 USC: § 246ie), (Dict. 33]
On Dxermber §, 2018; a seaiad Supersading Trditment wes fhied o include additiona) co-deendands «
t 1 charges T “Dovis* cuith inferferenee with intergtete commene by rolbery) in vilation ef 1§ USC
§ 1951, on Jare 8, 005 Cunt 2 chames T “Dads* ciih uge, comy, brondish ¢ fArearm darfng aime of
vioRnee, In viclaton of I§ USG § 424 (<) on Tune § 2018« Caunt 9 charges T Dowist ewlth interferene with
interstate commere® by wibery ; i vislation of 8 UG §1951, on Septemier 14,2065, Count 10 charge T “ fovis
with use; coarny; brardish a frearm during @ crime of vidlence, in viclatien of 18 USG $924e), on September [Y,
2015+ . . U SRS _
455, lg‘g Cﬁ;ﬁ& 541 Xle, q Secord SJ‘LR:GJN‘M:{ dndictment as 40 T “Christopher Dovis" (4) counts 155, 255, 555, 655,
Un Septerber 7, 2017, q Third Superseding Indictrent wng returmed as o T “Chvisiopher Dok (d) counts 1555,
2353, 5555, 6595, 4555; (0398 Idsss. [Okt. 239 . -
on Rbruary 27,2088, o jury trall baen in this cee. On March 1, 208, T <0 foand quilty by jurye L “Cheistph
Pavig» wsas found quiity on coundd (1,2,3,4, 5,6, and § )o [ort.327] ,
On March 6, 20§, T “Christepher Davis” filad o rorion Rc Zdgment of Acguttal on Gxarrts 1,2,3;and Y of
she Third Supersading Tndichment - [DRT. 328] T “Dovis* alsa fifed o Supporting brief/mernorandum Tn Suppart of
his Motion Hor Judgment of Aqquitial en Gourts 1,2,3,and 4 of the Third Sapersading Trdictment - CPih 327
. OnMarch 13,208, the Districr Gurt jssued an order denging federal Crirical Rule 29 Mefiens as o T
Christoprer Dovis™, The Court findds that suffictend evicknee uies preserted at tradi on the essential eiements
-of each of the charged offense of the Daferdent. [Dict. 3%
Cn Dacember i, 2017 the United Staws Atiormey's offiae filed Submission of Govemments Sarriago
Protfer. Lokt 296] o _ : '
- Cen Fe\;ruar (Z,L_Zgg; %]Unﬂed States filed an Trdormaiion, Applicability of /\,wam Smtefti‘f\g Provisiens of
18 LUSCG S 35%4- 2919,

N Rbruary 22 X006, e Government flled o nse o De biccti . e
or\dogeggdqn:gl\’\oﬁcn in Lmmine. l’.’DMI 3057 Respanse to Deferdlant 0 Joction fo. Gowrnments '&m{qﬂc frotfer
Tedgmerdt 'as e T “Chrisiopher Docis”) Deferdant was found guilty te counts 12,3.4,5,6,and § afier a piea
of et gulity e Imprisonment ! Coumts 1,3,8,and 8: 1day percount) concurrent ; Count 23 84 montis § Ceant 4 ¢
30C months ; Count 67 30C months ; CoNSeeutise fr o fotal of 684 months and 1day of imprisoment . [Pkt 3¢

The Seventh Greult Cecit of Appeals should have Fimed that the disirics court efved in denying 1
"Cheisiopner Dovis™ motien +or judgment of awguittal on Count 1 through Y of the Third Supersédine
Indictment, of wohnich T evas cenvicted of g traile The evidengs pracieecd by the Geverament as te thése
counts did not suffice, as a matter of law; 4o permir a reasunable jury 10 find beyord a recsonoble
doubrt that T “Chistophes” committed the anlaosfal acts of winich T e0as conuieted »

T *Christopher™ uios aorwieted of Gt 8, In viciatten of 1§ UGG §$924¢) af 4al. Ts corviet a deferdant under
BUSC §q24(¢<),the Government needs +o prove that the defendant during cnd in relation te ang arime of'
vivleree: o during drug trafficking erime ased, possessad, or carried o fiearme. At trial, the Jury found T
"Christopher® guiity of Gount Y on an aiciing and abetting theory. _

Gicen that the evidence fs insufficent o x2tain q onviction agalnst T “Chrstopher” on Gunt 3, T
“Christapier eonviction under Count Y connat stand bocase o there o be o conviction ander 18 WS
§924ce) there must be an anderlying erimne of viclente or drg trafficking caime «

At trial, #he Government failed o provide suffident evidence 4o sustain conwiztiens agalnst T “Christgpher
on Counts 1 and 3 of +the Indictment. T “Christcphery requested the Court ST jo £ind thedt the
Pistrict Court enred in denying My ivieRon fa- Tudgment of Aquitial and vaeate my envigtiens on hese
courts in fover of judgmends of ‘acquiital s

qo
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~ Staterment_of_the_Case

At tedal, I “Christophec” was found quitty of Courts 1 and 3, even_though the_Gownment
failed_to_prove_the_requiced_clements_needed._for a_conviction_of_Interference with Trderstore
_(ommerce_ by Robbeny in volatbn of 18.USC $1951- For Counts 1 ond 3, the Government failed 40
_present_sufficlent_evidene frem_which_a_ratienal jury_could fnd that T “Chobfophect was
_qulity: Fr Gunt 1, there aas_iiite 1o ne_evidenas that direetly_ linked T Chostopher o the:
—Imbhery_that_ecuimed. en June §, 2015, TheGovernment.did not_present iestimony orang other
_evidence: to_prave_thet T_“Christephert s identlfied_as one_of the_subjects. that enered the
_Walmnart-to.conduct the robbery « As scch, the_Gowrnment falled 4o presead_sufficlent eddence
. do_prove_that T “Cheistopher_eommitied_the crime of Trterferene with Tntenstate._(ommerce .
- by Robbersy, fn. xivlcetion_of 1§ UG $195].on Tre 8, 2015. Becasse the Govemment falied. to_presertt_seffleient

_i€\idence 4o sustaln a_canviction_as -to_(ount 1, T_“Chrstopher: convletion. for_(ount 1 should bhose
. ‘been vacated: | - o

- e - 6. _ S
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REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION .

The Seventh Cireaift Court of Appeals reviews a district courts denlal of @ motion o judgment of
acquittal ab rieve . Lhiied Seates v: Tenes, 222 R3d U4, 3SL (%h Cir 2000)- The Severth Circoit uses q sufficiency
of the exfdence standard in reviecuing a aenial of @ motien for judgment of acquidtttd « Lorire Seafes o forerss
823 F3d 1113, 112C (7rh Gn 2C18). The 3&venth Uit considersd evlderve in the tight most fayorabie +0 the
government and a comvletion s affirmed i any rutiond trer of fact could find the 'de&"dqgi quilt

. beyond a reasonabie doubt» On appeal of q district courts denied of a noticn for judgment ot aequittal,
i 15 the defendant's burden 1o convinee the Court of Appeails thedt the evidence wwsas insufficlerd to
sustain a convichen. chired Srates i Tangcher, ik F.3d 645; 650 (7th Cin 20Q)«

#‘1; ». ¢ T_“Chaiai Ty aIIlefaian ma "‘F Aot Coarts Qnd S, -
District Court erred because the Government falled 10 praduce evidence 4o sustaln,

At 4rial, T “Chdstopher Dovin® woas found ?\ui‘lﬂ‘a by jury of Gurts One and Thee #r Interfrence wirth
Irvterstate Conmmeree by t?g)bbefy) in violation ot 18 rS(C;.flqﬁf' Prior 1o submlesion of +he case o e juryy
I “Chrisdopher sought acqedd tial on Courds 4 and 3 by Submiting a Motion Judgment of Acquitial o -ﬂje
District Gourt. Mot. For Tudgment of Acquital ECF Now 328, The Districd Count denied T “Christophers™ motien
and submited the case +o the jury) even theugh there was net 9&%«:&«1‘ eviden® to sustain nviction
ON the charges that T “Christopherv faoad. The ease evas then submited o the jury s who returned a
verdiet of gality as to all aunts for T *Chriyicphre™ HOWRWR:, the cose shauld never howe been given 10
the jury beaanse +he Government Rilled o preduce sufficlent evidene 4o prove the required lervents e
#e crimes thed ! T “Chnistopher™ w8 charged . o .

For Couunrvts One and Three , the Governmemt C_harged | "‘Chn’sqo?hﬂ*“ with v{oi’a:'n‘ng 19 uiﬁ«.c‘@ifﬁl:whvc‘-h .
requires hert the Government prak beyond o reasonable douit thet T “Christophed” unlasefally and knowing
cbatrucied, deloyed, and affecied interstate commere, and tre mowrment of artictes and commodities jn such
commerce; by mbb&‘z" 18 US.C §185i (). The term “robbery® i defined under 18 USG $(951()(3) as «the
unicenful aking or btaining of perscnal property fisrn +he persen or in the presenke of cwwsther; against his
will, by means of octual or ‘threaten foray of Viciene, or far of injury) immediate or faare,; 46 his person
Lr.property,; o propenty in his cosfody or pesession, er the perin o property of a retative er membker of his
«.fﬁmﬂy or of aryone in hiy company at the Hime of the toking or cbidning't [§ UGG § 1451 (6X(3). The Seventh
Clrewit roted (0 h'eed Stotey v Mruor, 60 F 3d 901, G0 (7 O 2006); thad- © 1§ U3 §1a51 does not require
dhet the victims fear be certain, ft need only be reasonable’

The Severth Greutt reviewss appeals of o distrie: - . Mo

. Y \ t+ courts denlal ofa motion for Jud ~r of cequi
by using a sufficlency of +he ewdence standards Chired Ses . Averson, 823 F3d 1L, 125 ¢ oth Cin 20(6). THe
Severvh Ciicuit considers evidence in the iight most favemble 40 the gowernment and a cordetion is affirmed
of any rational trier of fact could fird +he defendant qeiifty beyord & reasonable doubts

Mna‘A'i ‘ir‘t”eal o;r:xe *S;ov&«;::en&?ﬁed +<; *L“’;ﬁ"&‘ sufficiert evicderce 10 powe the requlived i!irgems at'f‘ Courdt
; _""e‘ i ct rt erreq by denying T “Christopher Matien for Tudarmeni ittals T2
Loristepher s anlawfully +eok persenal property from the Walmart 'locoted et 5935 Weat itk Stret in
ndienapols on Tune 5 2015: However, te &vidéne presented by the Gowermment ar trial il 4o ik T
Chf‘—’*%"\e‘”“ o robbery thot occurred on Ture 8, L0150 Aside froms S0ME Statemerts fhat T “Chrisstopher™
T&e agairst his tnterest afrer the robkery hael Occctrrect, there §s HHie other evidence thet eonnects I
gny wtinesses of the robbery that established T “Chrisophert presence ot the Walrner+ ;’Z‘
June €, 2¢i5, and T “Christopher” csas never identified as cne of Mre subjects Hhat entereq the

Walmart and held up the employees in exchange for mengy.

The eviderve wced by the Govemment ot trial was ot sufficlent 4o austain T *Christaphar™ ~
on Count 1 Execau;Udfm cﬁa’c?ller&’ 4culed 40 satiefy the em&x slred 4o @ervich a dé&rﬂg&@we’\w Ii? &fgrgn
§Wsi(a). e Government failed ‘o product evidence #at T “Cn pere ans one of the subjects that
entered the i0th Street Walmart en June 8, X5, that esmmibited +he robbery andly fucther, that T
* Christopher* used or threatened force in order 4o chtain money froon the empic:)/ees 0{5 Walmoste

6.
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Reasons Hfor Gnanﬁ‘rg the Petition

The Governrrent dlsc Hailed o provide sufficient evidene 1o prove the required elements Br Gount 3
against T “Chisiophec™ In Count 3, the Government alleged thot T Thstopher™ violated § USC § 145 (a) en
or aboud Aagust 28,2015, when he ard his co~defendands conspired 10 *unlocutully ke and obtaln
persenal propesty, from -the persan ond in the presence of an employee of the Walmart store locorted
et 5835 West 10th Sireet” in Indianapolis “‘by means 6F acical or threatened violerce  including ; the
brandishing of a firearrn”  Hoeever, the evidence procluced by the Gowrnment of 4rial did not scctvﬁﬁ/
the elements needed for q wnvietion ander I8 USC f 1951 ¢2)- Spectfically, the Govemment’s evdence did
not establish thet actual or thracdened fore was used during the second mbbery of the [Dth Street

Walmarts

The evidence presented at #rial shoeued thad Delele Orkiman hnews ahead of time that onarmed
robbery e qaing Yo be condurted at the Walmart on Auguat 28, 2005 - Bddence shows thet Cirkman recleved
& phone call frem Doyl Williams just prior 40 the commission of the robhery where Williams toid Orkman.
o “be ready® besuse he s coming to b the stare s Rurther, video evidence presented at triaf from
Walrrast secorfty cameras shoews et Ochman eseorted Williams o the cash offike, helped him bordle up
the novey from the safé, and even suggested or plonned to hove Willlams #e her up 3 as fo onake b
appeas a5 theugh she was not in on the planned robberys Orhmon cuos the enly Walmant employee presertt
o the Hme of +he robbery ard she Fnew Dany) Willloms fhmugh previocus dealings, including evhen she
previously alded i the robbery thot caurred on Jire §, 05, at +he exoct same Walmart and inthe planiing
and preparation of the August 28, 015, rebbery -

Wwhile the robbery was ngeing, the Government's vides evidence showed a rodther relored Deidre Orkman
assisting Williams i gathering cash from the safe and pachaging it up se he could fake it fom the stores
Rarther; the video evidene shows a rather relaed Darryl Willierms set his gun down 4o assis?t Cekrron in
colieating and bundling up-the money « While ail this ¥ engofng, Deidre Orkmon showsed mo sigrs of 4ear,
and she cbserved Wiillams set down hb gun, eshich, aaerding 1o Governerent witress Decteetive Jeremy Ingram,

ta “very rare* durlng the course of a robbery+ T Trons. Vel T-648- The reloged natare of Grkmean and
Williams and thelr behavier during the @rmission of the robbery suggested thedt both kneco thedt an
armed robbery wxas planned te toke plce on August X, 2015, and that q plan wwas hatchad prioe Jo the
robbery of® how the robbery cwould occur - :
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Atachment

Reasons for Granting the Petiiion

TThe Severth Clrouit noted previeus that 1 us e $1951 dees not requiice thet the \ictms fénr Be
tertain, i need only be reasonable’ Chsrar Sares 12 Mo, H60 R3d 901,904 (7h Qi 2006)- While Aléss- cleott
With the underiylng crime of extortion rather than robbery, both robbery and exdortion require Hhe use
of actual or threaten foree, violence or 4ear in commission of the underlying cime urder 8 USC § 145) -
Here, the eddence presemied by the Government reqarding the Angust 2, 2015, robbery did not saggest
Hert Orhron had any féar of the aciens of Willlams duning the rbbery - The Gowrmment failed 40
establish that Orkman suffered from threatened fore, viclence ; or fear of injury during the robbery -
Orfrnan new thest the robbery was gofng o hagpen, she assisted wuikh the planning and prepayartien
of the robbery, and she shocoad 7o signs of fear during the commission of the robbery - Her
- eonsplrator, Willlams, even set down W3 gun dunlnq the wmmission of the robbesy+ Thes, the

Government faidled 1o cﬁaoll‘ah an essentia) elerment of 1§ USC § 51, and the evidenze evas not sufficient
0 susidn a nvictien against T “Chrisbopher a5 © ot 3 of the Tndidment.

For the aferementionad reasons, this Gurt Should hove fourd ot -the distiet court erred
in.derying I “Christophers Motion for Judgment of Acquitial as to Gxunt 1 and 3+ Aacordingly , T “Christcphier
requested thest this (ourt vagote T “Christopher™ convdertiens arder (ound 1 and 3 and erér

]udgme«m of acquittal as o these axurts »

Th additon to Gunts 1 ond 3; T “Christophes” eas found gultty by the Jury of Gunt Y Hor
vlolaring 18 US.C §924 s Here, Gart 3 served as #he predieate offense 1o corvdet T “Christophers
of Goant U for violating 1§ USC §924 &) However, if this Gourt agrees wiith T “Christepher in
thet the evidena provided by the Gocernment ot trial was insufficent o sustain a cnviction
en GQunt 3 then T “Christephert anvleten under (ount t) should be wxated -



, 05527 /2020nviet @ defendant under (8 US.L §824 (o), +he cones »” Ce thos the defene g
;“‘u':;d Euj'w" fo any enme of viciene or daning d 'fré-(f@.dci‘rq mf%m?af mor wﬁﬁefﬁ‘fwiffnﬂ
und:.: . stq éu?(%;;?);cg;gA;mw ;r:/v;?usty held “theet Hobixs Act Robbery under 19 US.C $199 i q ertme o violenee

SR . g (o) O%I?" > ‘,/; ;‘.; 4 . . Lt e ,,)‘ . y . . y '. ,
574, 574 (oot Cits 2000, rares i Mrglrn, 896 R3d 954,465 (A G 2017); chired Sreres Vi Fexy 878 Fad

‘i case differs from other Sepenth Clre b as Ao T e :
insufflcient evidence 1o swotain @ comviotion as#ffrw&offg ,%cq&-? ,‘5/%:»:5 w& l:féec n'f'sélrfge;";? @se Hx}ere e
“Christopher of Vicladtng § G24¢e) n Count Y. While T “Christophert was convieted ot tridj of Mi'c ccmgec?‘;rl
viglating 1§ USG $145], the eddence provided by the Government as 40 +his Coarg oS thsufficlent o susdain
a nvichan on this Courtt becouse the evidens shows thet Deldre Otkrnan , the Wolmast employee whe
was presert for the y X5 q @~eenspicotor N the commiasion of the robbeny» Therefire, the Auguat 28
2013 robbery did not inuddve the actaal or threanten use of visience, inclucing: The bravdishing aof a firearm? wWith-
out this actual or threatend use of vidlence,; T “Chrisiopher™ cannat be aorwicied of Count 3 for vickting 18 GG
$1451. As such, there insufficient evidence 1o Susstaln a tonviction +a T #Christophect as 4o Coant 3 and 1
“Christepher™ cenvicticn under Cout 3 should be vacted- :

Sheuld +this Court agree that there s traefficiert evdder o T« o
Cowrtt 3, HWS Cocnri sheuid cf:gso veeate T “Christepihect wnr:i}&‘{gemo m n'-l ol Ifmﬁ cco?ri\\:t&ﬂondggrd~
ghf: under [S\U‘S:(_} §$924 ), there mast be an crderlytng crime of vicleree or drug +rafficki .:risme? Gioen
e '& there i3 lnsafficientt evidente 1o sustain a @nviction en @ant S, there 5 ne undertying erime of viclerx
&7 drug trafiching erire 1o sustain T “Christopher” convdetien under Couit Y for violating 1§ US.G §924).
Tnerefore, T “Christophert requests that this Gourr vooode my onvieton o Cocr U o

CONCLUSION

The petition for a writ of certiorari should be granted.

Respectfully submitted,

' (’Z ,_zig(. gl %zv

Date: __May 10,2020




