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QUESTION(S) PRESENTED

When o defendant seeks o withdraw a plea oter
Sentecing. Dees the need +o Plove a'rEseonable ProbobiLity
OF acquit+L or deed he of ShE hoe to PIOVE O reagenallLe
ProtobiLity of o diftenent-out come |

s dhe StotE court ablE 1o grant-an gy dentioy
heoring for foct £10dind), recindlid and rule onthe
Case as ik +he EVdentiary heorine Still teok plocE 7



LIST OF PARTIES

[ 1 All parties appear in the caption of the case on the cover page.

}iAll 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
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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

7{ For cases from federal courts:

The opinion of the United States court of appeals appears at Appendix _A_ to
the petition and is '

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£A is unpublished.

The opinion of the United States distriet court appears at Appendix L to
the petition and is

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TANis unpublished.

[ 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

[ 1 reported at ; Or,
[ 1 has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,
P4, is unpublished.

The opinion of the //(.)ISC—O}/IS 4, ]41010/:0(/ couy ’IL‘ court
appears at Appendlx D to the petltlon and is

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I is unpublished.







JURISDICTION

’;[><];For cases from federal courts:

The date on which the United States Court of Appeals decided my case
was __ L—{A-201%K

[ 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: _9-{{-2019 , and a copy of the
order denying rehearing appears at Appendix _)@

}4 An extension of time to file the petition for a writ of certiorari was granted
to and including __/~[H- 207 (date) on _3-14-207 | (date)
in Application No. __A9%1 . Extenad+o 150 dO\)/S

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 6=Z28=14] |
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 _{) .

[ ] An extension of time to file the petition for a writ of certiorari was granted
to and including _3-(F-202.0_ (date) on 3~ B 2EP7 |  (date) in
Application No. __AS59 .

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



CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS INVOLVED

 Sikh Avendment-of 4.5, Conshitution
Fourteeth amendment Due Process Rights.
9974006

g 300, 20)h)



STATEMENT OF THE CASE

G5 March [,2010 +he defendant-Petrtionsr, Tyron® %D.bmg@ﬂ
oppeured before +he Honorable Stephen Enlke, It F—“’éﬁ g
OVEY branch (5 ofthe Doneg Céunjcy CourtNousE,omd Uﬁg,ﬂ:
Pleas 0F M0 tontZ5t +o ene count sEcond dEgree SEAAL
assautof o Child, while being ovar medicated with Toxic
LBVEL of DEpakots, high Level of Lithim EVERday fom

-\S-O\f\.t‘o :run.
0N May /101D, RobinSon, agpn oppeared betore HonStEphan EhLEE

ond Hhe for dufy PIcK thattyrmed into o PLEA brgain and went into

aSent BNCNGy LwErE Rebinson Aot biturcated sentence of-

V7 years initiall continEment-and [Syears EXtEnded sppery,sion
Inconnection with the False Z}?/I/Of‘ilS'O/O/MEI/?'f‘ Count-+he /,/)’}/00550/ |
0] lew“co\{-Ed SentenceE of 7 )r‘ECMQS [mfv‘/'a(,aon%'ncf ﬂéE/??‘qnd Zy&ars
EXtENdEd SupeErvis)o Aobinsen fpy

{

QPPQP{H +&d CounS,EL/‘ hen k}/‘ougﬁi— q\ bangEﬁT,
healing, } With (950E5 Hhat Wi s

ONthe CompetENCY oy any oth&Er ¢
(Thi's happen FEd,12,2012.) $509,30(2)
Adirectappeal toltlowsd and wys dend NOV 27, z2013(se€ A;;/o D)
‘ a O s, Supreme ap P deEvndd, 10-13-200
Fobinsorn £ited /0@ SE i S, stot 297406 Mff,if},’f ;LCZEMC,/;;Z,C;@
Court oot Hhe issves +Higt WHErE brogehed ¢4 Garngers-”
hearing, HearE g was GrantEd 10-29-201s; Kb 150r) L. LaA miot e
+0 CF)M{E“ L FormeEr counsels PrESE e & cxf/qgam}@ /2-2-15" g
Robmsons V7906 Mot1on was denid, Becayse Stot€ courd wrpno .
Concluded ﬁ’obf{’?S’O'”? WEVEY compe (. counsels +o coupt- /:?Qﬁ/@
,%b:’n\som tild writ of habens corpus in u.s, reaarl Oistrict coup-
of WiISConsSin, 7 e Juc@g hEL Acbinson 4o q rE@ableE Pwbabil)
of 0Cquittol standard and made g ‘tactual Ervor retoted tothe
DNA-ROBMSOH said he was Uncow ear \
gfwscc;r he E‘m‘—ErEdl the Pleg JThE Court- noted felnsel. was auw ers
NEENING, Thi's dees ndt- n09ate Robinson unguwareness




peforE Entering +hE piEa, (S25,08,8-9), alsor(AfR D)
4.S, Gourt of ApPEULS SeVEnthc rcurt denid Reviwe,




Rensons For GAANTING The PeTiTion

__Review b ;dhs_cmrias_n ECESSC\y_m _ordEr o clayt {‘-v how +o
___Withdrawal pLEQ_a‘P_‘f‘E_V_SEH-I-Fn(‘:DO\
_EIS_COUL+_MU6.‘{:dE+EPWllﬂE_.\NhOl"t- HaEa opropriate_Standard
LS When_o dfendant- SEE. KS__ ,__UJHrhdraw_c\_ﬂ_tsa_a{l+E£55n$6c1n90_
__Does the. need 4o prove. o reasonable ProbobiL ty o
guital_or does he or she_hoye 4o Prove o rEnSonable
_QCO.be.LLI_‘{:\/_ £ aditLerent cutcome {

Lhe wisconsin courts_plus wis,Fedarl District court held
__Rohinson 4o an'actual innecenc E Stondard for the
Smanifest myustice +E5t ond relied ena Sudicial Proceed g
L thot néver ook plac cE, The U5, Supreme_courthos\(Eyected
_o.Standand thet- would requir€ the defen dcmtio_demom strote,
e [otrial] probably would havE resulted n. ac_q,mitaL
_Roagley 413 d.5.66T, 0t 3362-3353,10S_5.(£,3375 (190)
__Laitotions omitted)., -

_The (LS. Supreme wuaﬁho&.otso_a@_ﬁrmed s rEyECHonoba
CourtS feLionCE on.. Ndudical Procerdings Hhot nevEr took
_ Plocelles, 1325, C£,1958, at 1965 198 (.E4.7d 426, 55 _USLw/

_ 42 (z017) The_w lﬁ@ﬂ&lﬂ_fﬂﬂ ‘%'6_0}ﬂd—_EE_dLOd_L_D.tﬁiQ.C['_CQ_U rt
—decsions.arenconflict with the grecedent of U3,
_ Suprem& Court opinions inlofler Voper S6ULS. ISk,

132 5.C4 376,132 L&, 393(2012). Some of £he LanguaaE
—USE n StatE L McCallum 208 nis. 20, 463 Sl Nw.2d,7020997)
15 called inte dout b:k_los/ +hE MorE rECEnt hold; NG i LEE
\gupi Oy T l
when o courk tEVIEWS o cosE fore manifest injustice”
____[jhf, +ESE 1S5 notwh E_{:lqef_t\nedefcr\d ot 150 QUi Urx/_bu)r ‘

N




| 1 \
__whether he wos faicly Convicted Reppu, Supro, ot 336.

ThE LoftEr court QLsereccopnzed the foirness ond
__reLiokibity in+hE MUl ScopE.of the S ixth amendment,,

ot of the trial L2 but for Hhe process es that precedad

_f_Jr_,-,-,iSme_u,,§4_qT_l.3b.\.tam_p.bg.s_i_s_qdd_'c‘d)_if_k\_é_op_,o,u'.cofr_i_om“of—

__the Stricklond analysis twich the_coud-in ofler applied

— (05 aLsothE SamE in RilBupronthe guestion being,
__WWhether Hhere 15 g reasonable probab Lty Ehe defende nf]

—ould not-have_lead d guilty and weuld e ingisted on
_%o.i.m%:}:O.:tﬁLQL,_ﬁd_‘_af_(oL, '

. The pistonsin_Courts dev: ot&d awoy From decades of
__Precedent cosE law indeciding Robinsons cogE,

Robinson_wos held +o on ackual innoc.ence ' stondard with

___outEvEN_hotly *an#E.\L.'_d_a_niim_y_hmﬁi_a%_For the focr

finding BEE, (Rpp.E, scheduled_mochneptentio, that didrit:

—tOKE plecE, documentdesciciption, 56.p00E 2 577, p6gE |,
53, pagE2, 69, pagE I, 62, 00gE ).

_Acourt s ot allowed 4o rEly on,, Sudicial Proceedings,

__Hoot never fook placE g€, Supra et 19es (citotions
_omitted)Tee wisconsin Courts Erred inits applicotion

__of+the Low Fo the focts betfor 1+ The western Fedarl

__District court of. wistonsin Exred inthe Some woy,

__D_i.éﬂ:r:i_cf_dud%é M. Con LE\/’ Said  Bobincon_identlies in

— the reforts world_not LiKely_hove Led 4o an acquittal
7 -
ot trail _SeE(opinion and order £rom =948 pagE 11,)

__@lso App.B),

Z.



US. Supreme_courtinBocy ey rE)ecked a Stordond Hhat
—Would require the d Eﬁaadam_uo__dcmw@fmﬁcg_that_‘_‘lim@
Orobably havE LE SULEd [ n. Xelasill zHaL_HJEJ WS oo, 0t 335 2=
3393, 105504, 331S. (195S) (Ctetions omitted_and Emphas
__1So0dded.)
:]:n_tﬁf(,cmi'_yeam the U.SSupreme court officmed the
—helding r\_&q%LEy_‘”oirufr_m gﬂdﬁr_ﬂqui’_f_\_e_c_d_natﬁ hOL)
oot he “morE LKE Ly oo not” “ould hove been ocquitted

The \\MO}"E Q_k6++h€m r’lo%'/?f{i&éonab(z Probab i(,iJr\/rr{—\ |

- aeguittal) Stondond 1SSHULrESECAED. oy LS, %U@ff.m5 Court.
L OFE WEaCr Y\ coin, 126 5.04.10072 0 1006, 164 L Ed_2d 78 (2016)
CCn tations_onutted). C_Egﬁ;\f\do\ nneEd_not Show +mti/_11:
“mors (_IJQQ_Ly_'(:hQB_D,Oj’_UJ_QUJ ld howe bee aegyu red

_ Hod Rolinson ol At Y QENSENS ﬂerﬁormanca_had Nnot
__beendeficient then Robmacm could and Loould hove went
_to trail as hehas Stefed in EVERY motion Entérd mthe
_Cour Jcb_,_H o418 USS2at b2,
[ he_wisconsin_ courts erred in ﬁ'iappt.i cotionotthe tow
+O+hc focts before i+

There orE_mowny Coimial.oppeals token in wisconsinfrom
Convictions obtained through PLEC haroaind,

_The COrvECY . opplication +o withdrawal. ofo flea ofter
SENTE neing skondard witl certoinly be colled into
C&U@ﬁoﬂ_@%ﬂ ond clarif cotion Lrom +his court (A)\/ L

mlno\\/f, onetoin_ wWidE 1m oad—

3



4 Co CONCLUSION _ _
LBQﬁEd‘Oﬂ this pERton Rooinson contends that hE has madea
Sub%mwnatshow:‘n@ ofadeniLot his consttutional fiohits ot Sikth
\ WALEUNtEEth CumENIMENTS TneRFECRVE ASSiStance COUNSEL
Rebinson should hove afaintril and EPRECHVE Cotnsey. ’

The petition for a writ of certiorari should be granted.

Respectfully submitted,
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v 79995




