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Questions Resented.

Can the State District Court convict pe.'Ktinner} 
u/rfh'-cut f,paidu counsel of choice at; pre-tr/alj plea, 

arraignment and evldentiary hearings, h/rfh a outside 

abhor ney (stand-in) that coerced Bridges to sign u/aiVer, 

yeb pefifioner plead "Hat huilty'^recpaestin^ trialf 

When trial counsel Tpha Heath Jr. is infnne^ about 

pefrfioner 5 "rtpfgHil+y" pleAj he becomes "hostile" and 

challenges BndgeSjbhen abandons case and reuses to 

present the tacts of -fatal} no investigation .or af/i’^Wrfs, 

is -this effective. counsel, Heath emitted critical medical 
evi<tence{/'np-tramc{'' at ej<amj-and omitted re-port by 

theDhtneb Attorney at trial; COfflsel would only th/h 

about a ^p/ea agreement1.
Can. a breached contract of hr/hi (state) be considered 

Wncen.sf?fub(onal{Cciinsels Coafmt cocHn pefdicner isbreten^ 

when "net poe-seref1 per/ contract. tisg counsel signed 

“Strabos Schibd^l" at senbenciVig fhaf /s l/pidnfale. 

documeat of record. Heath sign s[he] was present 

at arraignmert hearing] this Ci>Wement/crkfaeCJ„ 

When a. Shrte Crirnnhaltrial is held mith-ouf pqtd. 

counsel present "in-coart" Hats mast be. "abuse, of 

discretion11 by the trial court not pmtecbfng the 

petti oners conshtnfrh na I rights -there-fn^arta

Vtefd?
Petfioner Is diligent alter trial5ties va incite Motions, 

and a$. "ftnAtrs 'Brief1' and terwninafes Heath as counsels 

Bridges-files (Stale) out of-time HXIR appeal -that is graded, 

then concerted. Via. Carder boT)tceetfteVi€co[j7ex. (befe CriVj-r. 
Proc, art. 1,657 j 26.04] s are 6>tt>-5"arfi'kle.'t for coanee.l}

ions

l



yef direct review h denied. , and &'/erlpvks eonsi/hih'cnal 

-errors ad drtaI j £ar\ 4hfs be. al(pu>e47
0r(^a&S moVe-S tv Petition -{br I?i scret~\vrxary 6&1/1 eLt_> 

aaA c^eTS a Vacated, reversed and remaid pfder that
Oppcuibs 00unsei CJohn ReeVes whojpins todh 'District- 

fdtpcney artJ pint modipn} abandonIn a Bruges issuers 

appeal J ts -fh’s standard.-far appeRerfe, cocthseijjo f it] 

lofdi States Mtornmj and vmitts any additional evidence^
cxd&r?

Can "Hie ViMcvKons o'f Seiches' constitution#. I amend­
ments upon the fourth} fifth} sixth} and fourteenth (melts 

be. alltpuoeA by 4he. Ur\cVe4 Shtfee Courts,^ ioitn-vut a 

review of the sWe-’s errors of pre^a^ice. an^ harm. 

The. Uaibedl Sb^fes'Disfrich Courf re^usec^ or omitted the- 

sides ovd-of-time appeal^s this ahiA'seeJr discretion^ 

When-Vhe creep's are. in the record at Federal thifmm. 

habeas Corpus re^'eta ? Did the Order 5 ~fo(( limitations
of ftntiterrorism and effect ve Death Penalty ftetof/W<&- {fhe&d}) 

Can.the US District Court refuse, record, rermest at 

shoiDcause order}or counsels summons Fo-hie afft(tav'ii) 

Or ever100k constitutional lAolafions rotthin -the
records submitted by the State.?

Did the UmteA‘States Court r>f Appeals Fifth Circuit 

hold, a '‘threasholcd inauiry11,
SCF'. CO (hi} fYlohon pending ft1 the US District Court 

FasternDhshrict Lufkin’Divisionj holdin^fUrtti€\r~

revA exo*



List Of Parties

tf.PlW pact/es donpt appear in the capt
-the cover p.a^e. ft list pf nil parhe-S fe prpoeedi'ngs 

in ’Hie- court' ivhose.judgment" is the. subject of this 

pef/tien is «s tellers;
-W^ldom Brides v. 8<?tby Lumpkin, Ao. 2o-4ozct(Pi y.s, Court 

€>f Appeals-for the. Fifth Circuit. Judgment entered. 

November II, 2D2£y Drder issued September 2% ZPZo.
' Bridges v. Davis. Alp, Ci:i7-cv- Z} U.S, Dis-fr/d'Court -fferife.

Faster n. District of Texas. Judgment entered Flarchtj Z02P, 
' Bridges V. Sfate; CCRfl A/o. VD-057-^-13 } Mandate.&fered

Alov/ember 2D; ze>/3.

of ihe. crsss. onion

Related! da ses

1. Weldon Bridges V. Bobby Lumpkin, etvn I, Cl.S. District 

Court for th&Faetecn District C>f Texas, pending
lpO(\t) ^Fiction J•filed /2'2/-26£D, (tupy induced)

2. Bridges V. State, WR.-gi - 27d-c7; m- 91-270-03] W-9P 

MO-OZ; WR-ei-WO-Ol (Oates Sept, Z^IS-Jcn. <3, 20l(J) 

Denied uu[c> Prder’s,
3. Bridges v. Skate, TL>e|ftk Court of Appeals* dp,l2-/<e- 

OOOSO-CR. (Dismissed march ct) 2D/£)j A/a. /2-/5'-£iCp27t-£P 

(penieA Feb.Z^2D|£)j A/p. IZ-IJ-DOSft-CR. (Denied ?) '
Ao. 12-13-DOTJS,-Lk(Denied ?) j do. 12- /3-PPZ&B-££. 

(J}erued) ' /to. \2'l2~DO^Jcanstered Ho (dhC.P.lf)
4. BRUGES, V, State, 5iXHW Court of fippeAls At, OCp-tZ- 

ODIOR - CR £ Plant ate ‘ Dismissed) Vacated, Reversed,Renad>'
kId, DC-12- DolOchCQ. (2 net mandate. D on ietj Ait 1 rme^ oci/ozJzr/if.



ReUVed Cnees [ C&nf:')

5. Ia/elddM Bridges V. /5^-fR Jltdid! a. 1 Pisfn'csf Judge: AecHSnl 

Pe.nleA June 17j tPlF, Second Re^ionnlDiWricT CWrlr,

. “T<nble- pf C^n-ferff s

Opinions. &e-louo 

Jur^sJlfc-'Hon
1

(Jnsh+u'boacd find sWu^ory Pro^iWonsInvfc(s/e4 

sbdemenV of Case.
Reason for fir^iTfing WRIT 

Conclusion

lEndex. Op Appendices

Appendoc A ; U.S. Cour’f Dp Appeals FocThe.Fifth
C-ircull ^ PcfrfitJii RehenriDenial 

Appendix B: td.S. Courd iff Appeals For'The RAf-fy
Circuit) O.D.Pt, Denial - 20-402.7^

Appendix. C.', L)S District C&Hrt-fh'fhe Eastern District of
T&OflS, Fufklrt Vi ifisraritJo, 7'.it-a/- Z Dieemisned 

Appendix D' Texas Criminal Court of Appeals Aik H>R-g/-270-0!j 

tiZ'BI-MP'PZj VlPr&h-lHO-DZ' VlPr&-Z70'C4 

Appendix E' TeXas CnVr. ComH" Of Fppea.|s; Ab PD-DfcZF- /4j 

PD-DS¥(p-l^ Va&tlzd!, Re/ers€ctf demanded, .
Appendix F* TwelAb Courl" pC dppeais, Aja I'l-Ksrotposo-CR^

\l- Is- ooijif-c^lZ-tf-boUft-Otj 

SVx4h Cpurf Pfftppeals.Fp Ob-ODM-CR. Affirmed, 

Appendix Qt> ifttfthj Z(7tln3tid.icia \ "District Cxarvrt Frxgeitnn
C&iAody Can.se/ic?, CF.-T.'jqgefft



Taible Ot f\uthon^\c5 C-ffe^
pcwp- number

Un ited State 5 v, Go n za (e-z.-Lopez S4B U s ItojSp - jS% 

~Tc>\\ett V; Men4erse>rv3 4(( US 25”^ Z-£>7 

Tr-evrno V. 'Thed&r t Sis’! MS
Crain US,j£z us &>£5r /£S,cf 7?z 

XctOa V. IcVar, 5W US 77 

tiamiltpn 7. Alabama 394MS f2£;8BS,£Lzs^ 

E3roc?fchtfrt U-3«ms/ 3B4 MS L 7-g S,Ct IZ4S'
(Umc v. Be((, ssc ms> 444 ^ iv\ s.Ui'j^
Carey 7. SakM,53fc Ms Zi4i‘iio/zz&&ZI3t 

fAactine-'z- v. ftytm, SCpfa ttsi.
Lppez (/, MSI, 137S.C-f l;£
Buck V. Dav/ts, (37S,Gf; 77^7 

MS 7. Sanes-Gwerrerpj5%/^JZ^33Z£s5ft6r;3n^ 

Ji'm&trez v. Quarter man, 757 us U3}lt4 Stt(eB(
Burt V. TiHolo) 57( US /Z, 134 S.Ct /£? 

kee V, H.s, (37 M5/9s£
CwKeh (/. P/n hahtetj ^3 U517P] I&l-IBZ 

Garza -V. IkMa Lie*, (39S.Cf 739 

Goriza(e.z- V.Thaler) iBItt.&t(ptlfe^-Cp

cases-
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T«b(e- Of ftn4fiori'He6 C-rhs^

Sfofufes /?rt4 Rt^lee-

7eX«5 Cccte- CtiVuhW Procedure. Article- (.051^ Z&.&f
Article- 14.0S

Pcv^e. Nhmler
b)
\.

OrAvc {5<d<\ US Cov/id-W)
Fede-ra I £wles CiVd Proce-^ure Pule
2.g HSCf 7.ZWCd)b)(fy 

Z0 \A5C%Z25t(Jt)
41% m3 _
Unl't-eA Siafes ConsPi+w.'hpn fimen^m&nT 

u k " 3£
3ZHi(

I ( ti imr11 11a

Ottie-r
XCo^^ee- D-f LaK-5
^tA-e- Prcxe-e£>5> Pf L-aw/



Tin The.
Supreme: Courx Of The. United States

Petition For Writ Of Ctet/oMRTZ

fitxtionsc c&speetfu I ly frays, that t1 ylritgfcerttorarr 

issue- to revie-i^ the-Judgment teioux

Opinions Be(c-co

0 For cases from federal courts; United St^fes Court 

of ftpp&ah -for the Fifth Circuit's 

"The opinion of The. U.S. ocmcfcf appeals appears 

at Append lx jRjlto the. petition 4net is 

fyj Is unpublished.

Ft For cases from tederal courts: United CrfafesVistncf 

Court for the Eastern Vistriot Of Texas. L.ufkin PcV- 

st on.
The. opinion of the US, District Cou ct appears 

c\f Append xiL to tWe petition and is
53 unpublished.

Ft For cases -from state courts: Court Of Criminal hpp^k 

flustiri^Te-xas.
The. opinion of the,Tcxas CourtCf Criminal Appeals 

hinfest state court to Ceitieeo the ttierifs appears 

ut Appendix Dj E- -fo the petition is
53 is unpublished-

t.



The ppfnton of ihe. Judicial Vistricrf-
Cc?urT appears aY hppe-nd ix it> The. petition 

and (5
is upubl<she4-

CTunsdiofron

KT For caoes -from 'federal courfs:

The dafe on which -Hie Urwfed States Couriof Appeals 

decided my case, was PdoKer IT 2o2d.
tH d Timely pet/ton tic rehearing Was fenced by-Hxe 

U, 5, Court Of Appeals on the ~fol looMriej date- krtemher 

11; l2o2D; Add a copy of ff?e order denying rehearing 

appears of Appendix A ° 
tvT #/r extension of Time- it* Ale. the petition -for a 

Writ of eerfioran Was granted to and indudih^ 

January 25t 202/ (dati)or\ February 2, 202./
In flpphcation (to.___ A - , SEE;(order
Usf ;5Bd U,5. Thursday, March /f, 2020. CbVID-

Thejunsdf'cfion of th/s Court is invoked under 

20Tf,5.C,S IZ5f(i),

\°\)

2,



Constitutional and Statutory ProvisionsXn Volt/ed

I, /H^sWe) Trial Courlr erroneously dented r igUtto counsel 

&f chofc-e^ in VtotahiDO of /he Sixth Amendme-nf and IS net 

Subjech to harmless-error analysis. UnitedStates V, 
C-kon zalee-l-ppez^ 5V9 dS /*/b, /5P-/5Z, /Z/yS.Of ZSS'jfzrxtt).

%. The choice dt counsel may seriously impacta defendants 

decision t? plead guilty, 'Bribes iaaserroneously denied 

Counsel cWce-j fhus, structural error; that brings 

intt? cpi-eeficn^he Voluntary a nd intelligent character 

of the gudtj plea. Th>llettv iiender-=r,n4U US Z56f Z&7
*?3 S.Cf ItpOZ ltcn3^(fwe mustconsider whether the.district 

Couch erroneously dented a defendant the right to his 

Counsel &f choice.f and Mai ver u?i( (not apply/1) ^IreWno 

V,‘Thaler, SirT US413 [pit).
3. The ItTthjZlTtH Judicial District Court did 'abuse, its discre­

tion at arraignment hearing via net allotolna petti oner he 

Constitutional right of his Counsel ot<fcichoice
'id:Tohn HeafhTrh to he present inoou of. Crain V. U.S. ISZ H 5 

(f,Z5'j \(p 5.Ct T-Sz' Toum, V. ToVar; Stl US 77/zrofhHamilton 

v, Alabama, 3BH US \73j&£>£>.CtZSth^Zfl^^upremeCourts 

"Statutory" fatingj or fraud upon-tae Court.
4. During [state) arraignment hearingt'a lawyer must not 

override.desire,.,ho plead rictquilt/, Brookhart V. jjanis.

[pat

icj [state) arraignment hearirg-f' a lawyer must not 

override.desire,.,ho plead notguilty, Brookhart V. hat, 
3&t US I! 7rg Sic S.Ch {7^5 [&(?£)) Cone V. Bell, S5(* US4t% 

m S.ch[m?ny} Parey V, Safferd) SUp US.21^ Z2t?/IZZS.Ch 

QJtMfpabi), Coahid’Thanh in" Counsel’Dent*! lid otertde*.
5. 'Bridges Wolds "extraordinary ctre-umstances" at all hearings 

during criminal tn'a l usjo counsel Heath "present in court 

this narrow? exception gives relief. Plartnez-V. fann USX.



The State M nllrufrtg ft -federal (ato "fe- be prejl<4^
aoA <^,,nhfmr'y'fe? unreasonable ^ppljccrfVon &f dearly 

e&fahli&h&t Yed&cct la^o de'fe't'mmedl by the Sup 

£W*b, Uppe^Srv7,Ctb; 574 ws/y f35£>.& tJ/e (ze?(‘i)’ ^
“Trial flu^ge e&hocfin^ {3riP(*E-S ho make plea xgce-e-rnerttOffh
£bafe lohhouf' CPt*n$e[ of chc>rte preseryh S££; Sfctfe^e^prcfs.

^ k/hen yp«r afforrey re^m^ - yp« she>*(4 rf/srwss plea^^jH^e
WhrfeA F/rsf Srep m CrtmiVtulTnal /s up$a&(e- action.

y
ceme^

-#ie "trial Court *gdf\*d%$e$ rh AWcAtn" 

thrf te/n#. error of 4f fte off £ers ah
^ Sftcflm-pe*ndi Buck (/, Vttrtk
Cf^aVff's on -fife*'from counsel's

7, ft serrlencin 

Ifl'a 5 E* 

ftcctignfnCnf heaclr^fSOO;
\3fl 5,Cf .7^(p?in)j and 

fc? $hoto prejK^tce- pr harm, US V, Sflngs-fi:Merrerc>; 
i% 5^y 3$z($fh Cr, 7&p£>)(der\ td of cow nse( pfbbofc^

appeal

no a

R ffhen thc* United States ruling
Jinnenez V. Quarferman; 55544S H3y IZ*tS.Ofc (?&((zoef) is 

not foffoto-ed duei oafehale) Habeas Corpus pc^Psr/^cicitr? 

(paper +nVlJarfIde //.ptJ) 4be record are Incpcnplete and, 

-the pcodleney ft? re£>fbre appeal j over^rn ConOt'chwi 

VC pfhec t^iVecf r-evAep-^ fh (AS in mates c&riVicttor/ is 

pctMe of rflrdtf cation , Bridges1 hdd^cthe 

\/acat&& Reversed} anti Q&yrtand on Severn ter Kj Z0(3j 

tho C£>H\fichc>f\ ufaS no longer final ttc purposes ' 
&£ oaf <?f-fime {piling.

7/ Q(d the, State- Hah-eas Corpus Courf ma ke sorceef 

(irg ivhen ~fhe fnnl records inhere Hof fY/eH?, 
c?nly parKaly reWeu^, Burf k T7f(ou> STY us /g;' 
I34'£.Cfr|p^^/^^yievtevO e?p rornplefefr/e. efcaS^j 

ft? ho\A reconde(«erfrfic^ ds proof tfovOdf\
C\ CVOApief^ feMteu^ happen u^jou^r cx>an§4 fi$'ckrif3t

on /me

\n e#

ru



ID, fil fiber 'frtrng ^ -fatal ceaefi (shfae)
ecrfa rwssjng {fcporfaefas fp Ccn«4 W Bribes,
Tfoen PebrKeneo ■PileS dc’C.u.wen.fs xcrfhcufa^ any'Dbjecfifans"
Qvrn resppK Genii', Lee- v, U>S. / 37 WS / ?fa&[zoi7)'l fa? 

ecrrfrapy ruling- ffW drW/oc?s such -fdiY?^, CuiUnV, 

pfnh <?!sfer, ^3 C/S /7^j l&(-($Z-fp?ll) chabjpbj- pcvced^nfa.
II, %c fahc ii5fr?;5sec£'fefercx.l habeas Corpus ru( ing -fhe- 

wbuse pf c£VscrebWi cu/pjefs Cx?nsfafaufatona\ errors -/ft#/ 

ctrc- peVieWfltble due ■'ft? C-^cb C^P- fa\oxe~klppza, l £?ar za v*. 
XTdflbc?, I3X SXb YS^ZP/b) j Making a ZfitisceBzzfafi 

$XO(fO+he CPrrecbmfiVi^ MiXiVi. Gi&nTtxlez: 1/. Thaler. 
/3£ Q>‘HJ(etfae(zoiz)) sbp
ofTreVinc? </. Thaler, T6T\ AfS^/3, 153-S .CT.I<3(((fa?i3) 

Wim Im pi t cable exfaras fax? overfaurn crnZlcfa/cn.
Can 4he F#fh C-irewV Denial e£ C.O.A. be morebhan 

a fhr-crteht?IJ,rp*> 1 fat -threshold Inquiry" Buck Y. Davis, 
f S7 S,Gf, TTtf (Z£>l<fa) ^ Q\Vin^ a mnc?r<z- ihdepfaf) trcpAtry 

infbbbe under!elsr/Vns^ ne^x/reg c~c>ft rested,

X X C, -&fa>htl>ii$he£Q8

s;



StateiVlent Ef Case-

On July (Sj CWf petitioner, \decD014 Bridges Mrs convicted 

of aafl; sexual assau it of a child,cause no. 2rTc!7efJ in iSTth/TJTih 

Judicial "District Court (side)} purswaat ta(involunhry) plea

and sentenced Jo ZZyeAcs lex. Deft, Crim. Justice,
During (siaie) frial petitioner -filed a concurrent United 

States Civ'll CaseffZ'S’fi&t) In U.S, District Court Eastern ’Dietricf 

CflSe- A/p. A'.PH-cV- CO(h5j challenging issues at state(showing 

hh true intentions) at criminal trial), Case dismissed- 

Petitioner issued "motions, Writ, ant other filings at first 

opet tunityf Angel i na County proves; Ao indent a cess, to 

Courts j I aw library -fswz&gs is thretD counsel orilyj "petitioners 

counsel had abandoned his cause. Petitioner started the,
(lreview' of his cause at TPC-J-CiD Holiday Unitjpnd 

shouu dates in tog [filed motions at trial (jfafoC^^d)
"not in the records\ from flay a stfSeptemberjOctober 

'lPOct, Jrirst, 'r-ecocded U is Beady filet ion on October 13,

cJqeSj is diligent in pursuant of revieiofpost-conricftn) 

filed for 'te'Ctnaly&s'1 on DMA -evidence at trial, due- 

to NevoTechnical Tesh'acr. and Errors at Texas ‘Houston lab
Appeal tkhee- the(sfa^j trial Draft 

Rite htTB Appeal1was aranted

can
are

Brit
thus
Tp Neua lecnmcai lesrincr. a 

that is involved, Upon this
Certification ot "Defendants kightTB AfpeaFwasay ranted 

u>itU-out DHA only restrictions (ck',t>273).
It\a.this (out'cf'tirne) direct ret/ieu/(b, /27 2-Cx>2ob~cjC) 

(%fh C.O.A. (shrle). petitioner is transferedf? lexarknnq
Duhingtrus (out-ct'kirne) direct rei/ieu/(yb. /27 2-CozoB-cRy 

Tyler's fzfh C.V.A. (shrt). petitioner is transferedf> lexarknnq 

Sixth C.P.A-. (sideft- OCHZ'OOlcfi-cA), And he Brtefk UaeffechvE. 
Counsel] Exculpatory; and ethers only to £c informed of DMA 

appeal ortj^and d<a$nvsseA-dismissed. Then at fftihon 

for Discretionary het\euJ>(PD-0$4(p-/3) flews Criminal Court

b.



Of Appeals cM l/acafej and remand,b!rH\ Pccf-ep.
of {Article l,P$llkn.7SlcC>-Cr»U.P.}’ M>/ DMfiart. G4,V$md 
iil Ofcholds Direct-f&flena at Out-tf-Timo* Fkpe#/, dppeJUhe,(wii ,^MS flfpafrtW cw^ feev'esjjo.Vrs Wf+h

fAe>He-n{T<?l'rjHy} With-out ei/fdemiaty. 

mofiecs / sS&EssJtAC-j ^Joi^(ieant^sj censkchfmafj<■
Qfsfncd /H^r 

fifatndetfZ f*
Pefftfoner -plks \Zanous rei/ie^S, SFF'.fppenlFiZ-F-oaZtB-

Cd‘j Appeal*I2r M'OOSCtf'C^j Appeal# IZ'fS-DDZrf-CF] Offe*l
&I2~IC?' ODOZD-Cd (wrfK'fi^l (fi6tftlss«( 

f2rcc$ge& *5 a/so {Shtte^blryf oftfcfeas Corpus# MR-B( ~
4P\V-03 thefts Incomplete rtf' Aasfin)'Tejcas f/7/nesfvhjeebins^

■ ZHc^pf,
•perveA wjout order (bmitted octtccneys etthdams) Pen'ed,

Pedrf loner moves to Federal 28§ 225^ rn UnrCedSfales 

DfNb+nd'CWd' Fa sfern Pisfricd' ^: (7- cv- Z, g-efe Show* Cause-
es

^iVec-f s (efci-eJrt'al Court trfic Wank-keporier sends tit Appeal 
^^gpFooZTt-Cp (trial cM<f prefer)^ pe^ff ipner metres chjedi
dart net 5ZZ0 fetal cf Orderfallrtirs, Set does asfs far Complete- 

^[e(S-^e4fe?eml>n^. Fwe^l Cpurd «if> ^i-sses £gR S, C, 
%'l'Z54(ci)rn (Ylacch [pj ZD2V,

~Vne Unrfed States Court Of Appeals For The- Fifth Ciccurt/Sppeal 

Ap, ZO-tOZ^B^ denies CJO.A. Certificate-j and also Petition the
Petearlraj. derue^ AjcWembec If02D, (per c ur fam)

Bnd^e-s Has -Piled Federal (Jufesof Gfvtl Procedure Pule (4$) 

fH^-hon On D-ece*W>er 2P 2C> (pend< rwa^ fblcn- re^y from US,
Vistci<kon ftinpjf revested docketInpj.

ISKS

7.



. Reasons Fpp Qavc\r&\no^ The PefrhW

Pefif toner Bribes can pnly suagesf manjmistakeSj 

/naiiveriance.jC-vcoK'}vr deflect dt enmi’n^l 'Due-P^.e^
■fTauc^j VPi^nUe- prefers^ heannejs [stateTrial) to
current federal cnarts) a breached. contract by paid 

QpUn “s^et ^ftof at atfenden&s at arraign mentj pr-e^tnalj 
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CONCLUSION

The petition for a writ of certiorari should be granted.

Respectfully submitted,
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