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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

[ ] Fbr cases from federal courts:

The opinion of the United States court of appeals appears at Appendlx
the petition and is

~ to

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[ ] is unpublished.

The opinion of the United States district court appears at Appendlx to

the petition and is

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[ ] is unpublished.

[\/T For cases from state courts:

The opinion of the highest state court to review the merlts appears at
Appendix to the petition and is

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[ ] is unpublished.

‘The opinion of the __L |l [ noLs Ciccuit court
appears at Appendix _{3___ to the petition and is
[ 1 reported at ' : o,

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[v] is unpublished.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




JURISDICTION

[ 1 For cases from federal courts:

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

[ 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

[ ] 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 }/\_/\&,MO
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

V] An extension of time to file the petition for a writ of certiorari was granted

to and including Ock 24,3020  (date) on _Ma6 14, 203 (date) in
Application No. A . APPQV\&(\Q D

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



CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS INVOLVED

LI, Conf;\", 1470, acY. 1§ L1, Limitarion oF Penolties after
Conviction

All pena\\-ia Sl bbe determined et aecocdin _'\*5 the
Secrousness ofF the offense owd With +we dojedve of

fegtoring The offender To veful citizenship,
U.S. Const, aumends, VIl and XIV

20 TLES 5734 - 1.7 (30w)



- STATEMENT OF THE CASE

P@“Cﬁ 6\’\00();/\‘\'&!‘@3 ﬁ&vib AO\'\VDOV\ w‘f\ev\ m\,eg};ga‘.(*(m%
o teadtie Kfenbe. Polite appronchied him For aRield Titecview
bectovse his vehiele was blodking cwn 0\\\&)(. Upor\ c«xppnom‘)/\,
-\-\ney osmelled Connibis, sauw o c'\%ace”v\'e i dohnson hand, ond
arrested dohnson. Police thea conducted o custodial searcly
cnd recovered & qun -\\—t‘om \\D\(\V\SOV\’é Pecson. :

T}\Q 5‘\\0&6 choraed \\O\\V\m}\/\ wi\'\f\ C;\&bﬁ e éwvv\e(‘,
helodo &\ cowninal CA%( L) for Possesing o qon, predicoted

on s Cgov\v.\c:\‘(ov\s Tor unlaw¥ol vse of O wea pon by o Felon .
(VUWF) in case 94 CR 0932501 Gnd DOWFE in 9% CR 1206, .
cnd othec qun acimes, Johuson plecd g\}xH\/ o ARC. Tn -
eXC/\nomi\e, the T\ Court sentented Nun YO serve Seven
Veors In p'm“soy\, oN ) ‘85%, cud Ttete d\sm{bsed o\ rema.w\(mg
counti s, _

 ohnson subseguedtly Liled o pro se sSechon A-140|
petttion alleging thal the AHC statve violated the
progortioncde peralres Clavse and seelin r€bevr\‘ewc,iwg.,
Jonaton cifed the patricdlas focs of Ws asrest. Sohwnson
attached (nSormaion From the T ilimeis Depmf\‘mevﬁ lob)
Covredtions identifying his 659(‘;@\'(‘; , Prol predieste
Convichions omd sertences, And Nohmson asked the trail.
Court to cesentence Wiumnm ubivwg *ffv\e Closs A if—vw@(k(‘,\‘wg Comge
of Htaree 10 seven years \n prison, To be secved & 50 %,
TV\Q Toaa\ Coost de\.\ie,(‘; Aohwson's @e?‘v.ﬁ*'\O\‘\,

Dohnson appealed, Heeking Ceovententing, He oncqued
f"\\C‘C\ +hae Sevﬁemjv\g vequiremew‘rs ot o AH%, ‘COY\\I;a\—Ec,v\
were dispmpoxf\‘iovwéve\\/ opplied o W, in Violakion of
the Tlhnois constitutions Proportiondde Penalties tlavse,
W\:’\ev\ O(\gp\yw‘) ‘e tree Ceitedin actiedoded i 60’8")’[ Vi
Helm, 63 1.5, Y77 (aga), People v. Johnson, 2020 TL App

(1) 1 72094 - V. :

The prpe\\-od\'e couct would V\SF—O\PP\Y Solem. ‘
ohnsgn, 2020 TL App (s 172094 -(. The CooeY concluded
tHhot Solem  has been the 5u\oj€<‘:¥ oV much debate” ond

H



(U o ) ;
““H\ﬁ rfg exaid stadus cemains somewhad dispcfrec\/.”
It condduded +har Tlinois Cports would ast yse the Sclens
cerderio to asvsess Fhe constitor eo\/\a(H\/ ot o sevitence -
puts ot o the Lllois Proportionate ‘Pevalties clavse
becavse thig COU'FT_“ has \OV\S Jtilized s ouon test” 1+
concluded Hhod using the Solem oriterin would e e:quiumlévﬁ*
‘fro_‘*’\\&' L0355 = ComPac ison ety 55 thal this Coort regedted
in People v. Sharpe, 246 111, 3d 43| Quvs). Johnson, 2020 TL pp (1)
178094, And wh\\ﬁfﬁ' (“egognizéd, ther other appe tedke. coorts
- apphed 60/&/47, 1T did not Swd thew pecsuasive. Rovher, the
CQouet pefused o ou\PPly Selem and o$Fiemed the denial (32_
| Adnnson's. Section 2-40] petchion,

kan@_ov\ éubseoluevx\hlg Filed aTimely petthion Lor
leave to appeal To +he Tinois Supreme Covrt asking
the Coutt YO Ceview The corredtness ofF The Appelwnt
Courtls decision. The T Winots 5uQrevme Couft denied.
Johnson's petction Cor \eave To cppeal.

‘ J(g\msovx_ now Files on petition for e Wit of cetiomari
in United States Supreme Coott.



.i»Reo\bovxS Yoo Growt {V\S +his Petition

[ his Cooit ©oold gvow\‘? Wt of CecTioroci
F0 Cesolve i conFlict between Tllinois O\Ppe\\cwﬁ‘
Coutts Ceqarding whether The United Stodes f)up(*em‘&
Coorts OPm]ot’\ ™ Solem v. Helm, 463 U5, AT77(1983), is
binding Taw that Tilmors Coorts cace Cequlred To Sollow
when Tunalyzing o sertence ondec +he Tllinois constitutions
proportiondfe penplties davse., | -

The Solem Court held t\wat To assess whether
Apenalty 15 propoctioncte as rcqu(red by the e'(g\(w
omen dmenl, Coutts should considec Haree obieckiye |
etheriag (1) +he cowtty oF the offense and the Nacghness
oF the pev\ak+7,” %)“ﬂ«e sentences imposed on othec
Coiminals 10 some Jyeisdictions,” and (2)“the sedtences
lmposed Tor Commission of +he Same ¢fwmne in other
Jutisdictions.” Teevis Johnson acques AT Hhe b%v\i\-ev\t\v\%
Cequiements for an acmed hobitvel criminal (AREC)
Conviction were disproportiongtely applied To hiv, \n
Vivlation ot the Tlinois propertionade pevm\‘v\/ Uawse,
when cpplying the Solem Critecio. BoT The appellant
COourT Conmuded Hhat Solew’s “exadt status remains
Some wwed ibpo‘\‘ec&;) did not believe ¥t So/lem applied
10 on Tllinois progortiondle penalties clavse amalysis,
cand refpsed o O\ppl\/ Solem. [eople v Jobnson, 2030 TL
App (D) 173.094~0.

T his conclusion reflects o conslict between
Tllinois cppellowit courts regardimg The Oxp(::ﬁc/od@i\i*y
ot So/em, Covers disoqree (egqarding whether So/em
15 binding law, T he thicd distRict aangd one division
in the F\grs\r Distriet aeknoledge that Tt s, People v,
Cetwinskj, 30i€ TL App (3d) 1001795 Feople V. fFernandez,
Q014 IL App(ls) 12,0508, Byt the Second Disteict awnd o
diffecent division in The Fiest Distriel dak that T is
not, People v. Hindson, 301 111, App 3d H66@nd Dist, 1a9%);
x/o/msoﬂ,o'loao TL App (1) 173099 And there 15 o oplit
within +he Ficst Distewet e ourd(v\g winether So few
(7\99\"@5,%0 cn Illinois p(\opoogﬁbv\c&e_ PQV\O\H—\E§ clovse

o



Omox\\/:;l"é. The Foveth division aeknow \&Age@ +Hnet
iTdoes, Fernandez, 201H TL App (15 120508, butT The KPth
dwision hece believed That T does nat, Johnﬁofz A030 T L App
(st) 172094~U, ,

I”I‘Y\O\'f) courts must 4.10\-\0(/\)~ United Stotes 5U(‘orem~e.
Couct precedentt on constitutiona| {ssues. Fople. u
WashingToa, 171 Til. Jd 475, 485 (1996), The Tllinois
Proportionate pencites Clavse 16 «F least as broad
s the eight amendment, Feople v. Clemons, J010. T L
107821 9 407 And using the Solem eritetia in o propottionate
peralties clavse analysis does not conflieh with +his
Coucts precedendts

A\OPI “V\ﬁ the So/err ectteria here Shows that the
Senfentin g~ requirements Yor an ARL conviction wece
dl‘SPﬁopo&\“HQV\cd—ely applied To Johnson. The etay’ oF
his condyect—poss essing & weapen without c;ow\m’m(v\g
Of Theeedening Violene€ 15 minor whewn Compared To
he harshness of his pevalty —a Class N sentence to
be secved ot 85%. Tllinois punishes more seinos,
violenY Cfimes less severely, And ofher wrisdictions
would punishi Johnzon's Conduct less seNerely, Therefore,
s Couet ghould Qrodt W?(\ ot CecTiorast to (eso\ve
the conBlict between Timeis appelant coucts Vegafdm%
the applicolility of So/er cwnd Yo hold Hhak Solneon's
Sertenting o Cze'spropor“nomd‘e undec Soksy;



CONCLUSION

The petition for a writ of certiorari should be granted.

Respectfully submitted,

“\/‘r‘au '5 Vohnson

Date: @('_lﬁ— /(/9‘0@



