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QUESTION(S) PRESENTED

Is ‘C_lué plocess Violated cfa& h ineffective assistance
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d@@e(\dan{' oppoctunity o (eview Presentence Report
and %o\/em/wen*% sentencing memosandum which contained
Condested factual infocmation and led 4o an ovecly
enhanced senfence T |

| Ts due peocess ¥ iolated \when o sentence is enhancad,
based on ecloneous factual cond‘usfons of which
defendant fecieved inadequate advance notice T
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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 Appendlx A,_L to
the petition and is

[ ] reported at " —; Or,

[ 1 has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,
[1is unpubhshed U inow N

The opinion of the United States district court appears at Appendix _,_Q_ to
the petition and is

[ 1 reported at . | ; or, N
[ 1 has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,
[vf is unpubhshed

[ 1 For cases from state courts:

The opinion of the highest state court to review the merits 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[ 1 is unpublished.

The opinion of the » ' ; court
appears at Appendix to the petition and is '
[ ] reported at ; OF,

[ 1 has been designated for pubhcatlon but is not yet reported; or, |
[ 1 is unpublished.




JURISDICTION

[e\{ For cases from federal courts:

The date on which the United ‘States Court of Appeals decided my case
was __Ma(¢h, 3f, 030

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

N .

{L/\A timely petition for rehearing was deniéd by the United States Court of
Appeals on the following date: _JulY 303020 , and a copy of the
order denying rehearing appears at Appendix 8 .

[ ] 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 _
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

| Ther Fifth Amendment 1o i‘heUni%ecl Stades
ACO(\S*;‘}’M‘J‘;O(\ ,P(OV{JCSJ in Qediﬂeﬂ+ Pac—l“. “NO ()e(so(\ Shall

be... depcived of life, libecty, or plogecty, without dye
plocess of lawL1” |



STATEMENT OF THE CASE

L, Michael Ottonalli, pleaded auitty +o one. count of
diskipution of child potNeglaphy in Violahon of 18 u.sjc.é;;s;A(q)(z). |
T had 0o ptior fecord. The district coutt senfenced me # the stutubry

MaXimum of  JO yeals” imptisonment.

T studed af the United Stades Militacy Academy for two yeats,
Ledole moving 1o secve in Hhe Novwy instead . I moved on o the
Ohio State Univessify fo £inish My degcee and Was Commissioned in
the Navy. Qec +he course of my caceer, I leatned. five /a/)q)uaq)ed,
and aftec my honotable Jisthaaae, became a feacher. T besan by -
+€ad\,’n(§ E/\g,ish in FO/dﬂcj, whece T met and Maccied my Wife. We
lader moved o San Anonio, TX 1o be Close o my eldecly parents.

Tn San An—fum’oj I +au<3}n‘ elementacy school. My wife
Haved home with our Fwo boys. T becanie Known as a devo ted
Famf‘l\/ Man and gooc/ Neiahboc. At Some Point as +he years wenton,
howeve(, I 61La<‘Jr€C‘ Viewino adult Po(ﬂog(qphy onN Hwe /rﬂ1L€(ﬂ€+,
Ny habit Se;'(c«'lec// and, (ea(etably, b@ﬁqn fo include <hild Potnogyraphy

Tn 3015 authorities noticed an email chat exchange
between danother Qé( son and me- Tja% chat led +hem 4 obtain
O salch waant for My home. ”16 agemt_s S¢eized CO/V\P(IILG('j
g(o.N\ ‘H\G house C((\Cz C{VISCO\/@(CJ C‘.h}'/c/ PO({)O%(QP})Y and pf‘c-/»ure5
of femole studendts qping about theic schoo| days. All +he
childcen wege clothed and unaware of being (ecotded. They
alse obtained o ic\(ﬁop ijﬂajr L keg% ot the schoo| whece I
wocKed. '—l



ot T had nevee used i while 6t wock \pecause it was inopefable
and Would constantly ceboot. Additionally none of the child pocnogaghy
'\ aqy device T had Jep'vc«%cf {ape, sexual gesault, Not kneka#on of any
Minots by adalts.

T was chagoed Wit sik cunds (elated o the distibution,

eceigh, and possession of child pocaooaphy. Eleven days affer my
indictment, T aogeed o plead auilhy ful suant o a ple dofeement The
fachual basis in the €/€a aseement shted that T had enoaoed in emai/
Chats Gloout child ()6(()0(3(0\()}'))/ inwhich T roﬁq\/ed mx/sel*@ as da woman
with two dadghwléfsl and H)mL T had sentan f'Mage of a young girl in
hec eacdies duting an email chaton kin 5 go/5 the pleq agreement
tat T sined Contained a plovision putpsthng to waive my right o
afgeal my sendeace, ,

| ;f;é\)owmc) My q)uilwl\/ Q)eala Q(o\bq%‘o(\ officer P(@PQ(GJ a
esentence (epoct. The officec (ecommended a base offense Jevel
of 32 and numesous upwasd adyustments. Among the adyustments
wese tecommendations foc a Five-level increase $ot diste) bution of
Child pof Nookafhy in fetuen ol a thing of value, but not for
PecuNiacy aain: an expectation of an image (N (evlu(n, (.5.5.G 3GA 3
(GX®). a four-level enhancement for GAABH)- 4 Fwo-leve ! wpuard
ddyustment ¢ albusing a gosition of trust, my Job as @ scheo!
jmad'\ev, U.3.5.6. 3613, and a two-level increase foc Computer use

This stting of incseases Caused the (ecommended fotal offense level
Yo peak at H1 minus theee poinds ©F aaeptance of Cesponsibility. The
ool otal offense level was H1 with a cciminal histocy Cateqoty

of T, with 0o &ier hishcy. 5



T}\is\/ieldecl on advise(y gu.‘cldine sentence (anoe of 32H-4o5
Moodhs imptisonment. My atterney objected fo Hie five-level distaoutiont,
By -a-thing of value inctease under 36A.A(bYG) She Pointed out+hat T
had not used a §le-shasing ploafam and that the evidence did pot
establish that I had emarled an image with an expectation of recieving
50(\/\6“\;03 0 (educn of Value. She alse objected to the two-leve ! abuse-of-
’Hu&f ad}uS’llMC”ﬂ—",a(guiﬂq that I had Nof Used My P@@}-ﬁ,‘o(\ as 4 ‘&zche{‘
1o Commit, Conceal, o facilifate my offense.

My counsel filed o sentencing meso agouing that a sentence
ok severy o nine yeals' imissnment was sufficient b satisfy +he
PU(QoseS of seatencing undec 18 U5 8 3553 Counsel atfached
+ the Memo letHes fom QAN\N\/ and feiends who Knew me as 4 opod
Sof), a good &‘H\E(/ a oped husbqnd,and Q <3C>oc( 0¢ahbot

| (ounsel also attached the (epoct of MK Jomes keedy o
\i(,e(\gecl sex-offendec Jrhe<a9i§+_ M. l(eed\/ found me “Coo\oémjrf\/c, open
Croteeful” “eachable, and Possessed “insight info his past behavior.”
He had administewed muthiole dests fo me o assess my cisk of

Commting sexual offenses and my ognetal (sl of danaer. The
Jests <howed that T fosed a vecy Jow CisK of (e—o@(end,‘n%/ Fhat
T was a aped Candidate $ot supervised Pfobahon, and that my
“unustall fow”" scotes indicated o minimal need for incaccecation.

* Todeed, Mc_Keedy opined that a lengthy sentence would do mofe
hatm than apsd, beth $o¢ me and foc a society inteceste! and
invested in € 6414((\}(\(3 me Fo evesyday like.

s



At sendencing the diskict coutt summaily ovedculed ry
Obections 1o the esendence (epett, which T had nevec (ead while
locked up in & detenhion focility aind only Werd over details of # aver the
Qho(\e with caunsel. QC’HC@HSC counsel asked the cout+ 1 impose A
below-auideline seateace of Nine years” imprisonment The courd
sentenced me 4o 30 yeols impovement o be Hilowed oy 15 vea s
ok sugeciised (clase. ||

T afgealed . Counsel acoued acpinst the disttibuton-for-
a-Hhiney-ofValue  enhancement 263, dY3XB) and the gbuse-
- of Hust jnc(ease. The gowetnmentacgued that the appeal-
Wailel plovision of the lea agteement bacted my cantention.
Counxe! eplied that Hhe distiict Couct had failed Fo addeess the
aRReal -Wain® lovision With him as (equiced by ledea | Ryle of
Cimina) {foceduse MBINY, and Hhus the purported Waiver wes
Woluntaey and unkinouine, and Could fot be enforced. The G 4h
Citcuit Coust of Qppeals enfoiced the waiver and denied ry
QQQQQ\ ) Subéec;meﬂjrl\/ f H\Z SMQWN\‘Z CauﬁL Qleﬂied " Qe%&%‘on as well



- REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION

The couct should ofant cectiocaci to detesrmine if due
plocess s Violated when the spvecnment telies on false evidence
that defense Gaunsel Oevel obiects o because defendant never |
had +he oppoSHunity o ceview own fesentence (ot + and goverment
Serdenciney wiemofandum cohich in futn leads fo an unobyected 40 .
enhancement chich wasty increased the sendence

B



A. Due Xocess (equites effective assistance of
counsel ducing the entite judiciacy process Jrhc_nL includes o,
deSendant 1o ceview ones swn PsR and other documents

© Set aopinst the defendant-

“Flom counselé funchion as assistant o the defendant derive
the ovecalching dudy fo advocate the defendants cause and the
Mote Pacticular duties +D Consult with dhe defendant on oot dant
OECiSio(\s 40d o KQCQ “} }\Q AGQQn&anJr iﬂ’F DC(‘(\&J O:.c in/\(b{‘ Jrz\mL
develogments in the coucse of 4he p(osecubion. (Stickland v.\Nashing

oﬂr

S. C{ 14’4 ot \JX (sce J?oa)éll 1. Alabowa, 23S af G367, 7ILEJ IS8 §3
S ¢k 85 84 MRS

In addibion + 0ot having the chance o read oy Ps

Coupsel (ecieved the oovecoments esence 1o the Sentence memotandum
)une 35,3016 ope day oefore He seatencino, hear ing. L never oot

H\e chance. o ead for possible obyectons, and, subsequent]y, counsef

{ailed o obyct o dny evidence that was p(ovided o the Coult
ot intestiopde the Natute of he evidence in dispute

‘ In He ap\etments senjréf\dn% mero (Doc. 3¢ o H} i+ Stades,
he infeationally used his Computes and File shating soffware + shage
S and Teffe in such IMaees and videos, My Sa(\Jref\Cfnq. Meémo
ey stated Hhat T did aot yee o0y soffwate (ot +he £SQ for
-t (V\O\Hec) but they sHill cane Yoack with this statement.
.



| ?\Mﬁl fotensics nevel staded ot will shay that T evel sepnt of
(ecieved any videa Such a sladement imolies Hhat T did. On the
SO Quop italso sid, " e chost o distiburle £iks fhousands of fles,
CJGQU%QO) prequbescent childien being (aged and exploited. The handts/
of iMaoes T distbuted wefe spbo peseS aind dlsolule]y Jepiclred Oo“\,‘ncj
(GSQ/"\\O\N\@ Qe \A){\OAﬁoﬁ\l&f. A q,w‘cl( Joolk 4 fotensics would S)’!ou/ I
did fot disteibute " housapds of Hies” and that no iMage depicted
b0 actual sexual achvity. Such inflawatcy gpd false lanayuase
Was xeyudicial oo me. '

\LQ | R \/\ |
Due Process Jis Violated when a sentenceisbased on mistalen

factual conclusions of which defendant (ecieved fo advance Nodsce.”
(Us. v. Valenhine, aiF. 3d 395 398 IM¢ic ta4)

I(\ aé&«‘w‘oo, the Lollowing stadements were glso false
Unolsyected to,and thus onteibuded to my sentence. “Tn addition
to the yeats spent colleching , viewing and disteiborbng o obhers > (Bec.
" 9.]25, Nothing in Yhe (ecald sugposHed this statement no¢ any
€Vidence would 5(49()0(4 i, \\’/C s addicked o Wa+chiﬂ<)) {J(@Qu!oescem‘
Qyic\s \aeing Caged "(Doc 26, ¢ 17), T neves said this noc did T have
aqy onatecial depictng (ape - Noteven the 3R admited 'fha{LI
did- But even the seatencing urt went so far to stade +hat

T \\o\ide(i and abelted +he fape of these children. \[SC’/mLencinﬁ hea ing
| Jrfo\nsc_ngﬂ.l%) And alse Hhe coust said, “Aad these children

Gle (aged so M, OHOQ,QHE Can Wakh?) (9- ”5
10.



“Ptleast they haverk been seacced ke the Kids in +he
Qo&(\og(ag\\j who afe (aged So that You Cafy $;+ ’H\@e a0d
Mastucbate While ol watch them %QJr (C\QQCE. {C\O.‘a___-_.._@rxé‘”%b_’l;?,ms
Stated T was erustding: dhecked becaue T inew $of o fact
Hat T did ot have any such moferial, At ns Fime did T

~evee have any Vides Q/QQid‘i'ﬂo) (e of any Child of anybody. L
Will afwafs Sfund by that assechon. “Rap’ & o Very specife
fe(m o use . Actotding T the Blacks law Dictiopary, “pe
IS cle{-inﬁd as \\SQXaaI iW((;ou(‘se \,\/;‘M A \A/OMGO acbq)ns% Aer
will o¢ with a oyic | below +he aop of consent”

Ah hotest and Futhful fotensic feview would @veq |
T pever had such Madetio), T can Nonestly say With
CeChinty thete was fo vides depichney the (Q@e of a minor
lef-alore any iMoo, As a fomel Patn Gollectsc, T Unew Hhe
Maode (o) T hc\d,Cx(\cl none of it included +hat el

(oagdant use of he wotd “(ape " cleated an inherent kias

aoginst me. T they aleads beleved, of wete, i my counsel hadl
also elieved Hhat T had < ossessed acfua| (age matetial, then
Counsel should have confetied with me aboutit of objected
12 it had T Krown He %o\ﬂ(\/\/\eﬂ% beliewed +his. Not }”)(,\\/;"{}9
the oettunidy fo (eview and obect fo such an abhorrend
tetm and -fq\éi’r\/was peyudicial fowacd me. Nowhere /n dhe
 tecord is rapy matetial that Thad - descrived With any detas/ of
lident@ gs {oe.Such is ot 1L:t\‘<2 Case in other Case law



whete thete achually s such paterial They just use if
in Nague tesms dgainst me. The only Madetial thatubs actually

descCibed 10 gy defoil was in the £5R and None of i g5

oF (aQe., for was thete any adult in any Fle. Seo why did #he
o)oVeS(\N\mﬂL and Co(/\("‘go f such }en@4hs o Say T watched Such
Madetial when they would fot of Could notcdesccive or athribute
one il in otticulac with such material 7

Because My Counsel was Not adeguately pregated, she
did net obpct fothe misinfsmation . Con sequently, the court:
Plesumed it accutate and Sentenced Me accordinaly. “Counses
has a dudy o Make o (Casonable jpveshaahion of H Make o
(Cassnoble decision Hhat Makes Qaﬁ‘ﬁ‘w/ar i (WVestiog 0 )
UN fece ssaty KS’H"CKla(\c‘( Yt LS. at 6%5

\l\/hqu did MY Counse| do o Subipct the gfaéecu%v'on
"h/\/\eamc\%%J 11664‘50% oftec T Qlfacfed CBWH“}/ There /s
(casonable p(abability that my seatence \Would have been
difheent had MY Counse| (e ted Hhese Crioneoy \3&\“&5&“005“

I e



B. Coul\Sd was ineffechve for ‘F&i‘fﬂa +o Objed {b an
eahancement thot ectoneous infolmabon Conttibuted
and Whick was Not @n ot (ead pfioc by defendan+:

Thete was insubficient evidence fof the //V\posh[fo(\ of +Hhe
Sadishe/masechishe enhancerent, 263.2(0)4). In the qovernmvents
361\46 NGino, memo(ﬁoc%,/l{) /“/‘ ‘GQ\SC,\/ s%akcll,“ﬂqey [,‘mag)es and Videos |
involve  sexyal p@ﬂd’(a‘ﬁon of prepubescent childlen by acluHS,
Vaginally, ofally, and anally” The oovetwent Kied + playe this by
Simply Stahino inits (esponse 1.y jnita| 2955 wiotion (_009 _‘/‘7,/3,/</),
“The fpensic feview of Movants devices feveal a USB. flask drive
which Goprhiined 3663 intase Files and 65 vides frles depicting
e sexual dbuse and eXploifahon of prepubescent childten,
including the Vaginal, ofal, and anal pened@hon of plepubescent
childeen by aduh‘s.))

The Huth was hece was newer any imaoe of video that
~ depicled Vaginal, otal, and anal penetation by adults, bondase
of anydhing of the soct The court cven admitted T had
“oeilliant /Vli()d/ZSemmeina) head ing oo 16) and intellectual gloility®
(u 8) thesette T hknew my collechion did not Contain such

abhotlent Material. All files wese Posed and acted out:

| ﬂﬁ@ PS@ nor any othes go\lem/vlenjr document claimed that
the iMaoes of Videos ponL(qx/ed conduct that inflicted Physical
ox emotional pain. These was No Menhon thatsoever of any
cimacing of otherwise discomfort o Pain present. Furthetmote,
WL%Q (cteated Use of the idea that T had files J@Qid{no) (age

Conttbuted 1o e Qu.(sui4~ o5 Hhe /M ephuncement.
13,



Put with f{fhﬁ.f@\;\éﬁ,"‘fyf‘fb have seen any of these statements
thiouan counsel T was peyudiced. And yet the only claim +he
ooVl (went feied o use o ustify the /M ephancement were
the deschiotions of four video £iles in the PSR, Al videns were in
ah oCttd oud manne prodoction skl ot some fegl lifo homne
Video. Thete wete o adult males pfesent. Tt mentioned in three
of the videos fhe aifls wece prefubescent, but T believe 4het
+o be dis@uh\olc . Fbr even if +the cﬁirls wele jn +he [I-13
Yea( o\d (ange, Lwhich H\C yoU(\@GS?L of the (5{&“-5 Could have
b@@(\/ accotding to the Sjxth Ciccuit, “no precedent indicades
thot an 1113 Yea( old 1s even presumptively - let alope always -
Consideced peepubescent under the ouidelines”’ (Co\/er v. 4.3,
MG CA FpoF3d 375 gors

And as dedestable as the 6 fes Wefe the ot ls i fhe
Videos wele only insecting a dildo or similar object ino
their ognidlia themselves cectainly not by dny adult And o Iy
10 o danced and pechotmed cugy.

At SC(\wtchJncbt the court efecenced Hwo of 7’%6@ “two
nude ayicls K"&Sm%, Qﬁf‘ﬁb(!‘/\m% ofal sex on each other and
i(\S@‘H(\@ a dildo into the Vagina of ene of the Younoy ayicls. A

vﬂude p(eguhescen+ %‘.c} Sin/\u,d\“'iﬁg Kal sex on g Penis using «
Wlack foreiq g obyect, speeads her Jens apart, displaying her ge(\;{qlia.”

(0.3 78)
14,



Yes these wete despicable and utterly imuocal Gles T
had and Fhey wete cleacly in the (ealm of child po(Nog@phy.
But They Wete acked oot Hr the Comefa, and a folensic feyiew
Could ideatity that these acoss wete i other acted ool
Videos as well. Tf should be pointed out that these gyicls were
Qussia(\fwhaﬁ, unfottunadely, dis all foo Coramion fof gitls 4,
become javolved in potnogfaphy at an carly age. These were pod
home Videss Pichng an acha! (ape of seXual assqult
E\/ an adult Mqlej unhke the Vast Maytidy of cases With

this enhancemen.

A thotouh seatch of TifIh Circenit coses feveals the
SN eahancement was apelied only when Hhege \Was yiolence
of Qeaettation of a minos by an adulf-male and nSlickigo,

Motioflal and Ohysical Qain that was Copempotanesus with
Fhe Clation of the NMOOR,

In Lyckmao . US., the' Fitth Gircuit Stades, “Bt /s
difficult o imagine that the sexwal pepetlabon of o

OePubescent Lemale by an adult male would Not qualify as
\/l“o/eﬂCG-n

In Co,n/\eau)( v. US he \\\/ic{,eoﬁ()ecl A
oal sex on the child” (6 Gio)

;}vnsel f oSy a‘orm;ng
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In Biveas v. Ui(éa*‘;‘ﬁfl thete wese two Videos showing
adult Ma\es anally Q@nd’(a"'me) Jounay Childen . deakins v. US [S“‘G()
howed an efect adult vale peqis ee(\C‘HQ'}'m@ the Vagina of a chi e
Tn CO\/V\@(o(\ v.ULS At Gic CA) thece was o nakled minor boy od
‘,'D +a&>\€ Ml'af Conduct appeased i Moceis v US (S”) Gr 9007)
BecKroan ¥, US (S*hc,ﬂ ooy v.US st A, Cowlapy US {5’%5/0
and Chacniak v US (H"”“C/\ Jois). All of them involied actual

Q@_{\G‘HO\‘[WO{\ by an adult and b0ﬂda<5€. These wege SQGC_,%C
achions deschibed | in thoe files.

I(\WL@(@?L’M)H #\Q(E we@ o d@SCJ(aprOS of ad'uaf
Qene4(a4won inany Glein my case. Only? the vaoue eh(as&
“sexual peaetiation of piegubescent children oy adults, Vaginally,
ofalN, and anally” was used. Thef Gailed T Qoint o

ecx%c Gle that Would:have Puspotted Iy have such matefin|
ﬁnwe_\)ef i the PSR they desceibecd in detoil the four
Videos that dogicted 3olo ajcls acking, out, but o pot
descf e any sceaes of Qi) Ph#éiax\ o5 eMotionNa /)- o
was Qain of aay Kind implied of insiouated.

This is Something I woul have ebpcted 1o, of ot Jeast
would have Wanded my Counsel 1o ook into. @ut T nevel had
H\e chance. IS H\GSC (Q(Ccec/enCe H’\an acted out Videos,
absent any Clj,’f_ﬁ/\i‘@_‘ﬂ[osen* He Jegq,&, o o5F afly of a0y pain,
dosetie the /M enhancemend 7

s —

1Ge




T Chotoiak MCp. 3o18), He countt said, “While he asp
o5 Ahe child is 0ot of Hhe analyais achiculoded in yudicial plecedent
as fo whethes 962.9(6)4) applies, the imase must also
poftay Vasinal of angl Petetiahon by an aduft male. The fact
H\mL the child 1< P(@Qu\oG_SC@nJr is only one Pact of 4he dnalysis
of whether Hhe image necessacily dogicts vinlence™

Thus the 363.9(0)4) enhancement |4 Not Waltanted
N my case because there was Mo eyideace +hat specifie
Files depicted any adult pesedation and cqused ANy orls
Physical o¢ mo{v‘onal Pain. And counse | never oie me the
oppestuaity 1o L eview Hhe inficmation that leol +o Hh;s
enhancement and ulimately obiect f it Thus T wes
Pleyudiced.

T\"usf MY Counzl’s G_Q(esenﬁ#on F@N below an obyectve
§ﬁﬂda(d ot (Casonablenes because T was given dq_rloﬁce
B Ceview %h‘é;s&‘qllew%bns gainst M ot did she (eguess
of Present any Jeshine of analysis- And T was plejud; ced
hecause these is a eqsonable plobability the s of the
'()(Dceecgn% would have beeny d;{{etent but BC csunse)s
e((ofs . See ys. V. Kq\/O'/c, lexis 3333 sthcyr. 2ol

i 7o




U(\cjou\olreo”\/, Possessineg, child {)o(()@g(a@h\/ is Hevrible

and sl 4o Hs Vickhms, TFis a shavetul and wuterly
(eojettable act that I will fve with e the (estof my Iife
And T take full (eonsibilidy o the Crime I have capmitted,
Bt the imaogs and Videos T had did pof folHlay Sdism Mol
Violence ,and was Mot desecving of the /M enhancement. And
f@g(Q-HD\O'\/I I I’lad Mo Cl"ﬁ_?ﬂ_(g '/'O (eview the bﬂquae b@i/lg
used dopiinst me, which I beliew, is a due process effos
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CONCLUSION

The petition for a writ of certiorari should be granted.

Respectfully submitted,

Wik . Aol

" Date: CDCI‘DM 9‘7r 90&0 Cf&bmi_ﬂéc‘_{jqf\i)q{)} 28) 9\03()
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