$.e? casde N 20-7307 APR 16 2021

IN the SuPreme Courd oF The tn/Ted 57fes

IN RE WBWE M. BEATaN,
Pet; Tjoner

PetiTion For Reheorin 19

The PediZionet, Wayne (M. Bealon, « pro se prisoner in
The 57 cusTedy oF The Forida Department” of corrections,
pursuant % Rule 44.J, oF The Supreme conrt of The ten7ed
37iTz8, comes before This honorable Sipreme coar? justices
For good cause in goad Falfh, in The /'nﬁ/’wf/‘/ha//ﬁ/ of chéfiée
and ni7l 7 caunse any wh-neeessary Aelay 11 7h5 canse, File$
This PeliTien For Rehearing; Whereby, edﬁbi/b’/u}y an
exTraordinary- excepfional infervening circamstance of a
SuhsTanTial or consTTitimal condrelin g effecT ThaT
requives Ths cow? % exercise /95 AiscreTimary power 7
gran?” Habeas Corpus relieF and Jeave For petiTioner To
proceed In Forma Pauperss. (See cour?’s order at7ach)

In Support heredF pefiTioner wonld sef For?h The
Following - substantial-essential FacTs and contoling Jegal
authorily by This caur?:



The issue in pelifioner's cade before 75 cour 18 of suhstantiad
meri T of he 577 67 and 1™ Bmendment” righls vidaZien oF 7he
uned 5727es consTifTion and The contichng Aecision held in
Mattis v unied Stafes, 391 u8.1, 8§ S.¢7 1503, 20 L.ed. ad.
38 (1968). |

The 5™ and 67 BmendmenT of The wnised Siises
ConsTiTiTion gives suhsTanTial contioling efect of his conr?s
controhing decision m MaZhis V. U, 7T reguires any Jaw
enforcemen” awthorTy 7o, beFore Wedmn;}y an accased who
/s already in casTidy by ofher law enforcement agency, 7o
ade Wﬁ/ y advise The accuded o Ws Federz) provécied
Miranda. rghts 77 remain slent” and 75 have The righ? 7
The assistance of caunsel presen’ Auring guesTicning.

The besi3 of The $Tate conrTs decision in pediTianer's case
wes Fhat since petiZimer was already i the connty SheriFF’s
cusTody and he was aready advised of his Miranda righ’s
by a SheriFF officer, peTifioner’s gresTioning by a ¢y Joeal
police ofFicer; who's a Second auﬁm"/] From a AiFFerenT
branch oF Jaw enFarcement a gency, ahowt a diFFerent” offense
from whal” pedr Toner was alread Y 1h The caéoﬂ?; SheviFF s
custedy For, the second agency aufher'ly Aid not” have 1o
re-sdvised peliZimer of his Miranda VighTs beFore 7"“%’”‘}7

DisTinelly and agplicable 77 The FacTaal basis of

peliTioner's cade i8 The decision held 1n Weslaver ¥ (L.3.,
384 1.3 436, 86 8.cT 1602, 16 L. ed.adl. 69% C1965), decioled

with Miranda V. Brizona. Thal §747¢3:




“WIhough Fhe T Jaw enforement awthoriTies are legally 2isTeT
and The crimes For which Theu /bﬁrmjcaﬁa/ WesTaver For were
diFFerenT; The impacT on him was ThaT of a conTiuons peried
oF 7/%33%/7/)13.”

The JusTiees wen? on 75 held That?

“We do nit 3uggesT el Jaw enforcement auThoriFes are

preciuded From questioning any individual who bas bees held

For @ peried o fime by ofher author/Tes and inTerrsqated

by them withact proper warning. B diferen? case would

be presented iF an accused were Fiken infe custody by The
second authorily, removed both in time and place From his

orsginal surreundings, and Then aaleymcﬁ/y be advised of
his rights and given an opporfantly 7o exercise Them. 7 id af

496, 8¢ S.cT a7 1639.

The decision held in WesTover, supra, are AistineTly
apphieable 75 The FacTual basis of pelifloner’s case because
pelToner's case involved Tws diFFerent” branches of Jaw
enforcemenT” anthoriTies and petifioner®s movement” From one
place 75 anather by The anthorities; abou? Tiw Aifferens
cases, end questined withol beig advised oF his Miranda righ’s.

The stite cowr??s Aecision in pefitioner’s cade premised
kpon The dame UnSubsian7iled reasening 7h3 cour7’s
conroling decision held in Mathis V. unved 3TaTes. 7hel
““there 15 ne substance 15 Such a ArsTincTion, and in efFect” 771
908 againsT The whole parpsse of The Miranda clecision
Wwhich wes designed % give meaningFul provéction 7o He
57 pmendmen?” rights” id, a7 4,88 5. c7,a7 1505



The $Ta7e cour?'s contrary deeiSion 75 s courT’s
contraling efFec?” of MaThis V. upTed 372763, supra, cansded
The convicTion and wnhwful custody of pediFioner That
resul7ed in the Fundamenia) m/;war/v}fya oF ‘/bcdffée.
w};er'eég, creaing an ihTervening cieamsTances Far T3 comd
oF a suhsianTial caﬂﬁa/my efFec].

The consTiFidional viddaTion That cansed The wunlewfa!
convieTian and custidy of pe#iFioner, That Aeprived him of
his FundamenTal hber?y, presents an excepfional-extaordinary
civeumsiance  For 7his cour? 7 miervene and vedress sueh
cons?iTuTional veolaTion.

P equate relieF canns” be obTained in any ofher Form or
From any oTher court; Thus, exTaordinary- excepTional
civcamstances warvanTs The exercise oF The courTs
intervening Aiscretianary power For Habeas corpus reliek

The Fa//m//hf essenTial-subsTantial Faaﬁ, ﬁdf/ﬂﬁewbxﬁ//
presented, provides excepfiomal- extiaardinary circamsiances
in petiflaner’s case beFore s cour®, for The inpustice That
was imposed wpon pedifiencr, 75 be redress wpon Habeas
corpus reheF by Ths cowrT's justioes intervening For
The FinaliTy of jusTice: |

Rt Timer was 19 years Jdd, had a 57 ymdé or Jess Jevel
oF educafion, and did nol” had any prior Feleny arresT recard,
a3 a juvenile Nor as an adel T af” The Fime of his arvesT.

In order 15 ehert The incriminading StaZement” From
petiTionery The ¢y local police offreer TeshFied That he dik

i



161" advised pefifoner oF his Miranda righTs and a sherd®
oFFicer defiled in his paice reporT 1hat he asked pediTioner
about his belieF in God, reading The Bble, and being a
Chrishan, Ao peliToner believe Thal” conFession 13 goodk For

his Soud and ThaT ThaT rs wha7” God wanied pedFiener 7 oo
The ey Jocal police officer even admiTied wpen cross-examinddion
ThaT The icrimnatihg s7atement pedifoner made was
iconsisTen?” with the AeZails o The crime.

The C.8.T officer TesTiiied 1hat he Fourd no evidence,
nor the medical and Forensic evidence Tes#éd by 7he F BT,
comecThy pelidioner 75 The crime. There was ne eye
WiTness identiFying petifioner as The perpreTriaior of Fhe crime.

The vieTim nor amyone did niT” die nor received any physical
ijury during Fhe commission of The crime.

ReTTioner was Senfenced 15 JiFe in prison and has been
Adeprived ofF Wis Fundamental Iib erly and imprisoned For
over 26 years now;, AispiTe the Fundemental miscarriage
of justiee 1haT resulfed in his wnlawful conviction and
cusTady.

Since petfifioner’s imprisonmenT he has received h's
GED and has recesved other cerfiticates and atTended

oTher 3¢lf betTerment programs

The Factiial ewdence oF petiToner's case establizhes The
Sihs7anTiel meri1s of fhe §7] 67 and 1477 smendmenT righ’s
VidkaTion That” warrands The granTing of Jeave by This cour?’s
JusTiees For pelhamer 75 proceed TN Forma Pauperis and
and Habeas corpus relief From custady.



8.cT case Ne: 20~7307

TN The SUPREME CaurT of The UniTed 57i7es

IN RE WHWE M. BERTIN,
Pe T Tioner /

CerfiFication ofF Pedifioner

The PeliTioner, Wayne 1. Bealan, o preo se prisoner
Iin The §7iTe cwsTedy oF The Florida oepariment” oF
CorvecTion, Files his Pelifion, iwhereby, cerTiFying Thal
The FacTs se7 For?h Thérein his PefTion For Rehearsng 15

restricted 75 The grounds SpeciFied in paragraph Jawoca)
oF Rule b4k, oF The 8upreme Courd of The uniTed 87a7es,

ond 1hal” The Peli%ion For Re/vear/hg 13 Filed n yaw( FaiTh
and nil 7 cause any Je/ay i his cause. |

"%‘M . 7
Pety '/bne// Prisoner, Pro Se

Wajne M. BeaTzn




Supreme Court of the United States
Office of the Clerk
Washington, DC 20543-0001

Scott S. Harris
Clerk of the Court

March 22.-2021 (202) 479-3011

Mr. Wayne M. Beaton
Prisoner ID #469447
Florida State Prison
P.O. Box 800

Raiford, FL 32026

Re: In Re Wayne M. Beaton
No. 20-7307

Dear Mr. Beaton:
The Court today entered the following order in the above-entitled case:

The motion of petitioner for leave to proceed in forma pauperis is
denied, and the petition for a writ of habeas corpus is dismissed. See Rule
39.8. '

Sincerely,

Scott S. Harris, Clerk




