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IN THE

SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES

PETITION FOR WRIT OF CERTIORARI

Petitioner respectfully prays that a writ of certiorari issue to review the judgment below.

OPINIONS BELOW

[ ] For cases from federal courts:

The opinion of the United States court of appeals appears at Appendix A to 
the petition and is
[ ] reported at
C 3 has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,
[ 3 is unpublished.

; or,

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

• ’ . ;•

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[ ] is unpublished.

[ 3 For cases from state courts:

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

to

; or,

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[ 3 is unpublished.

Richmond Cif.cUi'k. 
to the petition and is

The opinion of the 
appears at Appendix

court

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[ 3 is unpublished.

1.



JURISDICTION

[ ] For cases from federal courts:

The date on which the United States Court of Appeals decided my case 
was i - 2~1 • ‘Zo'Z.o

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

[ ] A timely petition for rehearing was denied by the United States Court of
Appeals on the following date: ____________
order denying rehearing appears at Appendix

, and a copy of the

[ ] An extension of time to file the petition for a writ of certiorari was granted
(date) onto and including______

in Application No.__ A
(date)

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

[ ] For cases from state courts:

i • 2.9- zo/ 3The date on which the highest state court decided my case was 
A copy of that decision appears at Appendix %

[ ] 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____
Application No. __ A

(date) on (date) in

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



CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS INVOLVED

Dm£. Process Clause of tine -federal Const\tckt\ on 

gua rank its fo evenj criminal defendant the ncjht fo 

Q fair trial. Article 1 ( Section 11 at fine Constitution 

of Virginia Simply guarantees 4fiqt tine dot process

rights of criminal defendants be protected.



* f

l4

STATEMENT OF THE CASE



The under U/mj alleged crime of rape muiroler robbery
i3£H. .Supposedly -bwoand burglary look place in

inhered 4ke home af PcAncia txaenzeiblack men
end her grandmother, killing the grandmother, rap'mg 

Patricia and stealing their money. One. wan fled and 

+k other was caught by police upon eiiKng the home.
arrested at the scene (_Lorento Williams) was

The man
Folei/iFi-fi-ed 4V\e viewin'?/ PaFncia U5 the rapist and 

he was prose ou+-ed and convicted-

l yS is identified Mr,Two decades la+eiy DMA 

Don Varnier, &S one contributor to sperm samples 

•Vqken -from Patricia fVaenz^L

ana

I'nvolvemeniand over denied an(fHn Farmer over
did acknow £)£ ^tacitheVn the mi madder, though

nd Finis +ime he laad seuiat ’intercoursesometime avov

Z



y/ifh PaW( 4/victim , Attempting to create his 

whereabouts or alibi from over £0 \/£ars previously
Was impossible. If was determined from the Semen
taken from fV\e victim That fhere were mu Itfple 

DMA profiles identified; attest! ng fG f|^e facf

the victim / Pa+ri c i o y
wifb multiple men over the course of The 5+e 7 days 

prior fo fhe alleged rape.

Cjuably fad had ini-c^couifs-tar

TWe outstanding Issue with Hr, farmers case 

Was his video taped confession twenty four years 

later, (January 27;20ll)

Commonwealth Br.ll Hr, farmers Interview Video 

Transcript (January Z7,2£ll)at ZVtZr Me denied 

partial patfny Vn fhe attack with Williams and could 

not offer or confVin any details other fhan 

what fhe detectives had yiven him. The cleiec4iVe$



cjoesFioned Mr, Farmer For aimosF Fw/o C2-) hours 

(2t5kin^ him Fourteen (W) FimeS if he had raped 

Palma ,

A44er denying iF 4hirFeen(J3) 4mtS f Hr, Farmer 

asked Fhe deFecFiVeS \o leave +he room. When Fhe 

de-leaFi/es vc\ovneci;-for some unknown reasory Mr.

Farmer Said he raped Palncia, Video - in-kmed 

( Jamuory Z7

VW. Don B. Farmer wJa5 Vridi cFed
2011 by Fhe mulFjun cKodional grand jury F 

CiFy oF Richmond For Fhe OcFober Fgqgf/ 

oF PaWia Frctenee) ,Fke murder o4 FaFhel Fraenze/

January 2-7yon

Fheor
rape

and assoeiqfed charges of robbery and burglary. 

Mr. Farmer was arraigned by Fhe Girou'F Ourf 

of Fke CiFy oF Richmond-



TUe Public defenders Offic-e, represen fed

charged ano! coniicf&d 

irape of Pcrficia and fhe murder of Baibcl 

hamit\ in me. Shannon Tailor a pvivah afforneu 

Court appointed \0 represent Vamtr

Tlae -fvial was held m ^ron\ ot the honorable

on October (o^l) zo\\,

Lorenzo Williams K/ho iA/aS
of \\\l

Harqarvf P. 5pmur

(Tr.p.33 3H) Thtre.ciffzr^ farmer was
and enhr&d pleas of iad+ aui\fu

The jury corwiofed Hr. farmer oP all foi
and sentenced him fo a To+al of one-hundred and 

dwenty-five (IZ6)y

ai-raianed 

ur charqeS.all foon

e5

ears.



Or\ December 13,1011 /Kr/ farmer appeared in 

the Richmond Circu'rt Court -for his -formal
Jentencm^, Hr, farmery -final 5ta4ewent w/aS, 

He was Ver^ reworsetu/ o-f Mrs fathel fraenz.e/s 

death and also ,5a ic/ Patricia olid nod come clean
Wiih her tesiimorwj. Sevdencim Trial (December 

13, 2011)

the (fomrrv? a Wealth introduced additional Cadence 

\v\dvdwCj a certifitafe of analysis showing f hat M[r. 
farmer could net be elfwiViaW as a contiribufor 

-for the DNA found in the victims yacjina.(Tr. p,U3>) 

The Cowmen wea Ith dlso {nfvodvced a taped 

interview w which Mr, farmer implicated himself 

m the crime, (tr. October 7, 2of| p, gq ^ iq-q).



-false"The. Opening Statement 0f coerced 

■fission ( Trial Court Oct. (o-~t} zoil) is purpose, to inform 

-the jury of ia/hat counsel expects -the evidence to be 

So that the jury
9

evidence.

or eon -

belter understand -the1JYJ Q\

;cj' Avr\ncj\on \j. CommonneoIlf ) (0 I/a, App, LiHb/39Z

2d. #99 (mo)

s„ksee e;

Confessions in criminal cases / an admission of quilt 

accused is usually referred to as a < 

although the term 

when the statement made by the accused self -

damaging but does not amount to a complete 

acknoiA/leyment in the crime charged,

Paolzn v, Commonweolff ^ Va. App. SSffygZSf S.£ Zd

~\qz (loco)

r * ^

tensiontheby Con

“admission" is also used ^especially



and urn well with 4he girl X knewl 

hevy you know what XVi saying 1 but way things 

happened Renzo wanted to voby go up there anol
know,50 X was the-you

X was there * * *»

rob someboo/y 

know so its like We said he pushed me up in 

the house,,, then the gfrl you know she was cry-

you^

mg and everything so only thing X ohd; you
know;was ah take her ?n the back and Renzo

Vn there beating up on the woman ;you knoW(

and thals way i4 happened. He was all coked up.
_„ '!>

farmer added^ And X raped her.

Xhe detectives 4od\s a buccal -swab ot the \os°ide 

ot farmer s mouth tor -further DHA analysis „

8



A conviction by trial court which has admitted 

coerced confession deprives a defendanf of llherfy 

without due process
miffed by the state show coercion^# convection 

w'iU be set aside, as violative due, process. 

Brown, v, Allen OW)

of /aw. U/hen the -Fads ad*

'the [)ue Process Clause of the federal consfifaVion 

CfUamnfees fro every criminal defendanf fhe rfcjhf fro 

a -fair trial, Arficlt 1. Section V\ of the Constitution 

of Virginia similarly guarantees -that fhe oiue process 

rights of criminal defendanf s he profeefed.

9



In order [o prove that Farmers DMA was presenf 

result of rape rather than consensual Sexualas a
intercourse (as Farmer Maintain ed) fhe Common­

wealth felled on the victims testimony describing 

her alledged rapt in the apartment - but ignored 

the victims testimony that it was someone else

who committed the rape*

Court of ^cpma } apply mg Helen- 

. Mass a chusetts ;has held that certft(-

adm'itted into

1V\e Supreme 

dtt- Di\az
cates ot laborafory analysis were 

evidence at trial in three criminal prosecutions

were testimonial.

Cv/press v/. Commonwealth ZS&o Va« 3o*3 (3>I21 S>C* 2.d/

'Loq-io (2.01o) ( quoting Mendez v, Massa ohuseHs^ 

£57 U*S, 305 (20o<l)

to



before test!f\jincj every wl+ness shall be repaired

affirmation administered in a form calculated fo 

awaken fine, conscience ano\ impress fhe mind wifh 

the du+y fo do
Taylor v. Beck f 24 Va, (3 Rand) Biiot HO (fg2^) l/a,
Ann, § V2S?0

50,

Bui; as Patricia testified by oqth; idtllrams was 

her sole rapi$~K

Sentencing Trial ([)ecemher 13,20il) farmer 

5ia-Ved 4ha+ Pa+ricia did not come deanmath 

her testimony.



Un-Hl Deviolence 'freed them t courts rejected 

6^(1 of fheir innocence claims, The DNA evidence 

-frequently excnertf+ed people idhom any -trial 

error had been found harmless of -for Mhcni 

appellate omd post- 

eluded -that there was v<

of jen If.
Brand°n L' &arre-H> Hit innoctnh hon) Juda;

oti 108 Coiurn. L. Kcv, 55, toe pz.oo%)

v teflon judges had 

over\Ajhelmmcj evidence

con con-

V*dInnoce-n

12-



( \ •.

REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION

asks +his Honorable Court to grant 

V\ is petition} atier revleiA/rng the ratings and the 

Issues surrounding 'the Richmond Circuit Courtf 

Court ot Appeals of Virginia and 'the United 

States Court of Appeals -For the fourth Circuit 

{eastern Division- In determination -that the petitioner

challenge the outcome ot the extraordinary instances 

when a constitutional violation has caused the 

Conviction of one innocent of the Prime and then 

determine tine facts to ascertain -the true 

ot the detention,

Hr. farmer

the

cause.



CONCLUSION

The petition for a writ of certiorari should be granted.

Respectfully submitted,

71)
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