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QUESTION(S) PRESENTED

1” Does a Crim}nal COYN{QLI‘M haH or Cﬁ@‘?ﬂa"’ a
pending pretrial Habeas Corpus Action
(Reglnraseo?: IF someone files @ /afpfn“q// Habeas Corpu
PeJn'Hon,ﬁMP Hhen H\ey Are COhViO}'&(Q, does %a% convidion
pre\/m+ e ‘From Con\)-l"ﬂumj HA.Q{P/Ofe'I’Y)'a! ,
Haloeas COrpus Procadfnﬂg from State fo Federal Cov\f-)’.)

2 Does the successive -wr it doctrine bar a
Petitioner Trom ﬁlihg a /0457‘ Convicdion Habeas
Corpus Pefition with the same Tssues fre,vf'wsb ad -
Judged fn an earlier /D/eff/é/ |>e+i+fon?

_(Rﬁ_Phrasuff When someone 3oes_£hom_ a__preJ_rr_a'_a_\ .
al/e-/'am% +1> a CoNVitk can H/\L\\} réntuw Former Pr\e‘f'rl‘a/l

Habeas (prpus claims Tn /:w;;/ ConvicHon Proceecﬂinjs 7)
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LIST OF PARTIES

[ ] All parties appear in the caption of the case on the cover page.
M All 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
petition is as follows:

PaJm‘gk GWW"‘I’, Erwfnj G’m(‘g{&,) (-i\/\cQseﬂ, Mc\(@i’) ; \Sou’;\zﬁ)

34’6"’6 of Ovegor)} Gutbezahl, Ehson ) OPDS/ Waus oS H .
(D eten ”/"”/3’ [efresea )& e /{’y O /J‘/L?L‘y (r &zaf*wf

RELATED CASES

Moved . GarreH/ 139 5. ZOIS(Mem) ér/aé,y/,é/(y_om)@ﬂ’mmx F)
Collns . Fastr, 638 P24 953,299 0r.90(0--1985) |

Ploase seo e Heckonic Cre Fling systom (ol £F)
he Oregmn Case Mgmt. System (ocms),

and the AWP/MW% Coze N\ym«]-. 5{95'}% Omjon(/acm/\a
\_F’D{\ %,S Ca_gejg UD«‘Q%J}'@S [ e/a(/l'\ C,OukVi/} ONZI 'E’,
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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

A For cases from federal courts:

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

[ 1 reported at ; OF,

[ ] has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,

[ ] is unpublished.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,
[ ] is unpublished.

[ ] For cases from state courts:

The oplmon of the highest state court to review the merlts appears at
" Appendix _ _ to the petition and is

[ ] reported at ; OF,

[ ] has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,

[ ] is unpublished.

The opinion of the court
appears at Appendix to the petition and is

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[ ] is unpublished.




JURISDICTION

I_V_r For cases from federal courts:

The date on which the United States Court of Appeals decided my case
was __ Janumary 4202

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

M A timely petition for rehearing was denied by the United States Court of
Appeals on the following date: _February 10%202| _ and a copy of the
order denying rehearing appears at Appendlx _@_ ( S ealqﬁ in Plasdic )

[ ] 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 jurisdietion of this Court is invoked under 28 U. 8. C. § 1254(1).

[ 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

[ ] 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. 8. C. § 1257(a).




CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS INVOLVED

O.S. Constitution YL Amendment , Right +o speedy teial

U. 8 COMSJ!'E"'MHOV] XH Amgm{lmgwﬂ-, Righ‘f fo cf,ue Prace_ss ‘g‘!fa}e
U. S s COV\S‘]'J’-"\:\'HOV\‘ Y AMGV)JMEWQ'} I?)ﬂh‘}' Yo vﬂue Pra(‘,esg ,FQ(‘R@P&I

Oregon COV\S%J'WF pn f]i‘-j-l-ole 1, Sed—u’om lo, JUS'}'fCB wf‘l]"ow@ ev.c,"dd
Oreggh Constitukion Ardicle I Sechon 14 _ Bailable offonces

1gusa § 3161, 8316063




STATEMENT OF THE CASE
In Ockober of 2018 1 filed a /@/f‘/é/ Pebition for Habeas Coqms

W LJashiv\j\'on Cownlj‘}j ‘Oregm 03“’ 5238‘9’ '

Tn MNovember of 201§ $hat Pebition was preju&{dally dewed by the same,
ju&ge pY‘eSioQihg over my Criminal 'I'h'al,

I Apyﬁaleﬂf o the Oregm Conr} of Aww]s@ié‘) 563),

WLile H\alr apyeal Was pmi’f% ,in Fe,gmmj of 2019 , T was W“"%ﬂ“y
convy‘¢+&£ ahd Sevibenced o UFE w0 the poss‘zb's]'rb of Parola after ?er,ars.

While Serving my sentthee jn prison, the Oregon Courl of Appea]y AFFIRMED
WITHOUT OINIIN wy  prphiaf Habeas Gorpus Appeall as préviously mendioned ,

I 1'W\M0/ﬂ9ia*\°/‘ﬂ sought QVegon S\)-P\’Q,me,; Coudd Review (30672/‘5’)‘

Abler several months -l'a\dr\g the case. ”uh&ewa&v;’serv\cw@r\,\. the Oreqom

9

Supreme Cowne} danied Feview .

I $hen immeliaytelj Filed a Federal Habeas Corpus Pokition Carv\yivi(j over
My State claims as well as a&d:@ //‘ﬂu{'ilﬂy in state PNQQJM 3‘\
(Sp,@l 3f20—6\1*00877*mk> In H\C bis}'fio{' Couct Ofejmxfor«]v‘aha? Di\tisioa’\\? /

The, Federal MG@J'S%rajre opined, that T hadnd exhausted Stake Ramediec
a},(f Yhe Diskck judgeé O‘Jinion concided . APFW&iX @ ’

T apealed to dhe 9% Cirenit (20-35939), and fhey donied me 0 corbificae
- of a?pea\a‘oi\f@ with #n opinign épywﬂi’x'@, D

T pe+i;|*iov\exf for rehﬂav:'»t?/raCDnsicﬁ@ra%iom and the c)ﬁ(jmwﬂ* denied
H’ with a f)@r-rumd//en\f‘e(opxe/awll l'QA’]'(’/Y' Appﬁn&tix @69@]&& In Plas%c)’
This (’Qwam"ﬁ@/SC?fﬂq’(’éQ ewelope and leffer were sonk fo me While T was in
Solhlary wnghemaﬂ“ at Snake River Correchiondl [nf}-. [t smells like my
Cropdmothers perkame wed Yo, and the chaff agroes (SR Sk,

This is W]ﬂ\j I Come, Yo You, wmy OQ&W sweek j\h&\rjcsj of Hf\b areai-eﬁ-
CO\M“«L M Owr cpwm}r&, ‘ﬂ)w S\M\'SCQ/: /41\62, H\is Habeas Coqous carrfex over ﬁom
the last fime T was here, see Moret v. Garrett 139 5.CE 20/5(Mem)(2019),

T will forever seek justice, because T'm not guildy of My convichion for
murder, see: United States . Marceleno, 819 £.34 ?7-6760thir, 20(6).

q.




REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION

1. Im not guidy and I want Yo g0 home Yrue ; bwt this is way laejom/ me . The State
of Of‘ejon has been Jesf\y}n suoh peop les righks for years now with no ond in sisht, And,
1 Hhe 3ovcrnmen-f d’pe:nl}- have +o )Col{aw the (aw/ no ohe has 4—0 ‘Fo”ow 1‘1\,4, law .

2. LJ%’A{"S Oregon’s ﬂorob‘em?, CJQ“/ “She Flies with her owwn wih\gs“ and ik casy h,
see; shes 'ﬂy{”’g off Hre handle. Origoh)S willful (f[srejan! for the law appears to be
cubbing off on the US. Diskict Ct, T Oregon . Bud, why e PhCirenit was unable
+o re(ojniz& H\Q ‘n-olole,,,\ 1’16(% IS lacjo‘nd me . Tluen, i 3(’/1' H«{s SQMM IQ‘H'H‘ ‘Ffam
| e §BCiv. jand I thinking,” hmmm..‘someathihj fon't rfjh}.\\ Apyondix Geald v phastic).
. 3 T asked Lor OYBJOh §v‘neme Courd review, after my conviction, even qu&[q T
, was r‘ectues}ing , Yot H\@ review My /Prejrr;al/ issues . Fad: the hijhes-‘ state Goucd
@as/gN% a chance to rule on 4he merits of Y pm‘fﬁm. How did T Va4
e xhaunst S%’rc remedies 7

H, 00 the macro-level a decision giving oi’o\rfjry heve would le all ofhers
Fo%wha\lﬂ ‘f’hhﬂ lqalyea-s @rPUS 6’9/1"7"; S ](mw ’r’ha‘]-, -H,‘@y S]/]Oi/lw waIJr +o ‘Fl’e Um~M -ﬂ\gﬂ
afe 1% f'of']’- convich on prooeee(ings“ lest Hf\e_y lose their dc&ms 4o .o suctessive -
weil doctrine. This would Free Wp nWMErous courds, Unless the Fedydl US.Districh
Couty and the TECirant rwled in grror, PQOPV- should e made aware that i You 8re
Convicked hilg your /@75’/2:/ Shte Habeas is F’em?,'hﬁ s those claims vvan '} carry over o
Federal cowrd.  the bwee courds o/ role in error, thic court showld correch dhem .

5. I ‘F‘Cﬂv H\d’ the S\W’f ﬁ\OJ Feakval Courls ruled in error +a eﬂewj e habeas Nj]f&f‘
becawse of Hhe, sefiassness of my chacge (surdec). And that wovld e wndorshandable
unless you Fake infe accound "Stake v Harberds, Or.2000". The Qr&ym Suprome Ch.
let Wacberds, 8 child -rapis}- killer, off scolt - free for 59%@ Yrial issues similar o
my Own . This is M*l"lfdj tsnlting btcanse T didn'} even huek 2 (M gl nor
would I ever, Qrejoh’s juskice systom is hackwacds and wpsh(@—‘&wh and ibs
ru‘o\oing—og on the US.Dish.Ch-Diskrick of Oregon.

G. I‘F— I allejed Q”‘Fw*'ﬂ'ﬁy iv\ 9Jra’r\€ onceedl')nﬁs“ ;V] ""}7 Fetfﬂm‘ Haloeac Qrpm Pffl’”'{m,
4hat showld Ve r(,yis-ﬁe{d with the US. Dist. Gk T Fear, if Yhe US.Supreme Court doesn’t
glve on opinion here T will be teft berefd of justice, and so Wil ofhers my

fos"»h’on, and othaes encountering this situation .

7 My Grandfather was 8 Tuskeegee Airman who received Hhe congressional Medal of
honer Pos%umousfj Lor hic sepvice n WWIL, And; T would seel +o reburn honor o
my Lanily after wy ngrao%«w incarcecation. I bej e court. “Wovertheless
the LoRD ralsed up judges, which delivered Hhem owt of dhe hand of those that sporled them M
w JUDGES 2:(6, NV 5




CONCLUSION

The petition for a writ of certiorari should be granted.

Respectfully submitted,

&\/H Lndross Zlag i

—“Date: /V/ZI‘C/”I Zlﬁ'j“ 202.]




