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Counsel BucuR's QUESTION PRESENTED

The Framers recognized that, in the long term, structural protections
against abuse of power were critical to preserving liberty. Bowsher'v.

Symar, 478 U.S. 714,730, (1986). The “structural principles secured by the

separation of powers protect the individual as well.” Stern v. Marshall, 564
U.S. 462, 483, (2011). 9*

The qnestion presented in this case is:

Whether the indictment in this case should have been dismissed because

 the structural nrotections of the grand jury designed to safeguard individual

rights and liberties were compromlsed When the prosecution 1mperm1551bly
mterfered with the grand jury’s functlon guaranteed by the Fifth Amendment to
act as an independent investigative body when the prosecution abruptly
prevented a grand juror from asking a question the grand juror deemed
releva.nt‘».7 | |

Did this interference impermissibly alter the structure of the grand jury
By taking away the freedom given to the grand Jury to pursute its investigation
unhindered by external inﬂuence or supervision and td make its decision based

on evidence it deems appropriate and to protect individual’s fight of freedom

and liberty? Is a constitutionally deficient Indictment structural error?

¢
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, QUESTIon S PRESENTEY
The evidence 5//5/»7#2‘@4/.7’/6#29 to the claims of co//asz'o/z?gm/ the lpek of any

2l for m fey,pp;,'//m by /lre(/[w//'c/p/ department fo the executive deportment to remove

lﬁe Petitioner from the Q‘(él(o//v 2 the few of lél/lﬂfﬂf%.'dﬂJ Fo ﬁc(’lgfe oy elerm Mol

_migb‘f/. or could e made, thel the couse wy s brought by the regulor course of frocediy,

Ld,, Dernisen of 109, The guestipnsfor this Lowrt Js, for certiorars, simply ! 1)

(1) Did the Federel Bistrict courF pave cognizance or subject-mafter jurisdc fion to

' bhear and detormine the cquse j/aw//f betore it in s /bszlw/ijf 40/’/.7 )

"More over, éour?ls /ﬂﬁ/(///ﬂf /s (MNL bove an inde pem/eﬁ?t al//w//m %ﬂ
determine whether ﬂ/hw‘ mgller ﬂmsa’/c 2 tyon e)m?l; even iy the absence ofq

challenge. from an y ﬁdrfv Arbaugh v. YA H L4 L//,JAZS 500,574 143 LE/ K74
1097, /865 (F 1235 (4 006) ué , Colfon, 53545 425, 430, /5;115;/1/550 (.zoL.z)

" State court’s 4/4;77( of demurrer to criminel debendant ot close of prose-
cation’s case iy 5»4/6’/2 z/umm beach Frial conststu ted gequs Vel under doyble
Jeopardy clause, since on a’emumer Frial court-rales es a meflor of Jow
thet p’/’a}ecu flms evidence. 1s psulflocient fo 05t blich de Lendant’s
@fw/ quilt,” Smalis v Penns V/V4qu 4’751/5/5% /ﬂ[fJ/775
90 /[ E&/ o/ (/75’é) Const, of the Y. 5 LEXTSs E, former ﬁiwee/my 254
Bus/s For Qouble Teegar /y 2. Fermer /964(11/ /7‘11/ 2. Iy Genere/, 159, BV
direc tion of Lourtl Evens y Michigan, 248 Y3303, 195 L 6424 129, 4] (20/3),

The Stete mé Colsfornia hos refused to gmnf an 4441/_/7‘1/ 1 Mo M40 388 45507‘//704.

thet the Petitioner has foiled 4o ’,/g/we his innocence’, 4rez%/97dzq “Lonvichion’s

( 2) Does the f‘q//'ﬂa 7 L4, Smalis cos Fitate g acguctlel in_p0s, MH-0388 ind F14-04677

“The Legwremen/‘ thet o caaﬂfbﬂzg#[éﬁd,LM_LL_ﬂ.Lu_ﬂm_ﬁﬁ_M__% 5 Frocess
Clouse, " Inserence Corn Mdﬂz/am/ 454 l/5 at 7203, 2 LEL AL WX /L/wns Ab,

(.3) Was Due Process of low yiolated by Jock oé persons| jgifz's/,(r- jon P
| L




LIST 0F PRRTIES [ 4ll parties afpeqr in the caption of the cese on the cover page.

TABLE 0F CoNTENTS Pages
Statement 0F feasons For Granting Lertisrers [-X
_Loncise Statement OF The Pusls For Jurlsdiz Lien 3-9
_Crounds For ﬁe/mwﬁz’q A 5-g
OFFER OF PROOF == Inchdes All Appendices broffered . 1
INDEX TO APPEMPICES )0
CoNLLdsSTon ' /1]
TABLE OF AUTHORITIES cases LFed Pege
! Ablemyn v. &:o//) A| How. 506, 533-524 (1859) L
2 Ames v, Kanses, I1IUS Y97, Y6Y (185%) 3
3 Arbough v YBH Cop. 54645 500, 574 (1006) i
Y Arizong exrel Merri 1l v, Turtle. Y3714 483, 686 (1169 914 ¢.r.) 6
5 _Beavers y. Houbert, 118 45 77, 85 (1705) s
Larbo v, United States, 364 U5 (], €/9-48 (/96() 2
7 Duimler A6 v, mem Jo/Y U5 LEXTS jBof b
s Englend 4. Lom;/mr Me/,u/ Fxaminers , 375 if5 91, 915 (17¢%) 3
9 }wr/; v Mzz/nda/l 563 4S8 3/3 Qﬁ/fy (Headpete ,Al) MESLEA 124 ’.”"'
/0 _Ex Pute Keatqu)c y Qemn;o/? 29 How, 66 , 104 (/13¢]) //, &
Elorid, 2018 Y5s LEXIS 4017 &
/2 _Hannsh v Lm/,e. 363 4S 439, 442 (1940) 4
I3 _Harvey V. Brewer b05 F 34 /(747 (07, 2010 45 gy, LEXIS 10503 (mz,,») yA
/Y Ih;wce Corp. ﬂé)fze/gndrﬂ 542 7/ 2 74 LE/Z’/’ 777 I
15 Kaenses v /Vebrex/{a 2018 US LEXTS /50/ A
/6 _Kline v. Burke Loastryction Co, 260 45426, 229-230 (1922) 2
17 _Lord ¥ Veazie, 8 How. 25/, hzg (1850) vi
18 Louisigns P, ,@/_ lo, V. Thi bo/atfx 360 45 a?5 29 (/115¢2) 4
19 _Muskref v. Un/ fez/ffa?‘fl 219 Us 3% 336-357 (194) |
20 _Puerto Rico v. Branstad, 483 45 119, 230 (1767) A
21 _Republic Net. v, Un/ted {fw‘eé 06 U5 80, 8% (197) 2
12 Sbgfﬁer' V. Heitfner, 433 U5 /6’6 /97 (1977) é
3 Smalis y, /’ennsy/mmq 476 US 140 (1186) | S
M steel lo, v, K/f/zens Fara Beler Z‘?wrm/ﬁﬂnf 523 l/S£3 7’/—75[/775) 3
A5 _Taylor v, Larryl, 20 How, 583, 597 (1858) 6

26 Texes v, New Mexico, 2018 /5 LEXIS |5)8

- 2
27 _Un/ted States v. bovro, $33 F.2d )35, /37 (th i /1€7) ¥4
28 Yan Hornv. K.tt.tas (,M/t/'v 13 F / 3 (1 Liy, /40/) Y

III




_STATEMENT 0F REASoNs FOR_GRANTING £ FRTIORART

The cause acted ypon by the Federal District court in thi's 1stnl is the

epitome of the TAIL WALGING THE P06 The judiciol Power of the

United States does not extend to it because it is nota “Cose” arising under

the Lonstitation of the Upited Shotes [ Artiele IO, Secthion ,,‘?/ chyse |, and ne where

4'3 f/le fqﬂ?/‘. Co/zf)ei“f‘etll. [he cause broujﬁf before the court " A0/ was not 6/‘0«74471
r
' /

N 'sﬂéonﬁlﬂa lem 7L0 fﬁﬁ J’Q[//%/,‘l/jelﬁfffm€ﬂf}—WhC’I"@ the r'/;géfs o ﬁpe/’}oﬂ 4/74

. ) ' P) ' A A B
preperty are cencerned,” nor did it tonsistLT enly in aiding 1o suppert the

T/iaz//a’a/ process and eﬂ'far::/nf 1t gu ;‘/m/v';‘/@ when i +5 1u fer/w}/%fm bor Hal
Parpose becomes pece ssary, ond 15 colled qu,' by the judiciz) depart-men 7‘,.::'
Maskral v_lhited Stotes, 311US 3%, 35457 551 Ef 3% 315 (150 (D) ond sce

_E;; farte Ken tacl_§¥ l/vﬂeggélgoﬂ, 29 Hyw. 6,6/;_/07/, /61 EF 717 (186]): The fetitioner

) ; P Y2
was not ”6/)4@7@/ by the requler course Q"{)ng/w'm/ﬁfﬂteé//ﬂays,” The execative

author/ty of the state, therefore, was net quthorized .1, to make the demand "

/

M/f f‘ Hl €,> wurf Ifi)s f’rlﬁﬂle_ 4q ﬁf/c"m/ ,ﬂ/ojea{ /l /IQL) j_&'/’f/mz/f an /;7//272,&, 7L 'fa c/mfe )

the venue and Jofeat the Stte Leurt's prier exclusive vizm}q’&//'c@, endeflect

:ﬂz@ ZW//(Q(QZ decision - made 5’( é?//flh"ﬂ? of Federal and State FPrecative

Departm ent Offigiels %_Jg_/.y_,,.ffﬁffmwﬁéégl to consumate thesr caﬂff’)’/“ﬂa y 5

| A_a_gaiasf.ffgzz’ s, Said lawless vielence. must not be sanctioned by this Lourt:

PETITIon FoR REHFARING =-PheE | 0F Il ~€QLE 4 1), S,



The remsval of the pri'sner from the custody of the b “1h order to

B ] '3 )/ . | ,
. Mwe cafe hin 10" “a J'zm;f/m tron_pot the same a5 that wherein the prisoner.

u_/gz conbine g{ was A/&’Tﬁ/(’ﬂtﬂfﬂ bv’ 7 the Cz/jfamd/"z rssuance of 7%@ writ

4d proseqyendum o m‘henme the Illﬂlg’ﬁ wey Id hauaj)een -m'eﬂ NOTICE!.

"[lhere the /W"/St//c /m/z m";%e f/vfe court has 14/‘5%4/7(45/@/ the Fe‘/"”/
Court /s p/‘@/t/:/&/ From vxerm;m 7 n‘; /wm/m /m/? over J/;e Seme res %c?
defect or jnpaly the State court’s /t/"“/fz//cfm/z The forebearance ... 154
pripciple of rightand low and there fore_of nae&.@a__z‘_/fw_.s_ﬂﬁ_fgz
4o c//;creho/r or convenence. .. “Aud the same ralé applics where a .
person /s m Lti!faz/v am/erj/ze authers ty of the court cf another
n/ffﬁ/m 711&17 " [tite amz/fe;// Kline ¢ ﬂt//”/(@ LonsTrye bron Cﬁ L0 //54?”%
229~ 430 47 L E/ 3¢ (1123),

77 :
@Lﬂ’m ad prose (Zl/m:/qm was necessary fo rempye a prisener i order
Fo presecy )‘e: A/m ) ﬂ:e profer nmg/a;z[m where i the ofPense wes

commithd.” Larbo v Unifed Shites, 364 43 &1, 6H-415, 51412 331 (1961).

“No mLcm/ process, whatever form +1 may ijge, cay bhave any s byl aut-
ﬁorn‘v ok ﬂ'ﬂ/e m‘ f/lé /;m/ 7s 0[3(/111/”/51'): 7‘/0/7 dF’ the &ﬂt//ﬂ/‘t?/’ M/{e Zw Wﬁpm _
55(/3; 0_iu#(7mﬂf /0 éh Iﬂﬂi’éé’ / /‘ ﬁevom/ these bﬂt/m/t/r/e} J.G

ZA aj less than lawles /e/nm v ﬁwfé A/ Hew,

506, °523-524 /6 L f/jﬁ //5757 ;

[ Wi here m/‘/}'ﬂ’m tien has ﬂﬁ(ﬂéu/ Lﬂe’/”xw or f/m/z/ /i/f *1//9/(_755 /%efd
15 4ome. Nows/m fe_the con /mrv exelusive | in eflect unt/l [t has
W/‘m%Lbf ‘15 funetien, ” Beavers V/iaﬂﬁerf‘ 198475 77 g5, 491 5] 950 (H05),

| __ij&;iifw’dwjfﬂfg_iqﬁﬁjl_ﬂﬁf_wﬁﬁa he_m
_ indicted fer freqson mmmsf the Un. ted ffzifés 15 beyond the power
of the fFederal couite am/ M/qes if he pe in custrdy under the
—_authority of a state,” 3 How [103, 05, 160 5/7] SC Je3.”
Loylor v Carry], 19 How 533J77 J5LED 1048 //JX) Lepublie /Vtz/
¥ Unlted Shofes, o6 lS 5, 551311 n/j;/ Y79 (1993), |
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Concise Statement OF The Bas/s For Jurisd/c tion

1) The Loart of /9[/64/5 for The M)n th Cireart fas_denjed FetFioner's

M?l/lﬂﬂ For £ e)?em?lj Wi'th Sugyes Lon For /feéeénﬁm £n ﬂaﬂc. /9//:'/ 0?3.1702 Lwith-

out AanM ever examined gy of Z%C_VLJL/_L_/L Y snal de Liesencies glleged. Apnd,

,,?7) The ﬁ (4 7‘/'7‘&/1 er 15 q ,Mj//c M/’ﬂ /$ 7(([*/ wﬁiﬂo_ﬁgﬁ_ ﬁz's Ir M/:ZI!l 4 gt"__l{l/_éé[__.l,l 8 5_5,_){3_,

band 17¢/( /Z). o act as a sta fafarv agency of the Un'ted S f_ﬁé;. affempted #» /W%Q

| MM%WMMW// myur€d m 4/5 person and preper 7£V for
m%ﬁwz%&ﬂ&mmﬁw )LLLFC/MLMJM

State mstituted the su/? aqainst the fetitioner. The [lth Amendment gpplies enly.

to suits mstitated by ¢/tizens, At 17, fﬁ/, ¢l ,,‘Z+ US, Const, 7‘/&; conters 7‘/)6—

MM_MQ&M:E,Q@QYM e 50[//-476 W;,:J /s pece 55g,-,'/ly |
exclysive. Bmes v. Kansas, II[US 999, 164, A8 L £ 482, 4 Sct 437 (1559).

.3) 7-6/'5 ZMI‘IL 54} Z/af/v tﬂ eﬂf?a/‘ce Hhe /"l//( mg Aﬂl/] ﬁeagﬁ zlfs d'ﬂdl’éllo& 5;, _

:‘M}Ial_ﬁ_t_lﬁf_ggﬁ/'/’em 6/1]‘ 7%47[ V/'//f'/'} J /'5 //6”/1 .ée’, es 7‘ aq éé_,iéﬁ.d 75 q ZZ[CQA&Z/ /m_‘;

er ”/. which this Lourtbas declared /s “inflexible and without exception.”

Stee] Lo, v, L/t 2ens For g Befter Fr r/'fmmem‘. 52345 83, 97-9% (1795).

‘/) "“When 4 Fea’em/ court 13 I’/Wer/y gﬂﬂéd&d fo in a &456 pver which 11
MJ_@ i fo tfake sue sdiets.
__IéLLf_ng ofq party plaintiff fo choose q E_Zcm/caw'fu/ierc fﬁere /5
qa choire cannot 4* pg. 3957 be ﬂl‘ﬁﬁef/(zw England v Loussiang
Medical Exeminers, 32505 9, 415, 11/ Fd 2d 990, 8Y 5 £F 7 (/%4)

PETITION FoR AEHEARING ~ PAGE 3 oF || - [OLE v U,




[ﬁ]ln‘en 7‘m/7 s @ ﬂa/aqe £ashioned vehicle For ddﬁa/‘/deﬂlfﬂﬂ/u 4 /eﬁerenﬂc
1o the respec f/lxe Mmﬂefeme of the state and /e/em] Logr f;v;/m;;
Low's/ana £ &1, Lo v, Thibodaux I60 4S 25 29, 3L £/ 3 1058, 1067 (1757).

The suite agamst fet/tioner was devised by te collusion and deception of Stite ond

Federal Freecat've Branch offrenls 4{/4[ee/'naq fo disselsin, and 74 outla/, ard destrey

The Letitioner us/y Pi deprivation of the dye course and process of low, and false cloims,

Such 4 fei/aagd s/t was condemned in LORD v._Vfﬁ ZIE, JHow. A5/, a?ﬂ,, 2L, Ed

| 1967, 1041 (/550)7, and Yoo Horn v ]ﬁﬁ'/fﬂﬁ Cﬂt/mﬁ(. LAF. 13, 190[ U5 A LEXIS

Y654 (9t Cir.). The 5eycmj distriet cpzui%ug&duamw |
complic i tous andfor 7‘}//&/ ”proz‘ecf Pundementel frirness or nqﬁf; of Petitiomer,

. Pé?‘/frwr. was denied hi's /9_(4/17" fo 5:2/#7{”5&#1 bis counsel of cheice, and was

M&M&M&W&[M@é@c szafir to be é.@lﬂé while c/e_m'w/ |
bail and the f‘egdg/?‘g to_pregare hls defense, The appeals soart senchoned

the triel pourts abuses,and has refused to exemine jurisdiction after ﬂaﬁa’%ﬁ |

tounsel upon the letiboner over his ohjections, Duble Jeapardy barred fhe cause,

_The State iw/ae ghorted Hhe pmceez/)@zg w'thout- the de fendant’s consent, “This
dgeglmﬁm srecl cludes retral.” 4.5 v, ﬁm//”aLj-B/' Ad /35 /37 /7/7f/5_
_/j'l’lb LEXTS 153331 (1th ;/‘) /}/sa the court éayfnafjtrngjﬂfé of the

couse as it hod po sndictment, Homalh v Larche, 363 U3 930, 993,478, 507

:'7’[ £l ad /307i 8§03 ct /50.;( (/%:ﬁ),: '/}rf, Jﬂjj;?i‘_cuﬁrea/tw/edljtm'jffszmd '
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__GROUNDS FoR RENEARING

_Feliton no, 20- /547, docketed 93/4 5'/4‘(/)'L is /4/;46 ly dbou¥ this court’s

rejeut;'m of 4 fefition For Wi/t of E/‘/m}éewa;e there is ne ’p/’aw's/m within Hhe

A’q/e§ of this Loart to allow ene;accerding to the ClerK, Pelituner concurs)
_AL//" /s of the 58//'8/4 @/é gﬁ. error [5 ﬁze ng: /’emea/% ,‘ the 57‘17‘4 fes asd

law spec //}/ thet receurse- o this Coart for redress must be had by 4

" wrlf m@'ei”/m” in_ this lourt under Hiree Jﬁzc/ﬁ'c sets of ézhtmﬂéﬁéc’s, )

He is of the opinion 1hi's removes ol rem eﬁ’» Lor the enforecement of )%e«

rm/n" m»?L fo éc’ 5[/[0 mc?"ez/ under z/nwﬁsf/ fa?"m/w/ /84'/;/4 fmns/_ﬁ/_té,
as_the Qg/,garglg Penal Lodes 35 25850 (4) end 45 9400(1)()), whieh We;;e
gggd Fo disseise g ggf/oég, and d@ffm%z‘_/z_e, Pe t %Iﬂﬂef_ﬁLéﬂ__LlL}_[M&/_l_}ﬁ

Xxeres

meat, The Feders| fi's f//atamf 645 Jiﬁj_cfmgﬁgtzzz m g flec fm; 7
&ﬂ’zi,&rL_y_q_g_ﬂnit[gﬁfj Jezc&dgm%ﬂmj%é ecative Bronch
ﬁf&ﬁl[uﬁaﬁ:_ﬁéjfiﬁé_m&mwﬂg Unsted Stites of Pmeri, a,
and sa:d cour Fs officers have made themselves prncipals by exerd'sing
itb;_zza ther [f;c of the court where :’f /zzc/iec/ jzfl;jecf-zﬁa Her jwfs/& Yo

The cout -of Aypeals has sanchioned this abuse of discre;
L) _[//c, executive a’bﬂarfmeﬂfs can_oct only in fuéam'maf,ga 7‘0 the Lu/,gm/g

/01::7'[7’10/1/ Fm REHEA/’I/VG - PAGE 5 gF || - LOlE g L/5



_Céf‘oz/fm’ Z cﬂ/ﬂl) “Ihlecordsyy o 7‘/ e prmaﬂes .., The execatiwe ;7’2’/’//7‘/?75/ A
can act oﬂ/v if 5//150/7//;7472/@ o He fu Vesal z/e/m?‘mmf where the ma«yﬁz‘é
me per,son am/ //”aﬂeffv ore éﬂ/?éé’/‘ﬂf’[/ and ¢ fj 44/71)/ /4 fjw’a £dses a’MI/j}‘j :

_ m/v 7 an//m/ to .ft/ﬁ/wrf the Itlg/[éli/ process and enforcing (15 aqﬂam////

| whe en iTs /ﬂ%erpas*/ Fion Lor thet ﬂwﬂa;tz Aecemes pee essary. and s called
fer é; the md/ual g‘eﬂor’fme/ﬂ‘ The. execative. aythor, 7{/ el e }/ﬂ%
there fore, wis pot au thorized b y thi's article /mrf& the demand wn /655
e mm"v wis charged by the /‘eqqu;@a wdicral /’/Wee///wsL .
Fx &g fo Ken mgf /gem,;% 27 How, £, /M JLEL 717 (1587).
“Ken tucky v Jepnison is the prodact of onother Fime. .. Vel this "
. @_éQ/’Z bﬂﬁ éﬂé5t’d VW{Z¥¢

decs'sion 6051)‘&0/ wihile Hhe u/ar/dm? which it was
Puerto Rico v, ﬁr/m; tad , 983 U5 219, 7735‘ 97 L éz[__/ /87 (1787). See

Florida v Georara  J618 45 LEXTS 7037, Jex eX exsco. A0IE 4 5LEXLS

1518 Kenses v NebresKa, 19/ LEL Td ] 470/5 45 ZEAJE 5?’4, Horvey v Brewer
605 F 34 1067 1029 R0/0 US fpp. LEXTS 10822 (9H Cor, 2 frizong exrel

Mef’r,// v Tur f/e 7/3 Eld 553 686, /969 ¢.5, Aep. LEXTS 1/ 749,

i

[]7://'1;/151‘10/7 wis c'/é/’wa/ ﬁv ﬂre /)/‘/naﬁ/eS if /’”/i/n: /JV /'/:’1{7L /'é,l/a/alzc’} i
_ the re/n‘mn;ézﬁ omeny 17 a/e/’t'h z/enfmfm/ﬁ, The first o f those /fmcm/es
__ was ﬁmf every Shate posesses exclus/ve iili”/jt//a Fren and 50#(’/"6’/4/; 7 over

ersons 0 eré’g within /s Ferrs Yor an The second was Y that po
Sta /’e, can exercise direct ﬂ/i"/ﬂ/ld Fion and ai thor: fv over persons end
property withou! /1s terr jﬂf'v. " Shablerv //e,tger Y33Us /%, 197

53/ 54 34 4683.(1977)." Daim ler /}(, y /BWM,, S us117, 200 4,5, [Bxts 444,

Ne necess/?y e for snter position of the exec ﬁueiegrfgeﬂé wd HHwes
not zalled £or b by the Jidféllﬂ/ deportment. The Fettlioner wus not cé//g; ged by _

U)E, CXecéf/'c/e,' /e/’z?/‘fmm’/s alg

e Legu o tourse gf [u//e[a/ ﬁrazéea//m/;

the l/ SA and ﬁe'/l fotnly inte rraplted 7%6 5 fate prosecy /mn and _solvctedl a mggr’s fm‘e

wdve to issue ap u/zzm‘dﬂ/’ el Hhe Federal ;Bfmc/‘ courT Lor a 10/150/7(.7/" 12

the State's ferr/-/‘o/'v and Cus 7‘0/ ' to defeat ;%e fﬁ?‘e court 5 15:7”/5///6 biorr and

donwmz_e, 4 ﬁe(/erq/ L05c6l1/ en ﬂ"r” en m&mw/ﬁ 6/’//:46 fo éﬂ év!/' q aﬁS/’frz{c i
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‘_2.7} The &y f/’f/em ents of the Nor th west é’r//rw/}ce; Art 2 (1787) were

ﬁ’/;/elsfez/ Y ﬁ/eacﬁ of 77"647LV .f'o caﬂwﬁ.'cé,ﬁea?///y the /‘/ziéf fo -/)/wee/)ﬁfsz

_@wrdlu/ﬂ to_the course 2 the commen Jow !l The #esﬁmﬁ reguired to be '

mmgimﬂuﬁé’mmgén an_arraignment to hove occurred were nof
asked prior to frw/,. ner were they gsked be fore the émmlftzr;/ by the 5

M&ML&UMMM iate issae while FAT fgent
'1 fﬂR’PISTEL wis on the stand as the M/V "wi'tness" #o the ﬂ//jez/ crime w@

2l gz taal witsesses were read/ly available, The éfwm’ Jaror was_frying to.

determine 1€ e Crime" alleged bv the MUSH and the FAT qeﬂmf did occyr =

"PROSECuTOR ! 04/1/ becayse mfl you /(mm/ the facts. is /€ was ff:g dly or /w/‘
IM you have /)em/ festimony f’mm twe of the ¢ f/e/ﬂ idvyidegls sn The Veéfc/e
wi. 0 indicated Hhe nature ef that conversation, becouse

the dqfnf .645 he 74/‘57‘60;/5/ bnowledge. of Phat. Tdon't think its a ﬁe/ew/f
%q s /04 and I als0.don 't knew that he’s the best witness, oo hash me C’ah)

"GRAND TuRoR : But It would be revellentlsic]~- relevant [n Fhe foct
_thet when Mév Loff cers 7!#//6[/ the arms he Lelt threatened and that /s
Whv he ﬁe///(i[/ his. " [The JuRoR realiz,, tng this was the f;r;/‘pmuocafm@]

_ ’"/’Mstﬁa ToR ; Yeah, Let me make Hhis d&zr birst ol ell. Your pote /s fo.

(/ofermmp whe ther or net there's pméa ble couse to believe Hese
crimes have occlrred., /?ll//“e’m& Lowrt Mo, 15-6F83, 2P 13~/7, Lognsel
BiucyR’s Petition For # W/‘/Z‘ OF Levtiorars, See 2P 4=22 f'or a’e/m/ec/ dl',{/Wmf'f?L

of the structural errer evinced ﬁere,. L[’_wf/efed oll Latyre (maedl@ 252

APPENDIXA is excerlpfs of the PETITION. The Presecater Caﬂéed/egL

the law as to what construtes gesaultand /M-‘/fery; Hhe fic 75; and Hhe witnesses,

_PETITION FOR REHEARING ~ PACE ] oF [l = CotE v 4 S,



(((GRount 2, ch/n‘.) Couﬁje/ was forced upon the Petitioner over his dewand thet he

de. /em//‘/er/ to self-represent in qecord with 1 Staf, 72, ch. xx, $ 35, ard his .

_ﬂ’:mle/ demand 7%47[ ﬁ& pot pe re//’aeﬂfa/ 5}/ t/ﬂyéa;/%.pb /:7/’7[70, e’ ff/?/lgfﬂfé/z

j//éa/. Loynse! BitcdR refused to ca/n/?/¥ with COLE's direcbion not o //_'/a a_

lﬂﬂhlh’m i this Lour?, insis fa'nda Yt she was merally obligetedty £1/e on Yhe

- structure] Grand Jur 'y errers, and her petition argued that issue well, but did

[ netevipce He cencealment of He /aw‘/, ea/}/mce/ ond materiel facts éy e

prosecutor, or hearse y “bestimony” of the allesed ‘erime” and " probyble ceuse " of

FBL ﬁ;eﬁf FORRISTEL . Mo cred ble eviddence was presented 1o the émm/ Jury, |

_u/ﬁfaﬁ wes e/cil?i"/l/é’z/ a_ﬂ /'fS /’reratlzzﬁlze r/a'ﬁf 5 12(/’&/‘5'4 W/”ﬂ/zg/y )05 Fruc /e/

Mﬁa&dq_ﬁ&@_ﬂlﬂ_@/fﬁ% 1 the alfeged “crime” " concecled /m@

[‘/)om ]Ze/y were pver herne bv the prosecs for to endeorse /5,9 m/z(/»m@f_j’

which wes pot “of " the Grand fzfr;{; and 7%5}( were nof Tﬁer'mf)‘/a/ fo 547‘:2/%}/
_H'emjé/t/c’/} ,9547 the I/ef‘déjlf/v of the cloms and Q/Zeged £4¢f§ gé Masezwfafj;

[ﬂgeﬂf FM/?IS TEL] A T ey did, Iéev éa}% ended up éc’mm Some
vustling 1a the bushes and Frees MMA Ly i1 Hhis area. [aot ﬂmLA/e
becouse’ it (s matare forre;f 20d there abe no bushes, e witnessed nethipy.]
vee When Mr, Lale come fato the cwm;/fe, he_sdent fried himsel es
the person thet the BLM renger had earller contoctw i th, He indieoted
that this was his eempsite Jhd thes is belongs, RIp. )4
Loi-41) [F] [ijm, B[M ranger asked My, Ca/e (£he u/@gi_‘me// Mr,
Cole said he was. In pespoase to thet, both o f the lew enforce iment- }
_olfleers drew fheir weq fons, i fxcerﬁ)‘; of Pew/j{ Uil p )5~ (0759,
g7 RT Ot 2. 2014 fesﬁmuw of FBI /ﬁ?&nf ﬁnﬁ’ez«/FMRI57EL g// L, M"ﬁ/?{
PETITI o FOR Réf/fk’/?/{[ﬂ/é < IE 8 oF N < tolE v WS,




QFFER _0F PROCE

Whit /s proved by ﬁcgéﬁz‘ FORRISTEL's festynony before fhe Grond Jery on Oct

A, 20/¢, /5 that he testified tht the fwo_effficers comm/ted on gssea/T endf

21 /llegal affempted arrestonCOLE, g5 the v did not iolorm _him of intent, reesed,

or aaﬂv/’/(fv for arres IL and pul him (n tear ;‘fyf[ﬁ;' ife by suddon //v Hhrea fem'/g.

Jum w/h c/dat[/v weggons while 5& wes m:&aé/ eMMea’ b ;am/emq//o// wn%

| the BLM M@ﬁf ond Frathfully 4nswermv bis 4165//«»75, A person who rs éezm:

2550ulted can m7‘ be é”” /7‘;{ of a;sw/gf as a maller ef fay. Tt ofeo ev/dence

that COLE made ne Hhireats or provecations s aad had he crimival intent,

Which /s an éS}é/z/:y_/ e[emé’nf of [8USC SN, m/ws ﬂofa//éle/_li_z%i__,

m//a‘/nenf or ol Trial, }/cweuL the 7ge;‘ Y fury wes ,gc’greﬂv Me// m;f/ac’f:w

i'a gs58ame Cf/mme/m 718//7L ﬁlmf/w/” e55¢n /mr/c’/ﬂenf;jgﬂﬁ/'lcerﬁ mzs[é e gc f;’aj
Mﬂﬁﬂzﬂjxi_a_fﬁ_&[ Jelies. T hey were 1//&14//1/ a fewy hag )‘o erres?z

m[z b s pe ther sc /;M /wkﬂe//y nor engaged . 2 ofbizial /e//es f?fr/lre/ -

ﬂﬂgﬂd[gd_a‘iemgfﬁ/ arrest /s assqul 7‘ a5 a maller of /m/ a1d sy okes
the protec ﬂm; ﬂf Heo_Founth Binendmenls Mr, FORRISTELY teostimon v ol

-_/V[/', /V’z. day’} }7(4/6 mmfs fﬂ_fﬁé é&ﬂz/:f(é[% ew’z/eﬂt? 7%¢7L f/le Jurers were

ot /h‘/omed' of the Jow of asseultand botfery, or arrest, Al they were_

overborne. by the prosecitor to endorse Ks ogenda, and he mis/led them to do i,

" _PETITIoN FOR REWEARING - PAGE 9 oF Il - LOLE 4 [, S,



APPENDIX 1 ;s'f/ye_ ORDER . 0

APENDIX R 15 excerpts of Lomsel's &ﬁ?f&ﬂfn Wo. /18-6383 5, Lt

AVPENDPIX 3 /s the Nevada foun %y ﬁrsf/mf/?ﬂmcvs Open /’e&m/: At respomse!
a) Emw/fram FAT /}geﬂi‘ FﬂA’A’[57£L fe DA /;’/mq Ffﬁ’éasm/ Sepf /f ;Wsl
b) Arrest Warrant eHachment fo E/w,/ USDL, CA Futern 0541 o, A, /7'Mf‘9?/d" -FrE!
¢) Criminal Compleint allech meal fe Emu/ tepmensing Fed, prosecaten Av informatpn,
d) ﬁffm"w ne f Ardrew FORRISTEL d/fﬂt/}fﬁa e’mw/ O/ y !M/’orf forr 5) (cﬂfﬁ/(’w/'
C’) Docket 5%6’87‘ CA Superior L Mo, FIT-0R67 1 Dete/l /5 Exee, Bronch, overt 4afi_
f) le/?‘er Lfug. /” 2 0/6’_:1«%/;641‘/ e f/m/ fée g pove enumerg fed Jact//m’/ﬂﬁ lfpgs

' APPENDIX Y }s FoIPA /154/,@57‘ Mo, J466906-00] RESPONSE Lrens the Execative
Office for Up/ted Stites A forneys direct from the 4.5, Dept, of Justize,
Federa | Bureeu of Lu,az‘;zm Fon s Communica Fons between Federal ﬁifﬂﬁ}
and Shite of Colife  Netady County D/'s Frie t [ torney’s ﬂr‘frcé redscbed
/&6 pages wi 7‘/: ;UWL@ 2uthen 124 f/m [etfer and ,?fmes tode reference,

ﬁ//’[/Vﬂl/\/E ’s 7‘/;& Dockel o £ Na, 2! /Y- /M:* o212 ﬂﬁd/ﬂéi/ 07//3’/«7”/7
tlosed J0/02 /39/7&% ) * WARRANT Mrz//w Ezzﬁé ﬂ?/a?é/Jﬁ/Vfdﬂiﬁ)
‘___M[LML&&MZ‘g counsel on the Defendeat El/—7 /0/0//;?0/‘/ (//fJL

/)]'//ENIM ’5 f/le Fe/a’/ﬂ/ la/nﬁ/é'///?l' Ju//e /315 Qﬁ/?ﬂo Iz/‘/ ﬁ,?é’? ﬁt’/
the seme 0//94»’4/ acts Tunel 7, 4 OL’Z aod 50/77/)7(’//54'/”47(@ ¢t wqezsg //;o
The ©9/15/ 40/ prese cator re«zfex/ec/ nalle ﬂ/’zﬁ‘/‘SéﬁL " aﬁfw%a éﬂlf
05 f @m’f/ /L/“ﬂm 7‘//« 6/6’/’k ﬂz/-’ %e 51117 /’/e/ Q‘lf"/‘ 0% (ff///:ﬁrw/o éY LOLE wi //5 /W-//’/,

The Fousjt FoIP#h r‘ezu'/é}‘?LLI/@ recetved via US. malf ﬁﬂ/'f/ii,ﬂf(éﬂgpﬁ,z

and five poges of repeated-appended mossuges (mys.) were remesed for rectobil by,

Appx 5 veriliec the source of the Emel aflochments to ﬁ‘fh’ﬂf“ FURRISTELS Fma/ o

CA DA, in Appe.3, Reex. b proves the Shyte tourt’s furisdg tion first aflached.

There /Is- some evrdence the Stafe prosecution wes ¢7/m?v5 sntented Fo be g ruse;

: bat the co//z/;wn and oyert acts are. ﬂ/’au&/ b&?‘/w& l’m/le?Lﬁhef 10 Appa. 3.
/”ET[T[M/ FOR REHEARING - PAGE |p oF I - w/./z vl 5,




SRGUMENT

The execytive departments of the Stfe and Feders! Governments acted to

Veré/ccfﬂre;r oy&/iﬁ ard extra judieal scheme to cﬁvﬁaze the venye, and not-in sqbor-
Mﬁ%&@ﬂr?‘mmﬁ The_nolle ,ﬁfasegmf_[/zﬂaée/ the bet fo deable

‘_,L.L’ﬂf'ﬂf‘t//v. The I’/'i,i’l" jﬂr’;sj/c /lloﬂ Lﬂ /'/Le 5)‘47(& 'L/‘ﬂél/él,fet/ Hhe. exéﬂl,’(& aé’ Vlrlll"/,Sﬂ//'é/I;/i, B}

Iﬁ ‘//ze 57147l¢ ,/’/'3’56"“4//;’/1 was a///, y @ /"4/58.,. 5//éé z/ezej ffm és tm/e/ﬁ/;él/ b 7 r/’l”ec:et/t’/z/:

Tt /s only abter the grond jury hos exemiped the evidence Hatq determipation ...
con be made.” Branzbucy v Hoys, Y08 US §65 70/-703 (1973). |

Lounsel pointed out thet Minth Cireul't plecedent 15 con Lra//'c/or;/ fo this courts decissons,

A ham sandwich could be indicted bor geﬂoa'a'e using the IH’s practices, Mo  witess?

Loncedlmeut of the lew aud inter ference with the affempt to inves tigate yitiated o/,

Fundamental foirness and the rule of Iy are Hhreatomed by the practies reveded,

CONCLYSTON

The petition fora writ of cerbiorari shoyld be grunted.
Respect fully submitted,

" A Py, _ Brea t ). Co/e/, /iéy, Mo 2/9//097- K3
Baeny [ (A~ FLI Sendstoné.
Pro per Petitioner Brent D, Lole P. 0. Box jooo

SIMVISTINE, MN 55074

_ Defel My 2, 202]

CPETI TIoN FoR REHWEARING - PAGE Ji of /|~ COLE v, 4,5,




et e Flon Of .ﬁ.@f!iliﬂ?lé_’f_Jj_v_A_‘A_lfjl‘ﬁ/llilid__.-..&Z:‘S._ab_q o

I brnt D Cole, Ptitimr, herchy carkiby thal

Hhis PETITIon Fok REWEARING s presedted .

Cin good filth and not pr deley.

 Eyecated on May 7 A02
AF Sandstone  Minnesota o

 Baat 4 Ll

| T/v_/;s fetition is pestricted to the (7.’5&/}1/5 specited

1‘17 S?fre;ne Court KC{/-& [{L// L,



