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LIST OF PARTIES |

- M/ 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

[ 1 For cases from federal courts:

The opinion of the United States court of appeals appears at Appendix ____ to
the petition and is - :

[ 1 reported at ' ~__;or,

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

[ 1 is unpublished.

The opinion of the United States district court appears at Appendix

. to
the petition and is

[ ] reported at : ; or,. : -
[ 1 has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,
[ ] is unpublished. '

[V{For cases from state courts:

The opinion of thé highest state court to review the merits appears at
- Appendix _ A tothe petition and is

[ ] reported at ' ; OF,
[ 1 has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,
[\J/ is unpublished.

court

The opinion of the Su’f et Covet of Wy Lm"’el fonn
appears at Appendix (h_to the petition and is

[ ] reported at ; 0L,
[ ] has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,
M/ is unpublished.



JURISDICTION

[ ] For cases from federal courts:

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

[ 1 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

[ 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).

['\A/For cases from state courts:

The date on which the highest state court decided my case was 0{// 03/ 7'0)0
A copy of that decision appears at Appendl‘{

[\'{A timely petltlon for rehearing was thereafter denied on the following date:
July g 30720 and a copy of the order denying rehearing
appears at Appenchx

[ 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).
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Stale ofbicials seized m\/ natura) custodial lef)O/lf% o

ll-ﬂb*’W7 201 aft the mstamce o g ﬁd‘f’l‘&//}po/#c@ meg;
becanse T was a [pecsm o terest moa Cr e rwvestigar o,
Detective Chissus, otfer o ntecrogation ot a secured oo where
T was %m(plo‘7€0( with Bcem% urgw( “/—Le/pp s clear your name,

Dot you care about Yotr Fids ? ! At Leine ounel Yo pondlis
v¥ the %CW*'[ meepmunicade detentron ol ey c’)a{\d(ew/ J)e'lﬂf{
Ob(’atif\%{ o S tatement Lpon whith widtnce T wag arres%@o(é T he
¢ fatement was admitkeol ad trial wndder el rules of eufo(w,cxe/
and odter a !‘“"j*"‘\/ ted T was CW\/:*(;(‘*QOL The recitatfion 0{‘

| mmo{n(pb&uﬁ fucks 15 ak Ay'gﬂwd'\x J of my/ putibm for weit of
Cerdioracy,

T awuo.lecl/ wheet T pov el for substtuntiom ot coungel pu g
3(0\/\4\0{; flat T hoo o valiod clam Tt svidluece wag objec ,w,l\/
pmoudbitient a5 o matter ot low to W”wld{ my convictioa wndur
J(\M; Fonrbeantl Amutndmad’s Due Process Clanse aal oot CO‘”W?‘@(/
whe \Cmfkw( to brfuﬁ Leethh Hlwt O(a,(lm\_/ wab Fr»a‘)uehc“au(ﬂ/ me@@emﬁn&,

D June 8 2016 T Aled fha magtance habeos potiteon i th
Cupremn Cort of \)\/o«-S[/L:h?‘i‘c-V\,i T mqwﬁwe 9'9@\/’ ob tha Wr_ocseeol{m]

g_wﬁe%—?w%mw for PRrmamanty ol Hh 9WO(M5LL()7 o
ry ck.\o{ms&/ Gl 9{‘%/ ot pay e tnad amam/(/ noting fhat ry
nncontested cubstitution potiom s olrsmgafo(w( b«b» the Cowrt of

ﬁ((p(pm(ﬁ
5



The S'u}o/%mt Cowrt of Wash g for reclwracherzen g hobias
dou'r%w& ag o WS@"}@( re§ bt mh’&-‘m/ Lesast withowf cOmw el
[eauinay Ve possbility o obfain fie irganit reliek T lad requested
The Fﬁ/?evwl restrumt pefition (p (P) wes g ('M/w{ M:‘f? oufcorn
ot wry ol irect m(y‘puv(. Ater oy Convittion was allirwed o
@p(?wl S o mw;ﬂubltsw‘{ ofmcwcow/ T amended my prp oS ot rvgkz‘
pircdl T §iled pmotions to addd respondunts and fo previnle provisiona
relieb, The Cowrt ot AMMU olis regurdssl e M°“'?0‘f\$/ bwt cLCCe/yk,J
g, -(TM\J?.\\/ ot monts /4(1%\%»71/\ shate rules pmd cm{ml(,gﬁ

. ] . Subyfefivg
precedsnt requive fespoms e plz@o(,u? 5 b wery clam oo
avntel 2gl Pp, Hog Comnet ol AMD—W? il ‘V\ci' call for such ()o(e;w(;‘w?;.
By tese rm(@/ e Stafe conceded all of o Fwatrcu(ar,'zed'c/amg
ot moscondnct pre )w/lrc sl o g r,jkd- fo a Lain ‘{'r(‘q,(/ 2 Cept Lor
Py Conkbrontation Clanse clam - and He Stafe court oliod not reach
o macds of 0oy of my clanmws, See atathment - Mot to
/’\ao(,-\tb/ Covn 75§ it '8 ﬂm(nﬂj Oem/."mj Revew [(;ow»fiewtelrs% ot
Substantal Lederal claims elevakd af pp §-10),

T &led a motimn for disce ﬁ“{'t‘MWﬂ/ review amd on cucended
potion foc discrefimos Y/ review, The Prosecufors' 06Gce ansuwened
the Lovet potion with o one-pege [eH@r/ Q{wuf’mg Hret the State .
relies o flo reasoming of tle Court of Amoudg and would not e
ow answer o My allegations, T e o motion Lor ordec dorec-
ting State /Qmsfmoeh«fs to Adonid or DM/ Sub s fartiv e ,41147@%0:45
with, [lotion fox Leave fo Fle avd Serve, The Cou-wa Protecutor
nrged the applrcation ot stect res judicato witheut CM4Q9,L;M7

A



puy Claim ot Comvickion of the wrong da Lovdant wor kel
p Qress w SCarTiRgd O\F justice i b case, The Supromt
Conct v&rvrecl' of Ww§k.v\7+ow dored g motront fo L0 cond sere
pmd olewied on J&\/‘(‘th"a‘ b "y = olec| f%fw) to amoly 5@/1
decrsis becawse the substantive relief due woulol olistuch fly
| qu;sw ]‘uoiavv\zw’("s ot el and ow p”W%’ [{M; w“dmf ~
 faver ob fle Ghuke's Tes sudicata p-cqumant), '

T filadl oun 2 parte pekibion foc spudy relief pursuant fo RAP
[6-15(5) ounel fia Unibor (h1d Constecdyy Triselivhon onnd Enborcenint
At (RCwW ch 26.2%), -

Ow 5(/»(\/ 8 2029/ e 0%%4&(» ot 5%097%5 olew iedl sy motion o
vadr@»/ pond Yhe ood'ratrm Lor S}J{ed\/ m'.re\? AN mv\reevfc-wecf
decsion, RAP (94,4/@) bovs o ediom Lo reconsdiration of g
Aeciscom to d;zm\,/ n peotion fo V\wo{ﬁ\/ So T \Cul(\/ oxhausted rm/
uwobfrh/fwﬂ clams with e full (oogwd ot ceHmLech 02)/06@@:{,»\?5
.t Sttt Cowrt of [ost resort, A+ ne i olod oo Cowrt
plamly awlx/ chg&um(_ de Lanlt do Hrese clamns which T elevated
Al oebbeotherveest attached metio to W()Lt'g\/, T fhat meetfion
T made furtlae _O[eumS Lo ve|iet based on "H\L‘Q,[f‘ujpj,‘mg ﬂ%‘;
in r@(—w%«ﬁ the subsdanitive relied d%/ fhe state cowrt tramggressed
Jhe Due Frocess Clawse of He Foncteentl /QM-MMMI Motiore at
7, %D, -

ML/ petition for writ of certocar, was denmced on
7 December 2030,



1.

REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION
The g%afre»oumrf‘s ruwle for M«M.%L}hj & 0b“~€9 el comdess v
in oo rcrimrvua, [ fesal and Fnyceoltmef fo ..etherce that rule as ¥
olects Mconmot foreclose :WZWF/ a5 to Wiug;ﬂ%f oo given
cose, ‘que CLW ationn. of that rule wecks a o[efr,uw/now of
A pr+7 without dug precess oA Jaw, senéemq v,

California 3¢ us 21, 2% gem{ 166 (M‘F).
—
ﬁﬁlrcm‘ o B‘/ the court of the State of Wavskimyzaw of civil|

rules of v iodorge, to admit ot My ceiminal el for mmm{u' ar

Ly Pcu}@n/ statemaint b/ me thed s thaet shcck the Couscionce  as
conceded b‘j the S%m‘z denied me U“f/’wu‘ Fund amenta( fwm‘fﬁ
essential to the very wt«cqﬁ ol b»SerOQ [TJ ne acts COMéy[ameo(
of [are] of such qu\l \‘7 o H€C€$50\I;’\/ Pmu%wf o faic feial, Such
widaivness exishs [:hezr{ wkwa_] & Cotried ccnﬁesg,m Lwas_] wsed ag o
meains o¥ obtain; g o vem{w‘f ot 3!» £ ]_:f{__/ baks (Aﬁ) at 296, See
W/ S36 WS 360, T34 Js¢ L ed 26 964, 123 5 CH 1994
[1003) C‘Comv tebions hased g evidamce o?)\%\)hveo[ b\/ mew‘kod; ﬂwn‘, ..
‘ohock the comscience’ viclate the Due Process Llause, ”)

Reconse ry Vo dotimeut has been Frowr_eo{ bx/ such preans
[the Court is] bound 4y make mo&-epﬁwo(ewf exomnafiont of the
recocol to determine the uo»lrol:h/ of the claim, The perfor-
mant? o fhis o{wh/ oot be fereclosed b\/ the \C;v\olma o

v

am/ cowed o, Lisembena v Ca’f**c@’“?'“/ Sugmx/ at 2{9?}' Ashcedt v,

TaunesseeL 222 g M’il’)/ 14%-148 §% L #1194 (1944),



The Coustitution of the Uniked Stakes Stands as o bar against
+he conviction of ant iervto(le in an Amarican court 67
mlang ob o coerced tonfession, Thert have b%v»/ ol are news
Ce(%gin.” _ Ve ments D(Qal:‘cmleof Yo an 0)%}’@51'#‘@ Pyl:‘oy; 9@\}&”4— '
ments which convict individuals with festinony, dbinined. l{)(/
Pw)th @rganizm"fdmg Fossefseof c’/\ﬂ an wnrestained wer te
5eize parsens [on sbcs)ofciov’l,] of crimes aﬁamsf the state held theu,
in seccet cusmlv/} and wrfuj .. Confessions b pi«ysfcac/ oF M eura
torture, Se long as the Constidution remaing the basic Jaw of
our Red)mlo["(;/ Anmericat W,’” l/Lo‘J" Aou/e that /f.‘mO‘L wva 9everv\WWf,
Tl
L Prc@ﬂrl\/ exhauwsted relevont MVLOL-Q//’\/ o) Leolaral claivg that
Pa(é;cwlar cenduet of (')Fxﬁ“ccal.f of the State of Wasb\;mﬁ%m} ,‘nc/lw(;%j
the methods fo procuce the &”Qﬁeﬁ( ccv\fe%:on/ Fr{)‘ua{:c@l ray right fo
o \Co\;r_\frcm\' T QIQ\JMLQ(/{ these clong Hf\row?k one Comaolwl\i C\/C(Q of
CcHoch) rw;w? to the Livel aaroce&{wa ovailoble v Hla stade Coucd
o0& last rQsars}; which was my meotion to mwl\‘xfx/ $hoet Conanniss jonter's
rUklfV\j 0(\@,\'7 rha i’{V?‘QV\//‘ '; M&\/ l??—@(a‘{"{'U\CLL‘Qﬂ/L - I(}(Q(é?}*eﬁlz ‘ﬂrom
Appoidix k of my petidion for wet of C,quVL(cfot(}) Cm.vxobarl\/m?
Ledara| claims ace at PP 8-)0). T the metion fo Wof«“&/i T raisedl an
&doti+?mai {ea{%l‘ c,-[ov."_\« (XGSQ({*Mﬁ *H/\a_‘P/ 1A FQ\CWS;'WD ‘r@lr‘@f/ \ﬂ\.( Sbtfrew,g
Comed oF The Seale of Wagh g forn fransgressed the Dne Process Llanse OF
Flg Fothrieently Amomsmont, This Cowrt thus hos yueisohiction to

pevitw/ Bk heff- Faris Teust & Sav, Co. v, lvl,‘)[/ 281 b5 673, 676; 74 L ed
0% 50 ¢t 451 (17%0), ( pretedural clava 5 a¥pst pp 7, 13913 of motin fo md\[y)

Conclusion Tmreéoze/ the Couct 9‘\0%“ answer the relevant
Lw\ou(h/iwa {eo(uoul qm&hms/o!aruxs “b\/ reviing the civiuwstaunces
- a$ Shown lo&/ the bmalrSoOm"Mi facts of the case, " Lyra v.Denne
243 w9 55¢ SS@/ 98 L £l 998, 34 5 ¢ e (1954) (recidation of
U\Vko{foWF«aA Locts i a-*F /v’fp%d"x'f of My Fe#:v}-?m boe Wik oF

c‘,in':o(ar,‘)




Recawse T o I{}mk/ to JZ'FQVDH'} in the cotrcion a(a.vm} tha
aq}@(cﬁfl‘ﬂjﬂ fQWx@OtL/ S }:k{’,lg/ ere{m/, I_Qp\) 147 L/bS/ av 562) Asl\cm@"u,

Tennesse® supra, 322 S oot 156

9 L Ed 1§3 % SC+ 205 25 ALR2d 1739 (1959, ¢ | _

Becanmse the stalt conrt fucther from;gresfeo( the Due Frocess

Rochin v Calilornia, 34—2'%5 1687 124
/

C lawg Q,'b\/ rewﬁwsmj relied Lo viclatiom of s ﬁakv{f fo a 5)96947
frml/ oreng other puchicular yislabions o€ the right-do a fair
Eeial ~ which ace no¥ subject Yo this Cownrt's review — fin instrackin,

to dismiss witl yrvz)‘twlI‘CQ 15 Ok(yz?ro&o/ra\,fe Bocka v, Wﬁwe 407 WS

Si4, 522 536 4% 5 LG, B L Ad 2 1ot (19%); MM
WA Const Art 1 gl?‘ A""‘e‘*d A /4 C’f@(‘{'s G‘\C "H’W»S-Q &O\FO\M}M’%_& Wwere

peov solaol w.JrL\ fla a)oWk to m/ &cm‘!- Lo Lovr weit of cord: omr)
Becawse the stade conrd further {'raumsqr{%e%l the Due Process

Clanse b\/ mwfus;uj relief fronn dthe cmviction secured by ob)*ech,\/eIu/
insudbiciewt avidence as a matler of /a,w/ A T feudtion Yo !
(7(:5»@35 with fre)kol/cde 0r Yo guter @ \()“dfw of ac({w;v/éa./ i
&&Dprcé)(v‘%{e. Hudsen v, Low;fl‘@‘ya} &S0 ws 40, 4% 67 L Ed 2ol %@ (0] 5 ¢
130 (1961); Gucks v Unikd Stades 4374512 18, 57 L Ed2d | 965
2141 (197%).

Pocaise “Hhis is o case in WL\;QLL thare o5 ne ol s pute obout-

the substanfiue /owu o Sumpmary reuer;a/ C:v‘fnj Rochin v. Ca/ﬂ:,,nﬂ?_,_
v}uolsant/ Low: S/choL Pucks v Feo States ey be agpropeate, Bell

w 550 WS 441, 532, 67 LEd 2927 127 5 ¢t
/

(%’5'(‘1@0?) Cjuc,h‘u; Sw‘»a.vm;/ with whewy Tustice Gﬂwbera jeing, D{t‘%e#m?),

[0



9. Where flu Wcﬁsh,gv‘m ourt refused relref feen proceed s s

Heat olovested e ofvhe cago‘ooly ol my notuee ! chlolren withowt a
Aoy Yo defernine /W@m‘af Ciness T was oomced ofue process

of low. g‘fc‘«wle_;/_u. I//.vwrs/ 4os (LS 4, 6‘?9/ 925 CF 1205, 31 L 6o 24
ssl (1939), |
The Stabt has 1o legitemate inferest i sopacatmg chiblren fromn

fathers withowt a A«eaf,w7 designed Yo dotermine whetker the dather s
pnkit tn @ pacticular oisputel case.” Td 405 ws, at 652-655 453,
Palrocev. Sfewr/ €66 L5 4279 ¢32-47¢ o L& 2d 42|, re4-t—tol-b
o4 5 Ct 1879 (198%). |

| whert T slse have tha a-mo&flyl clama tat the sepsation
Sheckes The Comseien (e this s one of the “rare mustances...in whech
LS necessar to omswer o Substantial {edesal guestiea thatt
Femscends o Lxosts agart €ron the famdy law ssue " Elk Grve
bl School 03t u. Newdow 540 US 1,13, 13452301, (57 LA 2L 95

(2oo4) (/Y’{Q&N%;nﬂ Palnore v ff‘clo@ Su/m) .

I (yroowzr[\/ exhawsted the redevant umo&rl)ﬁwj fesleral cloi
and he clam Hat r@v[ws,'w? r«e/,\evF/_ the Suprese Courtot
Washivg for fransgressed the Das Frocess Cause of #ae foucteenth
Aweadment = as i Thes [ abeue,

Couclusion, Therpfere, the Covrt Shotld review dor likely

r{varﬁwl aG L M@_ 466 15, ot €34 Canlers v Tlliwess 40§
/ 7 /
s, af 659,




Becawse L have a fomdamactal [berty moberest i the “eughdy,
care, ool nurture of M7 chﬂolrm ... (ke mtgridy o the fam: N
u_v\.{-— 1—‘;[/\&5 qfabwwl (}DT_G\LQCVL o " “H’\)L DLUQ 0)"00255 C onsf mﬁ 11\{

Four deenth Am«wﬁlm%}’; " §+cml~etlu T H,ke;s) 405 U5 at 65| ( M?tr%‘a,f
€ tagions om(mtvlvao{). Thus the lourt 75 e Lorecloseol Leor
cms;dw.‘&) wl\z‘“%»; Comsiolering the %M@LL/ of $he c|‘rcM#af‘M@,c/
the Gate ge officials! comseivmce ~9l\eck'v\7 pomdluch wocks o oleprvation of

ot Lundomental /bw#x/ e £ Lisabena v Cal: for)mcn 304 u$, at
176, Where the fade concedes frad m Lyt of clear OW( Loying

e M(& T was Yhe wirong o&&melom% i the cemmal muesk ?ML,
gl wl\ua T was divested of cusv‘ody Falel/ om Fle {froww\ +Mf
was @& ;u;dau} re the crmunal plame ot bar — justruckion Lor

0L fle subs QC(’A&H‘NZ{LWCL ool wewrgl camsh 5
divnissal with pre)'wlme S ammfr,m‘e / 7 P

Ag Fhaerg S e dé&wﬁ abowdt the shbstomd ve ?cou/ & §ukmary
dlisin reversal 0"*"”\3 Lisabona v C@)"*f@(“’“/ Supra avd Pl morg v, Siclot s

ey he myaorodarm‘fe,

KN



CONCLUSION

The petition for a writ of certiorari should be granted.
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