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j)oe_s' +h e feet +thot ORlahomg refuses +eo

QUESTION(S) PRESENTED

The OKlahema Supreme Courk's October 26 2o02d

oRDER aeny,‘nj his petibion Por werk of habeas
Corpus is based Upon the bare ollegation that
Petitioner has had Ahree o+ more cases edismissedl
for Privelows o~ meliciows, Shouledd the oklahoma,
Sﬂpr;em& Conrt previde a list of the
claim o be feivolouws
+he :) efCone Petitioner

cdoses the
o~ molicony ¢ Anced shouwld

@'O'oor“%‘u\v/\;‘t?' ‘o U e
Wl’) a:t-ever el ef: Cien Qj *l‘:‘xgj <} q'm? i

Is -the state of Ol(lc\'r\omq autheoecized Ao

(,0 oS cc-’_t‘-"&(
Ql I3
an tncarcecate

pe‘*:f’c(oner- o e non-existent
CP;MQ, Fo~ whick Petitioner~
to defend ajaiv\:é?

was not [,OQL‘E' on natice

rfeconecil e,

or ot least rule on +he mecits, two jumselictional

QOn’&rqd.‘c{*,‘anS, ar CLQ‘F;C;E(\C!'QS) render P&'&i‘&(cy\eh‘;

Convietiomn anef se_n-tenge wn con stimticna ?
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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 to

the petition and is

[ ] reported at ; or,
[ ] 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[ 1 is unpublished.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,
[ 1 is unpublished.

[ For cases from state courts:

The opinion of the highest state court to review the merits appears at
Appendix __A___ 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[ 1 is unpublished.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 court
appears at Appendix to the petition and is

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[ ] is unpublished.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

[ ] 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).

[V{For cases from state courts:

A6, dora

The date on which the highest state court decided my case was Oct.
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).



CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS INVOLVED /4 ') ¢F)

Oklahomad ans":?"tut;en) Art. 2, 5 11 (“. .. Ao person shalil

b'j :l\‘\cormo.-t.'cn without hc&vnlt‘ti

be preseeuted For a ’Fe.loncj
had a pre]iminav-ﬁ examination befere an exmminfns

qufs-&racte, or hewn'nj waivedd such ,or‘eh'm.'ne\r:j &‘qufno;tfon“)

U. S, Constitution, amend XV, % (Due Prceess)



STATEMENT OF THE CASE

Sinee hjs convickien in @94, [Petitioner has cortinuous ly
and an-e,len't'-njly asserted in every court and forum ;mele‘ﬂGLb’Q
hew he wes tvied, (‘_on\l:c‘t&ot, and  sentencedk \,3 o state cowurt
which did net) emclvoloes net, have ju\v'\sdh‘-‘tion to de so.
Bej:n;mj with Diceet ﬂppec\l) and atl +theceatter, .6 cowurt hos
ocldresseol ~£ke Burfsdiv_‘t-'oncd merits of Petitioners ealaims) anly
bare stotements in support of +the Stete, with nre scussion
or reFerenaé +e Py&if-'cm:rsl claims, side-steps, or Pt“c-c_egtu_m‘
leinas Suppce«%-‘nj the State,

Pelitionec's +wo, very seriows :’ur;sall‘c'bl‘dna-l claums must
still be olive because ne court has ever addressed them
ckoo:i’nj 4o ;Sr\are, 4he mects dhereof all the ey bocekK 4e &
Pro\oar‘j Filed Direet ﬁ‘pﬁe‘bl) <>.f\<‘l un‘tiﬂ“\m'-"j thereafter,

Su(\&\j 4he courts cannct fjnc(\e a alaim, and then Applj
pmaadmrd boes !

Wk-e,k :S Whj Petitianer moves This Court +o Oprder

4he Toial Cowurt teo goldress the two jur;sdf—l:fcnos‘ claims

n



Fiest, the Stote oand +he Couct Proceeded en ® s Feleny

Informotion which, under exe's-ﬁl',,j lew ot the time failed o

‘Fa.-'rl\/ put Fetitioner on netice of what wouwld be r{Zu.frec/(

+o c[ﬁ'FenO( a_ja.;n:‘h. S&:ona[/y, PQ/L:"::one_r was nevey &—‘F’POI‘J&J

& Preliminary Hearing, which is Constitutionally mandated in
~7 =J

Oklahoma. I“c"’”’&c‘“)’, O p!‘e“m:n&rj heo_r‘n'\j woulel ha.ve, I alf

“kg”hcod) caced the amb:ﬁu:i;es in the Thaformation.

[ o \
’Batkeirap o.naL DGSCrlm:nu‘hl on

Before turn(nj to the tweo claims fPetitioner heas
exkuusiiveiy pursued over the past years, +he c¢laim FPetiticner
Cannot pursue (For lack of preot, on/)«') explains wi-uj sueh
extremes have been emp\cjecl te aveid Pec_eﬂn.'vtfan anel
resclution of +he obvicas ano fatal nfirmities in the
eriminal acticn q.sau‘ns!: Petiticner,

Tt s not any innate anw,.‘/ll'njne.fr +0 cure
inflemitics i the'r cases +that set +he Aklehoma, C.oun-l‘j oncl
Stote ieja_/ and J‘ucl.‘c,iq.( estapblishments dewn +hedr /0n_7 road

of bel\fjerenee. No. hot +the establirhment was kmv:'nj

5



none of was ('n the/r view) some uppity Tranian dissidant

Ma_K:ﬂj demancts re_ja\t\d.‘.\j +heir Tnformetion and precess

ﬂ"olcl ‘&\‘\Q ;nsuH: ’t“\a.t Pc'ﬁ:t:wr\gr kac(.— jus-& WCQKS be—?—ore

the current matler weas nitioted — overcome another spurious

P"QSECJ&‘E;(An with an O.LZLL:'H“OJ, and 1t wes J'vks't +00 foe

+the establishwment (which 'a the po-st twe clecades bb\c.s been
proven 5:)5'&("\:‘:4.{(7 corcupt) 10 handle,
Petitioner and his brether are ot very well [1Kkedk

193 “+he @Kl(.:.kamo; lesa.l | ijol(.Ll‘cg'. cnel Peo fiticel esteblichm ent

enad has been Lhe 'to-rjet’ of Mon th(u:{‘f{’,‘eJ ottecies, ';‘;,ej

are Treanion, Successful mn varicus business vendtures,

Pelitical dl‘SS:'clo\n‘tS.L

Other than the circumstances suwou«\d.‘nj +h's case,
i‘ﬂc('AJ;WJ» atlecks twpen Petitiener and his «Fam,‘/yl o‘o‘s‘gc,{—fve
disceimination cannct be proven — the J.’s<m'ma'n<wb<’r~j ackors have

dene a 3oaa' job se.e.(w\j +e that, DBut qnjboc}j in +he

i, The P’Iekokipour brothers ' father worked Jfer the o.s. m,‘i.’-'bcu'J

PO | in'lztlfr:jcncf pricr e the 19805’ eevelt +that overtherew

+the then backed W.S, Tranran chc«-nmcn{; +hus hév:'nj +o
flee *o <the U.s.



Subjective ne."skborhooci tannot help but smell the

Stench.,

Defeective TnFormatic n

The State, -Fac.ina V) pessible Fatal flaws with
t\\e'\.r -Fe\onj Inforoation (Appandix BY! as well es a) the
Imnﬂuase in the e;kcu*seci Statute for In-h{m:ela-t{hS . State
Wikness (a1 okla.st. 5 455); 3) Further complicatesd by the
Fact 'Lh&;t‘ the witness did net teft'.f‘j (under OKRlathoma
Law, /a.w'ﬂj his charcter as a "witness"”)s &) therefore,
uncler Cklahema Lo, ma_k.'nj it e ulesoJ" anal "{'»o:c:huq.(
impcss?bi'lfﬁyl’ for Pe,'f:i't:‘on&r te “latimidate” him as

L)

“state wikness,

The state ottempted +o he,ulje bj Qonvfnc.;nj the
Clerk thoet +the ('_\\.cmja had been Amendhed” +eo "r?-&temp't"
+te Inrntimiwhote o stote Witness, Qe_usf'nj +the Cleck *o c.kemﬂi
the v_kemﬁe on 4he Docket. When 'Tu.elje_ Freeman held <«
heering on the matter, he dekermined the Amendment

never occurrecd. ( Appendix &)

7
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 (1994) * Dodok

2 cowld net be sonvieted of ettenpt o cormaidt an  oFfenre
which weuld net have been an oFfFemre evem if 4 had been

Swecessful, {J'b'cxlau praperty recevercd cby! police "and - then

turned ever o o b-j pelice - pmpu«éf loet- ity
chorrete~ os sdolen f’rnpe,»f}y.)

]

'Iﬁo the whole [ e 4(;m;'n4./, the PM{, cannot bc._” ﬁf??\

where there ¢ "feqa.f fmrur;a'.zp.’l/éy" wf ::amtah{:inj thoe
A"

substontive cr?me‘f the eccuged Conmad be :u“.,“”.ph\m/

c,karje,eﬁ wrth an a.:bte.mpé" .,

[RY
t * . v ¢
w"\ﬁf‘ asr n 'H'MS e Caser /'n which +the "'Fa.c"&sh:»/ P fors él iv‘i'y !

Situation i5 invelved The accused May be eoavicteol of an
ottt e pd at 70

Py
In 1S, Oklehema 'stotube providefd] That 4 must attempe o
Know:ng‘h: Recelye Stelen Prepee&rj befare o Cornvietitm wilf stend,
Hew could one Kpows Pf‘opzr_f‘y te bhe stolen when [ (s nek?

The statute needs to he c.iwa,njcc) Se it wewld be ferr Ffavarable

te  Ehe ar'.'m"ncJ, " at §7al

. \ . R f ) 2 L‘n
[} mp\cec“y Mgu f&"gd “n - Pre@rw\;r\grj Hga‘-[nj .. ef;_::o‘ié\bc—#
. . N
Amended Infermatien To Hoebitual Criminel on Q{“J ot Trial P;C%r" :
‘?**”,‘32;9-“"“}

HN tlo,;g ﬁt{:éﬂ;ﬁ”: ——”"nw .;u—n murf;. én'-ovc three plepents ! R

{13 The intent €0 comm it o ;‘azc.{{sx'c. c.r-:w\c’

(a3 the pecFormance of an overt ect toweed the commiesion
of thet crime awel

(3 the Failure 4o camplete thot crime.



After be:nﬁ bN'Q*‘F'ecl/ and Aolo/,“,,j % m,_uj 25, {99¢
hemr«'nj, ’J’T—Lelje Freeman rejeeteol the State’s claim of

"law’nj amended +the Tnformation.

TIn Appendix ‘¢ and oral arqument eluﬁ‘nj +he
Masj a8, 179¢ heo.r.‘nj, the Stote <L--3u.ec9 hew she amendedt
the chwse against Petiticner Frem "‘I-n—t[m}cloch‘ﬂj a.  Stadte's
Witness +e "ﬂﬁ‘e.m,at{nj " e Thntimidete o Stetes W, tness,
She argued hew she amended the charge by “interlineatian”
on her cepy of the Informokion in the "prosecutors notes,

(Can't make this stuff up)) Appencl.x= “D* s +he dectored - up

Copy of the TInfermation she previded as preef.

Appendix "£7 /s Tuslge Freemans ORDER, re$(ec£.°nj

hoew he was pet buj;r\j Macem Pow.saﬁ.w'tar»'_s ,sflor‘dj.

(1) . 1
The Informaticn 1n th's case was never

‘emended | on the allegeo date of April 12 1993
to -the c‘-lﬁo.r'se ef ‘\’ttemp'&-:f\j _’Eo [y "G’\t\‘r\'\:\olnibe

e

e witness,

(CMP‘\us‘a‘s adld ecl)



on Direct ﬂppeq\' the Oklahoma Court of
Ceoiminal ﬂ'ope.cd‘s (0ecR) held as a matbter of First
t(mp?QSSl.s’H" that "Attempt” s jncluded jn +he stmtud:mnj
\ansuase of 2l okla.St. % 455 (:r:n—t—imlc,lo:‘:iv\j o State's Witaess),
(Rppendiz "I, Ocer opinion)

Be wheat M“S: At the +ime of FPetitioner's -trial,
it was wi'clely and Propealy (up 4 +that po;n—t) that any
“a:ttem,a{-" fte cemmitt a Crime must be c.o-c_kcwjeci w it
Oklahoma's General RAtkempt stotute. (2 o5 5% 42-44), as
Pannec-aut by Oklahema's 54&0:&&4:003 and e,csse- law at the
+ime, This never hnppenecl tn Fet/tioner's case,

And the Occp J.‘ek.no—t remanch with Oppoctutdm
to defend o\jalr\s-{- their ex post faete new la e,

To date, Pekitioners cl'-l-'jcn'i: ond exhaustiye effocts
Ho‘t’wl"‘l'\.f{‘a_noll'nj/ no“qunj has been cim.qa +e cure +his «'njus‘t—.he,
Likewise, not/n'nj has been dopne to cuce -the Fact thet
despite PetZicne~s efforts, he has never~r bee~ afforded «
Prel:m,'nqrj < rezuz'rec/ Aj the Otlahema Const/ tion.

10



P(‘e.l:ml‘hcgro\; He e :r\q

Ackicle 3—/ Section 1T of the OKk\lahome Censtitut,on

Mmandates:

WMo persen sha/l jpe pr‘asecoctecl for o
¥e_\0nj b:‘ AnFermation without hav/;
hmJ a Fi‘e,‘:m:ncu":j QX‘G.M/‘na.-{-,'an be'fiora
an ex&m;nl'nj Ma.j:g‘tpo:t&) or hQVl'nj

wc\l‘VCQ‘ _S(&Q_L, Prei;m:n&pj %qu:’nq’tf‘on,

‘OK\qkomc\ Low 15 cleanty established +that
warver of prct:m,‘no.rj hearfns must be "/Tnou/,"nj anc/

Volun‘t','a,r'j"’ FrcLL.'er v. State, Okla. Crim, ﬂ“” c54 Pad ¢39

(19sa)

There has been no frelfmfno.oj He&rinj in Petition-
ec's case, rner has he ever waived his p(jk-k te a
Pf‘ell‘m“r’\‘l"‘j heqr:nj, No Hemr?nj, o warsver,

Fa.lse[y cla;m.',qj tihe :Ianérmac‘:fcn hacl been
omended was the State's second Frauwd uUpon the

Court, Her Ffirst frawd wupen the Ceurt wos o friwdulont

(2]

“Bind over/ Waiver Form. (ﬁppeno(,';z,}"])")

it



Hj""’n; Modam Prosecuteor submitted a Fraudulant

form and assertion *e *£he tlerk, whe took her wored For

s '&ji‘tfm&e_j)' and emtered £ on the Docket and rnte

the Record, Petitioner was net /n Court on -the d"j

the Fform was ertered, So ‘there was mo ”/g,,ow,',,j, and

tr

Va(uw\’(:omj assessent, FPetitioner's Tthen &—"ttof‘necj/ Trven
'Box/ disavows the Feorm, :‘(:c«-‘i‘«'nj hew +the semb/ance of
his initials on <the *f'owh/ thaujh well cJone/ oce wnet s,

ﬂclcl;{{ana.lfy, 'j"[,\e,lje_ Parr, whese Rame appears on
the Form as the “PPL':M\‘narj Couct” disavaws the forp,
(Appendix €, swern statement of Tudge Tack R. Parc,
netarized J06% o/a7 of Tune, 1003),

ﬂrouahaw(‘ +he progress of the case Petitioner
was o o.clq,mOctg[y a‘em«nd.'v\3 e Pre_\«‘wxfmo»ri Haqr.‘ni
that ke was removed From +he Coeurtroem on several
@4@45',}/75/ and once even had his band PQVOKto[.'

Thats r::jla'i".' Petitioners bond was revoked becamse

he weas dQMomoUn3 o pre({m,‘.\o\rj h&mm‘ns.

I



A “"f:t“t i'f‘onb‘.

l. Madam FProseecutsr’s Binol Aver / weoiver Form

lists the “C.kcu‘je. ” a5 “IV\“::W'«: cic:bc‘y\j S—hcd:e;

Witness.”  Ne mention of “fptempt.

a2, A p!‘e“m:nc\rj he&r;ns o [of Aa.ve. pP&Q‘MJ evL

+he cenfFliect over the c_ko.rjes.

On Diceet Appeal, +he occn simply made the

b&ve assertion that Petitioner woived P\"Q“M;r\q“j Heasr[o'\J

(F’rpp&v\q){x G) The JdCCR made ne mentyen of Peticner's

o O’Ehef‘w“scy ‘t/wajh thej were well awace of the

conflrt, The 9Ccphp went fac out __o‘F the woy o

side - ;i"ef and white-wash Petiticner ‘s elaim 5, but

much odiscussion ecbout Lheir mnew rq/,‘mj of laews

One OCCh deje (Lane’ Qoncums.‘,\j . Re.:«-tl'b.s')

oid ! iriticize . the Presecutor’s kmnol”n‘c) of +he motttec



REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION ~ '/

Pe‘ﬁft;one_l‘, eg«/fj, ancd jurb‘(_e all Glﬁserve.‘th&fv*
clckj in Court, which s cerkain to reveal| how +he
Terfa! Cowrt wes enol :'s/ ~Fo<ha.l(x/ deveiedd of Jurisdiction.

7/)cre:Foc-c/ this louwrt must orde~ +the Trie]
Cowurt o= in the first instance— address the mer/ks of
Petitionec's +we jur.‘gol,’gi—(‘oma( ala.fms)' and +o0 do  se
without {jnap,‘mj Feets andd m/\jumemfj siele —:i—t/a,m'nj’
evqsl'ar} or eother Toectics +o aveid Full consceleretion
of +the merits of +he claims,

F]c,lol{{.'@,\q_llyf the OKlahoma Supreme Couwrt's
October 26, 2030 ORDEZR (':. b;:ureof “upon the bear
OJ]eja\tfan that Petitioner has had three(3) o~ more
cases elismissed as Frivelous or malicious. what
tases” PetEioner has never seen o list of Lhece
Sewekh cases, and the Oklahoma 5:.«,0"{*&;446 Cousrt

ppa\/«'a«le:’ none. <f4()penof«\z "ﬂlj



D”SPH“C exhaustiye e_'FFom?:_s/ +the two juﬁc'sol:‘g'b|“opqm\
Sttco’t‘am:n =, b\eomn/ kcwc neveg bee,«\ Pemec&,‘agk' The Stafe
N LY N
Igners  er SICIC’S'C(PPS evevj efFCoct to cuce the c.ons{ﬁ'h“cnq_/

(okla, and U.s. due {)(‘o¢<$:) violeticns,
‘Th.‘s honor&.blc, C.eur’f. D‘J' pc’ﬁa"bfoner‘s cnfj hep(

‘For‘ e,gt.u"lj aned J‘u.rflvce.,

CONCLUSION

The petition for a writ of certiorari should be granted.

Respectfully submitted,

v

Date: _ L, 20, 2




