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QUESTION(S) PRESENTED

I. DID THE TRIAL COUftT VIOLATE M. LOKl'S RIGHT TO A Jf*££DY TRIAL UlfbLf\ 

U.5. CONSTITUTION JIXTH AMENbMENT BILL OF RIGHT* RECfl&AMZEb BYTflE STATE 

OF INfclAWA DWbEft INDIANA fAMJNALME N (0) ?
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[✓f All parties appear in the caption of the case on the cover page.

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: ( Fuii MbRLSS Abb£b\

Curtis t. Hill jr. aitcrne* n#. mii-iu 
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LOPEZ v. STATE Me. I1A -Cft* 00013, INDIANA COURT DF APPEALS.
Judgment entered Seft. 20,2011.
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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 
the petition and is
[ ] reported at
[ ] has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,
[ ] is unpublished.

to

5 or,

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

to

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[ ] is unpublished.

[vf For cases from state courts:

The opinion of the highest state court to review the merits appears at 
Appendix fa__to the petition and is
[ ] reported at ; or,
[ ] has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or, 
[✓j is unpublished.

courtThe opinion of the _ 
appears at Appendix
[ ] reported at ____
[ ] has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or, 
[ ] is unpublished.

to the petition and is
; or,

1.



JURISDICTION

[ ] For cases from federal courts:

The date on which the United States Court of Appeals decided my case 
was .------------------------------- -

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

[ ] A timely petition for rehearing was denied by the United States Court of
, and a copy of theAppeals on the following date: -----------------

order denying rehearing appears at Appendix

[ ] An extension of time to file the petition for a writ of certiorari was granted
to and including---------
in Application No. —A

(date)(date) on

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

[v/f 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 —t------

osh^Om
1 /M/hli

[ ] 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)in(date) on

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

2.



CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS INVOLVED

(JhliTtb T£S CdMlTlTURoAs/ Am&jME/JT XIV bok tf Lav 

ONim STATES CotoSTiToTicAf amendment VI (11% mea&£& ncli') 

iw ALL CRiMitfAL PM£&riMZ*TrtE ACCuSkt SHlill k/uJtf THE AiUlTTt A Sf££bi tbmi= Aivb hbUL TkiAL-;
B'l an impartial jum <$ m state A*sb himcr ojHereuJ the. c/um£ thaii have been 
CcHMilTShs UHlCIl biSTAlcf S*liA/l HAVE BEttf PfiEv/euSLY A 5 CERTAIN £ I) 6V LAW? Atob Tt BE. 

luFoRAlEb of THE MTufiE Avb CAuSE if THE ACCuS/moM} To BE Ce/uFlU/JTEb LolTH THE uvwsm 

AUlAJfT HUAI To HavE GnhiSiB't TliocEH M omifovC m M FAwk }

Aiuhlb HAVE THE A rl*STAAJ££ cF 6 U/jS£L FbK H<J bEFEAiSF.

(AFFifiMT THE U<S. CawSTTTuTlcA/ MHCLC1, Vl )iNinANk CcfoSTITUTUW ARTICLE 1 SECTlcKi IT.

IMDiAWA 'fiuLE of CRIMINAL rf\6(E6vRE H (tt£ A tflAibiXI lift Full TEXT)

3.



STATEMENT OF THE CASE

I, STATE OF iNhlawa argument;
" Lo PEI NEVER OBJECTED U/H'EN mETRlAL C6URT SELECTED HiS TRIAL DATE... HE NEVER 

FiLEh A MOTibN FoR~ DISCHARGE PRIOR To TRIAL '' (SEE OPi/JtcM ZcRDErS

||« THE JU5&MEATT OF THE TRIAL COURT IS AFFIRMED IN THE CouRT of APPEALS 
OF i/VbiARlA, (SEE OhfJloMJ ORDER)

4.



REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION

L U.S. SUPREhECOURT BALANCING TEST 

(X- LENGTH OF DELAY.
OVER C Mo/UTHS FROM DAT £ OF 1NCi bEArt/ bA7£ Of INCARCERATION.
RULE H (b) fl) / Y DAIS over THe ALLOWED time (7o) SLmEnTY D/m FROM 

ftcTltN FiLE DATE.
L HEASOAJ FoR DELAY'

STATE OF INDIANA ARGUMENT ( SEE FaCEY).
RULE H (b)(1) " DELAY IS OTHER WISE CAUSEb&Y HiIAcT. OR,
0 F THE CoURT CALENDER

C. SEVERITY oF prejudice or DAmaces T ufferea fiv deLaY. (teg AfFujbuci n n) 

cl, THE STAGE AT id Hi Chi THE DEFEND AtJT ASSERTED SPEEKY ThAL RIGHT.
I, DATE fif INCAREER All eAl 1/l /1 $<
II, bATEfif STATE AFFIDAVIT 2/15J IS.
HI. ASSERTION dF FILED MorioU FbR TFEBY IkihL 5/11 /IS cLERk FILED S/IH Hi. 
It/. VERIFIED AT ikiTUL UEAki/J& 7/11/12.

. Congestion

II, CASE S' PE CI Fl C
CL £P££'DV TRIAL CONFIRMATION

THE STATE OF INDIANA FAOSECuTlo AJ AND JvD&£ Co/JFiPmeD , VOLUME ll of )l 
TRANSCRIPT dF INITIAL HEARING- JULY II ,3.1)1% ,PAGE /7, L/A/£ IS,
" Do You STILL \jANTTo HAVE THE S'PEE b Y BENCH TRIAL ON AuCuST 1G ]

IN SKkSdN V. STATE,CCD AJ.E. XJ- lU/lCl (InJ. IHC) 

v' THE ONUS IS ON THE STATE NOT THE. DEFENDANT To EXPEDITE THE 
PROSECUTION." tt.cKt 7(1.

III, THAT THU PETITION .SERVES’ ONLY AS PROOF THAT THE LAW OF THE LAND 
OF THE UNITE D FORTY EIGHT STATES OF AMERICA ARID 1 HZ COMMON 
WEALTH OF RICH PORT (PUERTO RICO) JHE GOVERNS EAIT FOR WHICH 

THE PETITIONER 15 IMPRISONED BY,IS NOT UPHELD /N BOTH
state government constitution and of jhe federal governmeni 
Constitution and amended laws as written.

Ol. CASE LAW THAT WILL NEVER BE REVIEWED BY THE SUPREME COURT; 

i, qccoi* iHii-ro- ooohxr 
II, OlOIG-CF'OOCito-A'O
id, tidos-lioLrs-ooooio

DATE OF INCARCERATION.
2/7/2012 - 3/X2/20\°l 1Y2 DAYS or detainaent unaccounted 

And UMEUoGAIIZED BY THE STATE OF INDIANA.

WRITTEN PLEMD£AL B'l U/Jbu£ INFLVLNCE.
PENDING TRIAL FRom SlJDlG.^
biSMisSED without TRIAL 11 MONTHS AFTER
Csee appendix 1 p&m-jaS

5,



■| V. m /tccusM MKLmaajTEO ay c^itL sm be cxwst, f„r

as zj (J/1S
P/1/L//U6 To AS SEAT THE TlLHT 

0H1&&, 23l/HCI Ai£. 2J 2V5"

PfitJD&uik FKt* 

/\/o£)
b£LW, TM£ PE/oEAaJCY oF ftobic7M£./ui may Subject

deprive Him dF emPLoTmeaJT Mm*sT CEzmwtH 
iilS SPEECH A SSeCiA'TItA)S AjjIs

H/M\ To PbBuc SCbAaJ 

Luii) FcftCE CUtEAlL MEaj7 e>F 

kLoFFEK 1A AJa AIM

ct, m, h omo &t 2J fnal
to*ric,to7„Aj >aj u/jPuPuLak Causes. 

LARbLiAJA 33£ UiS/ ‘lft/222. IS L.Ecj. 7.J \ g-j j

-7- »»k« mMirmm c.« « “r, ";rsi” ,‘sr
p >iJl£ijS Td 7HE JbLlc//iL CbvSEduE/UcFS dF PReUiaL 

tuE/u iF Aaj AccbSFk

At It Ojas THE CouftT 

fMCARCEKAlltAJ* " f/jtA I) Y

£>-r »£ST»A,«TS ftuw tlMAV mTTlfJtu^rTn'TJ' I™' a,s“u"**»rr^ ssr “u- •~-*’£Z£x rn/rr7z
TH£

AJCiuts. iTUAS AL KlLHl Tb A rPEEL Y TRiaL "
-3IS/27T A/ 11,11 (m\\.

"arrest is a

IS &UITE
Aa) UAJ £ (Sol I/oc/iL. A/J& 

CotA/AbKj IaJLALTH \J, CLAM

vm hlTZZZ 2TV “£
ft)6L,c aisl,^ aaT£ Z' n ZZ ^^'‘“F^&Tecr h,m to

t < FA"‘L*'mb ^ Wi&uArf-
^320,3/) L. E/}, V62/CI2 VJ'S heni),

U/orrEh STATES i/, MarL<s/J /HoH

lHe Supreme cbbrt helr 
PRtSECuThAs Has AC7MTa ^uHEA, /,
'ACCuSEh' /AJ r/iE ^'secuti mt}HMlLte£AJ
Tiir b r — T THE CbbKJ CoKJCLutSEb WaT
1ElZnZZ AZCH n‘n"£ITmR A to**!- WbiaMAJT OR WF,KMAT„AJ
A rt ^ RTnAWn >***> » m Am K.u.nb tJZsJZ
ZTa HCsTl%,Umm innS * »*■ 3.7,3. L.Ei.zJ uit

Q.



■ biFFE/sEAJr UJlECHTS SHduLD BE AfSlC/JEb To DlFFEREAJT REASoAJS." GREATER U EIGHT 

kJill BE GmthJ TO DELismTE DclAYy JA)TEjohEDTo PRESubiLE THE MFEajSE, LESS

Siqajifi caajt are delays resuLtwg frsm ajbcLjceajce ^uer asautsEk Goats,

OK UhthEKsn FFEb PRoJECuTOR £. El/E/U IaJ THESE CaS£S /HbuEuER JHE DELAY SHtuLb 

AfdT RE ICajoKEL j RECAoSE it iS Aae A/EUEA THE LESS AnMhuTAR'LL To THE OovERmheMT 

"UajOue A/ub affl\£TSiVE J/ucARCEAATl e AJ PlUtA Tb ThiA L /' BARkER \Jt LuiAJG-0 Hal US.
SiH/ S31 , 'S^L'E}, TJ lol(YL S. Gt, ZiSZ (llll),

If THEACCuSeb iS Dsta/ajcD lu A PRiSaAJ UithiaJ THE MlSbitTUAJ oF TIE CbvRT1 
CsKtAiaJ/AJGt HiS PRESENCE. FoR TRiaL SHcvLD Q a Ml 6/0 AJo bl-FFlCuLTY. THE ffltbLSAA
FRESEoTeD ujhEaj the Accuseb if ikjcarceraieb Ikj Aajbthek State or. is

THE TABLET 6F BoTH STATE AAlh TEb ERAl TRoSECUTln/US UAS THE SubT&cT
OF Tdo SUPREME CeoKT bEaSiaJS. Smith U, HeoEY /Out bickEY l/, FLeRibA .

DARkEK ifi UJioCo THE SoPREmc CoURT RESECTED THE SdQCESThaj THAT THE filGHT 

To A SPlEtY -TRIAL. SHtoLb AC Lt/mTEh Td THefE CASES ih) uHicH THEACCoSEk 

MS MALE A tejnfiAf 0 To Co 'TO TRIAL j BECAUSE Such A REAh//U& LjouLD BE 

I/O CouStSTGtuT bJITH THE CEaJEML PRiajciPLES CoULIUU/aJC THE DAhrER
of Cu/usrnuTioAJAL Rights,
U/li MALE IT DIFFICULT FbR A DEEOuAAa/T To FRuUE THAT HE LuAS DEjuiED 

A SPEEbY tiuaL.

THAT SECTIOM II. FoR REASONS' GAAaiT/mO THE PETlTloAJ IS THE Fja/aL RESoLuTE To 

THIS CAIE. THE fl/obliuCr AkSTAIUEb FRm BoTH THE ITAT£ oF MMajA AS APPLIlEt 
(A) THE BRIEF oF APPELLEE AaJD BY THE STATE of JAiblAMA CouRT of APPEALS 

OPlfJloM NEITHER Ackmou)LEDGE THE FACT THAT THE CoueBjuMEmT Cb/uFiRHED 

"SPEEDY BE/UCH TRIAL'1 AT THE IUITIAL HEAR IMG- oF JULY /I 2o\%,

Oki August ic,\a speedy beajch trial had reelj set Avis is AnmuTEis To
THE GoVER/uMERIT For FAILING To SET A PRoPER SPEEDY TRIAL 
ACURhliJC To THE GuRT CALA/uDEB. BY USE of THE TERM "SPEEDY fbEAJCH TRIAL' 
THE Court Aa)D PRoSECuTioa) Coaj Firms SPEEDY TRIAL OF LOHICtl 
l)f\S SET OUTS'lhE OF THE SPEEDY TRIAL TIME FRAME. FuRTHERMoRE,
THE GovER NMEAjT DOES NoT AC k. a) ouJLEDCE To eoHY TH£ IS ATE of 

TRIAL WAS SET OUTSiDE OF THE SPEEDY TRIAL TIME FRAME UlTH THE 
FACTORS of MoTlok) FILED Aalb THE TERM "SPEEbY BENCH TRIAL"
CoajF/RmED ,

x‘
THAT Failure To ASSERT THE fti&HT

1.
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MR. LOPf I RESPECTFULLY REQUESTS THAT THIS CouRT FlNb THAT HlS RIGHTS Mb£R 
INDIANA CRIMINAL RULE H fb\ HAVE 6EEAI VIOLATED THAT THIS CduRT REVERSE IT if 
CONVICTIONS AN b DISCHARGE HIM FROM CUSTODY AND FOR ALL OTHEH 
JUST AND APPROPRIATE RELIEF.

I DECLARE UNDER PENALTfoF PERJURY THAT THE FOREGolNG, IS TRUE AajD G>gR££T.

CONCLUSION

The petition for a writ of certiorari should be granted.

Respectfully submitted,

HOOOLFO ANTONIO LOPEZ,Jh.i

1C. 3AHDate:

8.


