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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

[\/f For cases from federal courts:

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

[V reported at __ 966 F.30 &91 ; o,

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[ ] is unpublished.

The opinion of the United States district court appears at Appendix _©___ B to
the petition and is

[~/f reported at _ UNKNOWN ;or,

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

[ 1 is unpublished.

[ ] 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 pubhcatlon but is not yet reported; or,

[] 1s unpublished.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[ 1 is unpublished.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

[4{ For cases from federal courts:

The date /o ;h the United States Court of Appeals decided my case
was _31/TviY/2020

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

[J{ A timely petition for rehearmg was denied by the United States Court of
Appeals on the following date: __Z/Nov/2020 , and a copy of the

order denying rehearmg appears at Appendlx _L

[]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. § 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. S. C. § 1257(a).



CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS INVOLVED

13 USC 33582 (cX1)(A)(z)

(C)MoDlFiax}TwN OF AN IMPOSEP ’]E_RM of /MP/ZIS:JNM_ZNT."“'WE
COURT MAY NOT  MopiFY A TEAM OF IMPRISONMENT ONCE IT
HAS BEEN IMPOSED EXCEPT THAT —

(1) iNN  ANY CASE — _

(A)THE COORT, UPON MoTioN ofF -“THE le&ec*ro/:. OF THE guge.ﬂ.l
of Prusws, OR UPOMN  MoTioN OF THe DEFENDANT AFTER THE
DEFENDANT HAS FuLlYy EXHAUSTED ALL ADMINISTRATIVE RIGHTS
To APPEAL A FAILURE of THE 50/2544) oF /Qrzmou.r To BRING
A MOTION ON THE DEFENDANTS BEHALF ©R “THE LA4PSE oF
30 DaYs FRom THE RECEIPT ©F SvcH A REQUEST BY THE
WARDEN OF 'THE DEFENDANTS FACILITY, WHICHEVER 5 EARLIER,
MAY REDUCE 'THEY TERM oF IMPRISONMENT G@vo MAaAy . IMPOSE A
TERM  OF PRroBaTiod OR  SUPERVISED RELEASE WITH O©OR
WITHOUT  ConDiTIioms “THAT DOES NOT EXCEED THE ([PNSERVED
PORTION OF <THE ORIGINAL TERM ofF lMP&ISoNMErJT), AFTER
CONS&DE:ZWG— THE FACTORS SET FoRTH IiN  SecTtirem -3563@)
To THE EXTENT THAT THEY ARE APPLICABLE, If IT

Filabps  ~THaT —

(l)ExonmwM.Y AND  ComMPeELLING REASONS  WARRANT SUCH

A REDPUCTION

23 USC 8994(t)

(‘u !He CaMMtSStON, IN  PROMULGATING GENERAL POLICY STATEMENT

3



. e 2s

STATUT’élL‘f ProVISIONS CONTINUED

REGARDING THE SENTENCING MODIEICATION PRroVISIONS IN
SECTION 35 SZCGXinO of TITLE ‘8, SHall DESCRIBE  wWUAT
SHoULD BE C(ONSIDERED EXTRAGRDINARY AND COMPELL inG
REASONS Fork OSENTENCE REDUCTION, INCLUDING THE CRITERIA
To BE AfPLieD AND A LIST oF SPE(JFIC,';' EXAMPLES.
R_EH&BILIT/&TION OF THE DEFESHOANT AlenNe SHalLL ~NoT Be .

CONSIDERED AN EXTRACGRDINARY AND (oMPELL ING REASop.

Uul‘rep ST«—T:—'S SENTEMGINS— GUIDE(,(N’E«S §1Bl 13

'NcwDep AS APPEuDiX D buvE Te LENGTH
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ROBBERY  witH “Stackep” QZ‘fG:)iS, He Took A PLe-AI DEAL
THAT  WoulDd KEEP Him - BEHIND BARS FoR LONGER —TiHars HEeD
BEEN  ALIVE 56&4u5‘é HE WAS DeTERMINEpD To SET AN EX4MPLE
FoR HI1S CHILDREN. He WasNG  Supe EXacrey How THAT
Weuils  Leok YeT, Bour IT STARTED WITH TAKING RESPONSIBILITY.

Mes-r PECPLE  CAN'T  UNDERSTAND WHAT —TAKING A PLEA
B4RGAIN THaT Lomé wWould Be Like. Evenwmmc— wou'lve
EVER Knows, ALL “THATS EVER HAPPENE)D Te  You Everc{
SiNGLE MEMoORY You‘ HAVE PLUS A CoUPLE VYEARS Yoo KNoid
You WeRe  ALIVE DBEFORE MEMORIES STARTED — YoU ARE GoOInNG
To SIiT IN PRISesAl For LONGER ‘m&u ’%Ha-r. "r%_ INCREDIBLY
DIFFICULT To COMe To -TERMS WiTH EVeN IF ITS “THE rilcwrr'
THine To Do. ’E-E FaeT IS ’f'HAT MOST PeEopPLE ARE ULnAaBLE
To RECoNclLE “THEmMmSELVES -To IT. "7:1'—5‘{ JusT &ive  Up. ’TP—(;V
CANT FATHOM THaAT “THerRE Wil BE ANcTHER LIFE AFTER
THEIR “SeComb"” LiFETIME BEHIND  BaRrs.

Sﬂ_u,, LOéérugs Tolp THE COURT THAT HE WANTED To FIND
A BETTER waY To Llve. H‘S SENTENCInNG TUDGE, THE
HONO(ZABLE CH4RLES R WOLLE/ CoLLD TELL HE wasS SINCERE
AND, IN  CourT, SAID HEt BELIEVED LOG&INS‘ REMORSE WaS
REAL AND “THaT ~ HED wvSeE HIS -Time Beﬂmo BARS “Te
BETTER HIMSELE. E\IE~ WiTHouT A #o@MﬁL EDUCATIoN,
LOGC-IMS Could READ FPEOPLE AND W4aS SURPRISED BY -THE
Judee's BeLier Au,b GENVINE INTEREST. H.E Took THe JubeE'S
WORDS To HEART AmND DECIDED  Te [RRISE P AND MEET “THAT

EXPECTATION.

b.



ﬂew—w YEARS LATER, LOGG«;JS IS A DIFFERENT PERSOMN, ,F
You WeErE To pPaiNT as~ I(DEALIZED PicToRe oF How You'd LIKE
To SEE SomeoNE CHANGE THER LIFE wWHILE IN PRISon, You'd
HAVE SoMETHING CLESE To THE ManN Locrcwm: HaSs BECome.
Eveu MORE IMPeRTANT ém) w*:mc-w»w—), He ©Didp ALL oF T
WITH No PromiSe ©OF ANY BENEFIT OTHER THAN DEMONITRATING
A BETTER WAY OF LIFE “To HIS CHILPREN.

NEV&{LTHELESS, ind 20/8, chcrﬂ.ess B4 FIT “To CHaNGE
Tue worpine of 18 USC 53682<CX:‘—XA> Toe PURPOSELY
INCREASE THE AMoUNT OF MoTions Fop A REDUETIeN N SENTENCE,
iN THe VERY FIRST ARTICLES ~r; CemE OUT  ABouvT THE CUANGE,
T \.Jas, cLem THAT 1T W4S INTENDED “To BENEFIT PEOPLE LiKE
LOGGMS WiHe  HAD USED “Tuerr TimMe  WISELY. 7;;5 We  ArpRiIve
AT THe ULTIMATE QUESTION i THIS CAaSeE  A4nD OTHERS LIKkE
IT: Hoivw Do WE DETERMmINE IF A PERSOAS cR THEIR

CIRCUMSTANCES ARE EXTRADRDINART AND " COMPELLING—,?

Lo&éws HAS WATCHED OVER “THE PAST TwWo YEARS A4S INMATES
WITH Mope SeatoUS CHARGES AND » DiSCiPLINARY RECCRDS HAVE BEEN
GIVEN [QELIEF EVEN WHed THeY/Ve SPeENT Mucn Less TIME
BEHIND BARS “THAN He  HaS. HE HAS ©OBJECTIVELY DeNE
Merg WHILE 18 Prised “THAN MoST  OTHER  INaMATES, YET
HE'S BEEN DENIED RELIEF RECAUSE of ~THE SUBJTECTIVITY
INNOLVED  Id THE DETERMINATION, AMoNG OTHER REASOWKS.
/[;—EKE Wil  ALWAYS BE SUBTEBCTIVITY INVOLVED, HoWgvER IT
SHeULD BE PRalLANCED WITH SomE OBTECTIVE MEASURES.

‘N ADDITIond Mo WATCHING AS [LESS QUALIFIED pPriSoNerS

7



HAVE BEEN. GRANTED COMPASS!cndaTE RELEASE, Loa—ems HaS NoT
BEEN HE&@ BY “THe SYSTem DESIENED To PReTECT HIS
INTERESTS. MUL“NPLE PROCEDPURAL |ALEGVLARITIES ANS A4 LAWTER
ACTIVELY WORIKING AGAINST Him HAVE PreJubDIced LOGGJMS
CAND  HinNpERED HIS ABiliTYy T F&esez\rr TeieE AMERITS oOF
His PoSiTiend 7o BETH LoweER CoURTS. i/\)H&'N HE "TRIED
To RalSEe THeESe ISSUES ~To  THE El&HTM Cl'(zcuf‘l;‘ THEY
DODC«ED HIs CoNCErnNS B8Y DENYING KIS PETITloN  Fom
CeHerainG  AS “oveRLEnsTH (SEE Arremnix C).

’TZ BE Mope SPECIFIC, BUT NoT EXHAUSTIVE, omN “THESE
ISSves, LOGGINS ¢A~ SaY THAT HIS CoURT~APPoINTED
ATTERNEY ACTUALLY WORILEDP HarDeEr To STay¥ OFF THE £aSE
THAN SHE Dib Te HELP Him. SHE STARTED AT “THE
PISTRICT CcovrT Lever By FraT ©oUT REFUSING To HELP.
o ,
lHEN, WHEN TTHE EIG—HTM Cuu.:ufr ORDERED HER Te
REPRESENT  HImM, SHE WaS PREPARING AN ANDE/LS BRIEF
BEFoRE Siie EVEN LookED AT WHAT HE wWas ASki~ne FoR,
Ore eventusiLy Ficuresr our Tuar Locoins  Ha» 4 VALID
CLAIM  AND  SHE WAS FoReEb TO FILE A BRIEF oN  THE
MERITS, BvT gy IGNeUNG HIS LeTTERS AND PrenNE CALLS
Alode  WITH  ACTIVELY UMNDERMINING HIM i HER BRIEFNGS,
SHE HAS LEGITIMIZED AND ASSISTED (N ~“THE CouRT
SHYSTEM'S CURSORY ~TREATMENT oF Him.

le THEIR  PART, THE CoURTS HAVE ACTED Mere LireE
Lb&(}ms IS A  PART — MOVING DOWN AN ASSEMBLY LINE AS

THed CHECK ~ OFF RoXES AlLomNé THe way. ]H6 DisTRlcT

3.



CoURT GAVE Him A MNEwW Jupte WHoe NEVER FAMILIARIZED
HERSELF WiTH THE REcCoR)p. '—I—:(_ey, SHe DentED LOG'G/NS ANy
RELICGF AFTER ONLY READING A MoTien FoR  4PPOINTAMENT °oF
CouUNSEL, WITH o BilEFlue- From LOG—C'INS 2R THE ©PPoS(NG
Pﬁﬂf‘i, AND A ClLEsr Lack OF KNowlLepee ABOVT THE MEWLY
PASSED  LaAw. DEMONS‘T‘MT’ING— HER EVOLVING UNDERSTANDING
OF "THe NEw LAaw, JTusT over A YE4R LATER, SHE Dib
ASK  FoR  BRIEFING ©ON A SIMILAR MoTIons BRowvedT BY
A VERY SimilARLY SiTUATED INMA4TE — Loé&/.«:s‘/ COo-DEFENDANT
“r*’s UNIERNOWN Hews  THaT TupNED ouT, BvT JusT “THE
FACT THaAT SHE ORDERED BRIEFING IN THAT CASE AND
Nof i Locsivs’ SHews Hows EVEN INDIVIDLAL TuobGES
Can Be INCoSISTENST O THIS MNEwWw MaTTER.

AT THE APPELLATE LEVEL, “THE OPPOSING  PARTIES ASIKED
Fo “Twoe DIFFERENT STANDARDS oF REVIEW, BuT "Tﬂe‘ CovRT
DIbNT  DETermMINE  WHicH WwWaS CopRECT BEFORE DEFAVLTING
To TME Lower “ABUSE oF DISCRETISN  STambdARD. F:V(LTHER,
THE REASoNiSG i THEIA OPinftond wovid REavige L_oarei~$
Te PROVE A Me’e—/rr;ve,’ Wi CHi IS 4 LoGical [MPoSSIBiLITY.
\‘T’S NOT  EVeN CERTAIN  HIW  CLOSELY THEY  Loolced AT
HIS casSe BECAULSE THEY MISTook "1745 NEW TJUDEE  FofRk
LoG&lNSi ORIGCINAL SENTENCING TUDEE. He TeiEp TTo PRAISE
THESE ISSUES AND MoRe IN  HIS PETITIcn  For REHEAMUNG,

HE HaAD HOPED "THEY wouUbLd LISTEN “To HIM  WIiTeHeUuT H' S
LawvYeEn N THE waY, BYT THey TusST AVOIDEP Him w:;rH

A TECHNICEL RULING 4BoUT PaGE LENGTH.

q



DESPiTé LONG — STANDING ?féaceour&&L SAFEGUARDS, THE Loewen
CoURTS AND THE CouNSEL ASSIGNED To Loé—(}/uS' UN:SE/{M)NED
HIS INTERESTS AMD DENIED Him An  OPPORTONITY FEor A
FULL AnNp FAIR HEARING o~ THE MERITS oF HIS PoSiTiow.
[Tv WeULp BENEFIT EVERTONE [INVOLVED FoRr  “THIS Courrr
To REINForcE ITS COMMITMENST To ZULES Ao PROCEDPURES
TUAT  PROVIDE BAalandcCe IN  OuR ‘ADVe'fZSAIUA»L Jgvoicial
SY5TEm., Abblﬂouau,v, THE SYSTEm \)e‘tvf BADLY NEEDPS MNATled widE
GuipeLINES ON  Holw Te FairLY AND Cowfi.f'reuTLv APFPLY

THEIR JTubemMe~NnT To MoT oS BROUGHT UNDER THE NEW

WeRDinNG ProViDED 8y CONG-RGSSo

[O.



REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION

I. IHene IS NO  NATioNAL  STANDARD, NOR EVEN ONE

WH’H.IN MeST  CIRCLITS, Te BALADCE THE SQBJECTIVE '

NOTION  OF  WHAT IS EXTRAOCRDINARY AND ComMpPELLInG

WiTH ANY  OBTECTIVE REASeoNING THAT wWoulb

ALLow FerR A VNiForm APPLICATION oF

A £
CON&fL ESS NEW LA

We ARE DEALING HERE wiTH A4 LAw THAT Concress
CHANGED FoR SPECIFIC RE&S@NS; | Ie\l bolne Se, "77457 HAVE
ESSENTIALLY CREATEDP A  New AREA OF Lgw, IF THE
LOWER CoURTS HaD Some TYPE . OF ST/LuéTsz' To UTILIZE
WITH ~THESE MOTIONS, | ITS Likery ~—THaT l_oé—o/N: NOULDA
Ne7T  BE PE%:T/oNfNG- THE Su;msme’ Cau/z.r ~ronsY.

T;e OVERARCHING PReBLEM |5 ~THE COMPLETELY
SUBTECTIVE APPROACH To WHAT CoNSTITUTES EXTRAORD(NARY
A:ND CoMPELLING AS IT5 uSeb IN [8 UsC §3582éX[X4?¥’)
NHlLE THIS  SUBJFECTIVITY WILL NEVER BE ELIMINATED
COMPLETELY, T ShouLb BE (AND CAN BE> 3¢L4ucep wWTH
MORE OBJTECTIVE MEASURES AS IS ALREADY DoNg IN
MANY OTHER AREAS OF Law,

As\’erc-s STAND No'W, WE ARE SEEING WIDELY DIFFERING
OPINIONS ComingG OUT OF CASES WITH SimMIL4R  FACTS.

‘
SEe, INTER  AlLlA, THe OPidionNS LISTEp UNpPER IZELATED

. iy
CASES, iH\S MAIWKES 1T wvgprM DIFFICULT To  [iuow  WHAT

.



ANM  CouRT MIGHT EXPECT From A pMmoTions BROUGHT To T,
“Thus ISNT . TUST A  PROBLEM NATIoMalLLY, BUT EVEN WITHIN
INDIVIDUAL CIrCUITS AND  Amone U’UD&&S 'WiTHlu FTHoOSE
ClreviTS., 7:—7:5 iHas CREATED A DE FacTo JUDGE Lo‘rTEg%.
£ Yov GET LuckyY WITH A SYMPATHETIC JUDGE, TPV CAN
BE GRANTED A REDUCTION IN - SENTENCE O©OR lCofAPAS.S‘IaMt}‘T’E
RELEASE. lF oo GeT UNLUCIKKY, OR EVEN CAaTcH A TUDEE
HAVING A BAD DAY, You MIGHT STaY IN PRiSosm NO
MATTER Hew YouR LIFE HaAS CHANGED.

Tl;e IDEA OF (COMPASSIONATE RELEASE IS ANOT NEW, BuT
PREVIDUSLY, No ONE WITH ANY AVTHerRITY  [4D AN
INCENTIVE Te EXERCISE “THE OPTIOA. S/N'ce IT WAS
EASIER 7o | IENoRrE PEOPLE RATHER “ThHaN TAl<E THE
CHANCE oF THEar RECIDIVATING, COMPASSIONATE RELEASE
WAS ALMoeST NeEVER UTILIZED. CGN&KESJ‘ was UNHAPPY
WITH TUIS STATE ©OF AFFAIRS AND COoDIFIED THE ABILITY
ofF MDN@«ML lNMaTeS To  BRING “THE/R  OWN MoTIoNS
FeR A RepucTiom  ic SEMﬁ‘Euce. ’T):S NEW OPPORTOMNITY
WAS EXPLICITLY GIvENd To C4UVSE AN [NCREASE  IAN ”"T'HE
USE  AND “TRANSPARENCY OF COMPASSieNATE /1£L64Se,‘( WHICH
IS ~THE TITLE OF -“THE SecTiond OPENING vas Deor i
+e FIRST STEP Aer. I+ s cieax THEN, THAT
COMG—RESS INTENDED FoRr InmMATES To HAVE 4 Fulil
AND FAIR  OPPopTULNITY Te FPRESENT THEIR REASoNS FeR
REQVESTING A REDUCTIoN IN SENTENCE.

Lécfc-ms HAS IDEAS To ComNTRIBUTE To 4 SoLuTieN |F

12,



THIS COUR.‘T GRANTS CERTIORARI, BUT ONE PDEFINITION pJEEDS
CLARITY UPFRoNT. MOST PReSecvTorS OPPOSE Am  INMATES
MoTloxd FeR REDUCTION Aw Sens TENCE (o;q THe OCCASIoNS
WHEN 4 CoURT SEEKS -~THEIR WPU'r), 0~e OF THEIR TACTICS
IS Te DIMINISH THE SIGN[FICancE OF A PERSoN'S ATTEMPTS
To BETTER “THEMSELVES BY LumpPing EVERY EVENT AFTER
SENTENCING UNBER THE  \orbd "QEHABIUT,rrmM.“

Cam-mes; HAS  Sa1d  THAT “REMABILITATION o0F THE DEFENDANT
ALeNE SHA4LL KNoT BE CoNSIDERED AN EXTRAORDINARY AND
COMPELLING REASON <28 USC §‘%‘i4(t)) BU"T T 1S ALSo
ESTABLISHED AW THAT REHABILITATIond CAN  BE INCcLUDED WiTH
CTHER FACTeRS IN  THE CALLULATION OF  WHAT IS EXTRAORDINARY
AND ComMPELLING. IT IS DiSiNGENUVOUS (AT B€$T> FoRr FPReSECuUTORS
To  INDISCRIMINATELY GROUP EVERY EVENT THAT o0CCIAS
AFTER SENTENCING ' AS  REHABILITATIOoN WITH THE IMPLICATION
THAT T wasS  ALL FACILITATED B8Y THE I%DEM‘L Bu@-ﬁu
ofF PIUS@NS.a '/,:;EV ARE ONLY SUPERFICIALLY 'Canlcg’/zueb
WITH  REHABILITATIoN AND THE REALITY (S ~“THAT THERE IS
A LOT AN INMATE  CaN Do, AND EVEN MUST Do,
INDEPENDENTLY IF THEY WANT To RE€4ACH “THE/IR (GoeA4lLs.

T;-EREFGRE ITS  oF “THe UTmest {MPeRTANCE ;'ro
RECOGNIZE  THAT ANYTHING AND EVERMTHING AN iNMATE
CAd Do To QUALIFY AS EXTRAORDINARY Anbd Compelline
UNDER §5532 MUST HAVE OCCURED WHILE INCARCERATED.
(rf;eme IS No OTHER WAY For “THE |NMATE To  H4VE

ACCOoMPLISHED 1T, iT IS PoSSiBLE THAT EVENTS OUTSIDE AN

3.



INMATES CONTROL COULD Q@uaLIFY A5 REASomS .FWL A  REDLCTI=
IN  SENTENCE, BUT "“THOSE THINGS ARE GENERALLY MNEGATIVE

(Sée USSG §iBii.3 APPLI&ATUJM f\,a—rg i(A)’(C) In APPE:QNX
D) iT Weultb BE ComPLETELY VNREASorABLE T BELIEVE
’Fﬁ&T.CeNCfﬂE&S WANTED To [NCREASE “THE USe  ofF COMP4§512MATE
RELEASE é‘f HAVING MopE INMATES RECome “TERMINALLY ILL
OR BY “THEIR FAMILY MEMBERS DYING OR BECOAMING
INCAPACITRATED.

AS SvuckH, A LimMiTed DEFINITION OF REHABILITATIoN is
NOT AN  APPROPRIATE CATCH-ALL TER~ For. WRAT INMATES
.Do AFTER SENTEACING, ’Tr:e;w ARE  ManNv LEEVELS eF
lNr‘l‘m-rNE AN  INMATE MUST TaAlKE To ACCOopmPLISH
VAIRI0US  —TasSks. Co~ve~:a~rn‘f, THAT INITIATINVE PRoVIDES
A HANDPY WAY Te DIF‘FE/{EMTIA'TE BETWEEN PLARIN NANILLA
REHABILITATIVE ACTS AND —THOSE WHICH WILL ACTUVALLY
GIvE US AN IDEa O9F How A  PERSoMN wovlp CoNTRIBUTE
To  SoCIETY IF RELEASED  EARLY.

Lo&@ius wiLt éL&DL% ELABorATE o©N THIS (DEA, BuvT Fer
THE PURPOSE OF GRANTING CERTIeRARI, IT'S FIRST IMPoRTANST
ForR -Tie Courcr To RECOGANIZE  THE VDAMA&E BEING DomE |
BY SEEMINEGLY RANDoM OUTCoMES bt SimMipaR  CASES ARound
THE  CCUNTRY AND WITHIN  CieCVTS. /r;‘e DisParATE RESUVLTS
UNDERMINE FAITH 1IN OUR JudlCial SYSTEM AND 1T IS5 THUS
RESPECTFVLLY SUBMITTED THAT “THIS IS 4 PERFECT
OPPORTUN [TY Fol THE Sume«ae Covrr o USE 1TSS AuTsioRITY

To PROVIDE SOME REASONABLE GUIDELINES.

4.



I[. THE LOwWER COURTS And Looaws’ ASSIGNED COoUNSEL

PREJUDICED HIM BY ACTING FoR THEIR OWMN CONVENIENCE

INSTEAD  OF TRYING To PRoTECT HIS LEGAL RIGHTS

AND  INTERESTS.

-,

‘r:us' Aééééf OF THE CASE IS IMPoRTANT ~To ~THE SUPREME
C«?WLT Becavse, ©VER Timg, “THE LeweEgp CoUrTsS HAVE
REDuLED LONG~STANDING PReCEDPURAL S4{FEecv4rdS To MERE
PRO FoRMA ACTIONS ~THAT ARE GLeSSED OVER FoR THE
SAKE ©OF CoNVENIERNCE, Due To “THe bz'#FezemM
Tﬂverrﬂew GINEN Toe Pro S€ LITIGCANTS ACRoSS THE
COUNTRY, IT Has BECeopig NECESSARY Fopr THIS Coufz‘l'"
To USE 1TSS SufgeErRViSorY PowerS Te REITERATE 4
CoMM(TMENT Te “THe RULES AND GCGUIDELINES THAT PROTECT
THE FAIRNESS AND INTEGRITY oF THE :TupidaL PRocCESS .

Petirions  Baovonr uwoce 18 USC § 3582L)(NA()

ARE GOING T BE MoRE dCommownd N‘ou{:i“frHA}‘l’ INMATES cAN
‘FiLE “THeEam  DIRRECTLY. T;;SE Wil OF‘D:;;’Q' Come YeaRrRS, AND
SOMETIMES DECADES, AFTER SeNTENCING, ’T WiLL BE
NECESSARY ~To CHANGE TJUDGES ON  ManNyY oF THESE
OCCASiIoNS. ,'r IS ALREADY STANDPARD Ppactice For A4 New
JudcE To CERTIFY FamillarRiTY WITH ﬁ’ae RecorD AND MAKE
SUée NEITHER  PARTY WillL B PRETJVDICED By THE SwiTCH,
Howaveg THAT WaS NoT PDonNe IN THiS (CASE BY THE
HOMOMQLE STEPm,Nle M ROSG WHEN SHE Took ©OVER Lo@cvlwsi

CASE. Even WORSE, MNEITHER Loer&w.r’ CoUNSEL MNor TFHe

15,



APPELLATE COURT WERE willing Te HEAR HiS oBJecTions
To THE CHANGE.

ALTHOU&M Loerérlus Has '6&56“ INCARCERATED FoR Two
DECADES, TuST Two WEARS PrioR Te ISEEKING A REDUCTION
N SENTENCE, HE HAP EXCHaNGED LETTERS WITH H!IS
SENTENCING TUDGE, —TuE HOMOMBLE Cmmuss /Z i/\jﬁLLE,
ABOUT A CLEMENCTY MATTER, BECAU.Sé‘ oF THAT LETTER,
ALoNGc- WITH OTHER WARITTEN CORRESPeNDENCE THROUGH?UT
THe VYears, L%—éws NATURALLY  "THOUGHT THAT U_UDGE
\/\]oLL€ woutd RECEIVE THE PETITIenNn FoR CormPASSIomATE
Rébéfrsc‘ AND  WROTE T  WITH  Him N MIND.

che I/Dee \/\/%LE WAS ALREADY  FAMILIAR. WiTH THE
SIGNIFICANT PReGRESS Lo&a—ws Hal MADE THpe UGHMOUT  HIS
INCARLERATION, T WAS THOUGHT THAT HE MIGHT JosST
srant Locems’ MoTion, BUT EVEN  In THE ALTERNATIVE,
HE WOULD wanNT A FuilL BRIEFING or  THE MNEW  Law.
— ,

Hat’s  why  He mabe  His MoTiord A SBIMPLE REKRUEST
For APPoiNTMENT oF COUNSEL WITH A BRIEF SYNoPsIs
OF WHaT HE weulp Be BSeEEKiNG RELIEF For.

AT THAT PCINT, LOG«@IMS “THoUGHT  HE wWoutid fJe'e‘b
“THE ASSISTANCE OF EoUnNSEL To PRePERLY BRIEF THE CouRT
ON  THE (pOEW  Law, —T;i:«r was A MISTAIE FATAL To HIS
CHadEES. He HAD “THOUGHT THE LEGAL THEORIES AND
IN-DEPTH QEASSNIM& wovih TrkE PLaceE IN  BRIEFINGS
PETWEEN HiM  AND THE ©PPOSING PARTY, BUT w4as NEVER

GAVEN  THAT CHANCE BeC4UVSE OF A MISTAKES READING OF

\e.



THE wNeEw LAaw By vaé—e /205(:’.
Pizer To HER RULING, THE CLERK ©F THE DISTRICT CoURT
. Lo '

Had ForwWARDED A LoPY oF GG NS MoeTlen To  THE

—

Fepeaar Derenpens office Since He was asiune  Fop

—_—
REPRESE~NTATION, ’HE STAFF MEMBER "THERE WiHo

RECEIVED THE MoTlond FLAT~00T REFUSEDL o HeLP. /~r
ULTIMATELY DIDNG  MATTER THeusH  BECARUSE SHerTLY AFTER
RECEIVING THE REFUSAL LETTER FRrom “THEA, L_og,cfmg
RECEIVED “THE DENIAL OrDER OF HiIS Mcﬂw o, APPOINTMENT
OF CounSE(. SHOC.IUNG—L‘{/ HE wWasSNT™ JusT BEiING DENIED
Covnsel, BUT ANY RELIEF AT AlLL. He WaSNT EVEN
GIVEN  THEe CHancCce Te rzeprzésc:ru'r HIimSELE AS REcarDED
—
THE NEXT DeEcabe o©F HIS LIFE. ,0 ADDP ImSOLT  To
INJURY, TTHE ORDER WAS SIiGNED BY A Jorce Ros&*,
SOMEGNE HE HaD NEVER HEARD oF OR LOMMUONICATED
W TH .PlZl.ofl To SeeinNG HER BNAME oN  THE ORDER,.
SNCEISHE NEVER CERTIFIED FAMILIARITY  wiTit “THE
RECORD  AND Had Based Her DEC:S;:_»J ON  THE WReN G
SEcTierd  ©ofF -THE F'RST STEP_Act ‘Loc;c:—i:-'.‘s
APPEALED HER Suvamarany Dismissa)L “Te THe E(G—HTH
C!ﬂ.CU)‘T. 1::!5 TimmE He Dip Nor ASK  For CeunNsSEL  Se
TusT He Couid COPAMURNICLTE WITH TTHE (CoOURT, BUT
Triev ASS*in;\iep Him covpssel ANYYWAY, ’ru'e A—PPD!QTMEMT
WENT Te “THE SaAME FEDE;UH. DEFEMDEM OFFICE A ND
LAnDED On THE DESK  oF THE SAME  LAWYER  WHO

REFVSED To HELP IN "THE DISTRICT CoLRT: MEEDLESS U
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SAM, AFTERZ HAVING REFUSED To HELP L"ééhJS’ AT ThHe
DISTRICT LEVEL, SHE WAS ~N0T HaPPY AT ALL ABOLT
HAVING Te RePreSenT Him ©ON  APPEAL.

SHE TeiD’ t\—-oc«;ms THAT SHE WAS GoinGg To FILE
A AMDBRS BRIEF wl"m “THE 51@9;1—14 CJfacuz‘r AND THEN
VIRTUALLY  [eNoRep  HIM  UNTIL oONE DAY, HE GoT HeRr
O THE  PhHonleE. SHB ADMITTED = To Him THaAT SHE
HADNT  Looleed AT  HIS c&sé AND  PROMISED To [ook
iNTe (10 ﬁ&T’s WHEN SHE REALIZED “THAT LOG&thi
MOTtend Dib HaVveE .MERP’T AND SHE CouiLDN'T W ITHDRAW
i GooD FAITH. 'Tt:us SHE WAS FoRceb [NToO A
PosiTions WHERE SHE HAD To FiLE 4 BRIEF on
”ﬁle MERITS.

/r:MT D(.w’r Keep HER Froem poinG THE B4RE MINIAMum
fHOQevH. LDG—GINS TRIED To Make HER JaB EXASIEFR By
FORWARDING  ALL HIS WORK AND LEGAL THEORIES To HER,
BUT SHE NEVER ACKMNOWLEDPGED ~THOSE “THINGS OR DISCUSSED
STRATEGCM WU Him. Bmseo eN  LATER EVeNTS, Lowms
"ezuéves" Sre pMNEVER EV'E& Leokep AT T, —T;EN, SHE
COMPLETELY CoUNTERMANDED Him BY ARGUING For AN
ARUSE OF DiScreTion STAN’bkap. Wi E be " Nove Wwag
CLEARLY MORE APPROPRIATE.

AL*rHoue-H HE WasS Fuvrious THAT SHE SUBVERTED
His Pos;:T;OrJ, HE WwWas ParTIALLY RELIEVED WHEN THE
Prosecvter ASicED FoR DEA Nove IREView, La THE Eabd

THou6H, THe Ec&w‘m Cuzwrr' SKAPPED DETERMININSG A
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STANDARY OF ReVIEW For THE NEW LA AND DEFaULTED
o WHAT VLOC""’&’[N.S\’. ATTORNEY  ASKED FoR. F:u&THE&
EVIDENCE ©oF THEIR CUASORY APPRoact To <THE APPEAL
Is "ﬁr‘i/ﬁ' THeY MISTAKE(J;,‘{ REFER “TE J;Déé' 12055 5

Cférmsl SENTENCInG TuLbdDee WHICH SHde m™MoST
ce;u-@w (g wWAS AT

wa‘mou*r QEPRESENTATION AnND WiTrHoLT MEANINGCFUL
ACCESS To “THE LAw LIBRARYTY pue To CO\/rp RESTRICTIONS,
LOG—GIMS ATTEMPTED Teo BRIMGC THESE ISSvES To THE
Eicnri Ciecoits attemtion o tis o, UNFomTu;u@TEuv,
HE Had WNo IDEA  TuaT THERE WAS A PAGE  LimMiT o
A pMoTiopnw For REHEARING AND “THE EIC—HTM Cmcuzr Joust
THrREW 1T 6UT AS Too LomNes RATHER THAN ConsSiDERING
THE MMERITS.,

UPv To THIS POJNT, LOC—G(~S H4AS BEEN SUrmraRILY
Dismussep, Blockep BY COVNSEL, AnND DISMISSED ON A
TECHNICALI(TY. HE WouwLs REALLY tire AN OPPORTULNITY
To EULLY ELABORATE .0;'0 IS LEGHL REASoNING. /'/s
HaS WwWELL OVER Two YEARS RESEARCHING AnND
STUDYING THE NUANCES oF THIS NEwW L/w’ AND
weuld BE MaPP?Y To  @rIEF THis Cau,eT on PRoBLEMS
N INTERPRETATION, AS WELL AS SolUT(enS  FOR
IMPLEMENTATION, |

’mwg THINGS COULD HAVE Been DONE IN  LOWER Caum.s,
BoT 'me_y'Ve FOCUSED 'ws-refw o FINDING wa¥Ys To

" DiSmyss L.D&G-I‘NS ON  TelhiMNIesALIiT)ES wWHILE, (RopNICALLY,

19.
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NOT  FoiLlewinG “THEIR Owes PRrocEpupss, ﬁnfﬂenmorzé’, Tmey/ve
GonNE ©UT  OF “THeie WAY To A4veib Malkiwe  Lecal
EVALU/}T!ON&' OoF “THE wNew Law. LoG&WJ BeELieves TTH(S
IS A  NATIONWIDE PROBLEM Amsbd NoT  Usiaue o Him .
ﬂuS, s Coopr cAM  ASP  SHould  EXErcise  ITS
Supenvzsola? ,4VTH¢{/UTV TJo REINFORCE A Commpn | TrmenT
Te PROCEDURES AND RULES “THaT PROTELT ULITIGANTS
OF  ALL T‘ffas . FRom~m  PRregudicE, Espscmz,:,v THoSE
PEOCPLE  wWie H4VE  VALID PoinNTsS, BUT A LESS THan

IDEAL UaDderStTamdine OF TECHNICAL CoUVRT PROCEDPCRES.

/H‘:@-di; You.

PP
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CONCLUSION

The petition for a writ of certiorari should be granted.

Respectfully submitted,
et el

| Date: 3‘/f’g/
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