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Questions Fresented

Canthe State District Court conviet petitioner ,
with-out “paid™ counse| of choice at : pre~frial, plea,
arraignment’ and evfden‘ﬁqry hearings, With a outside.
attorney (stacd-in) that coerced 80[A5e,s 1o gﬁgn warver,
\/e'i‘ peh"Hone\" plead “Not Gm?H')/“ ,requesting +rial?

When trial counsel Toha eathdr. is informed about
petitioner’s "npfguil'l'y" plea, he becomes “hostile’ and
challenges Bridges thea abandens case and refases o
Pr‘ceen{' the facts at frial ,Ne investigation er affidavis,

15 this effective counsel, Heath emiFted crifical medical
evf&\ence{ “no-trama" o &Xam}’-bmd ormitted report by
dhe Digtret ﬂH’orne.)/ at +r?a() camzel would only falk
about a “plea agreement™,

Can a breached cordract at frial (stade) be considered
unconstitutional {Cansel's Coatedt wrth petitiner 15 broken?
when "nef pre.serd” per: confract. Aleo, counsel signed
“State's BOSI* " a4t certenc g that 15 voidable

Adocumert st record, Heath 6@05@6;[ s pﬂe,sen’{'
ot am?g)nmen‘& henr(nﬂ s this @H-e_menh'sn%/s&jp

When a 2fate. CF[‘rT‘(t\ﬂR[%lbt[ (s held with-oud pm“d
counsel present “in-court” this must be. ‘abuse. of
Aiscretion*' by the frial couct net erctecting the.
,Pctg’;‘one,r% Coné‘f't:ﬁd"r‘oﬂﬂ.[ r&hw‘s %mv/h}maﬁacﬁéns
VoIAa,

Reitioner 1o diligent after 4rial, files vasllite motions,
and ag "Brders Beiel" and ferominates Heath as counsel,
Bri Roes e C@“E’ajre) out-of- Hime. DR appeal that is jmafea? ,
then convected via, Ocder foDicect Rewrewo[Tex. Code Covan,
Proc. act. 1.65(; 26,04 {ONA's are. G405 artiele’s for counsel,
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yd‘ Airect review is denied, and overlocks constiuhional
errors at ff’r?alj can +his be allowed? |

Brid AES MpveS fo PGH:HQQ for Discretionac Rerews
ank qeils a Vacod'eo?) revecsed and cemaid sldec +that
W?a‘E connsel J;hrl Reeves Who‘jof ns with Distriet-
Altocaey atf Joiat mohien abandening Beidges (ssue's
at “PP%\; 5 this standacd for appe ate. c?ahsd E‘hp oe.’(f,]
with state’s ﬂ’f‘f’omey and emitfs any addifenal evidence,
OM*ZY‘.? |

Coan the vic\ahons of 8(\{&365' consstuhional amend-
men‘fs upon +he woour'{'h)' 'P-‘F%h)' Sfxﬂ‘t J‘ and ‘pbur*{?een{'h Amdt=s
be. allowed b\/ the. Undted States Cout*{"s) with-eut a |
review of +he Stafe’s eccors F prefudice and harm,

The. United Stutes District Court refused or omifed Hhe.
shales ovd-of- finre aﬂ:ealﬁs Hhis abuse of Ais ae‘('t'on)' '
when the order's cre. (n Yhe recerd at Federal bk,
Hubmg, Cpppag revierd ? DI\LQ "H‘l& Df‘Aef“fa ’f'D‘(. h‘mi’faﬁbns '
of Aatiteccorism and Effechive Death Pena/'é/ Actof 1994, éfvedzﬂ

Canthe US District Conet refuse. recocd request af
shew cause ordec or counsel's summeon's -b?le a#;}/awi‘;
or 9*(‘6(‘(00‘4 aonsh%ch'ona( Wbta:"o‘ons Wf%lll’l “‘he
records submitfed by the Stafe ? -

DI\GE ’H"l& uﬂ\}ﬁ& 6{’6!{'65 CDH("{' Q'C QPPZG\(5 F/‘F?L/’) C/f‘dﬂ/?’
hold a “hreashold l‘nqyu'r\}/".

SEE: [pD(b) mp'Hpn ‘Pe,nﬂlc‘né fsh ‘H’le— (/(S @l%ﬁ‘lh‘/’&lﬂ‘ IL
Easter nDigteict Lufkin D(‘ufsﬁon‘, hclo{;‘(lg fuether
revielL .




List Of Parties

[ 4 All pachies donot appear in the caption ofthe case on
the cover page. -Fl-li'fs”f’ of all parties 1o preceedings
in the court mhose,ﬁjudﬁmenf is the. wbjed-‘me this
. Pe.+fﬁ on 15 as tollows . |

- WeLDoN Bripaes v, Bobby Lumpkin, Ne 20-40294, U.S, Court-
of Appeals for the Fifth Circuit. Judgmententered
November Il 2020; Order issued September 75 2020,

* Bripaes V. Davis, No, 9:17-cv-Z, U.S, District Court forthe.
Easfern District of Texas. Judgment” ertered Marché, 2020,
” Brivaes v. State , CCRA No. PD-05%6-13 | Mandate. Enfered

November 20, 26/3,
 Related Cases

l.- WELDON Bripaes v. Bobby Lumpkfn et ,0{ ) US District
~ Couct for the Eastern District of Texas, Pendin g
| (pD(b) MO‘(':OH_,‘Q“C-(J{ [2-ZI- 262D, (C?py fnclucleco
2. Brinaes v, State, WR-8l-290-04; WR-8[-2490-03 5 WR-21-
290-02 ; WR-81-290-01 (Dates Sept 2,2015 ~ Jan. 13, 2014
Denied wie Drdec's, |
3, Bridges . 6+a+&)TwehC{-h Court Of Appen s Ao, 12/~
00050~ CR (Dismissed March 4, 2014); No, 127-15- 0002 TH-CR
(penied Feb.29,7016) § No. 12-13-D0349-CR (Denied 7);
- No.(2-13-0026A- LR (Denied 2) ; No, 12-13-00248-CR,
(Den?ed); No, i2-12-00 208-CR. (Transtered o (hhiCoH)
4. BripaEs, v, Shate | 5ixth Court of Appeals Ab, 04-12-

[ 4

00109 - CR (Mandate : Dismissed) Vacated, Reversed Remand;
No,0k-12-00109-CR (Znd Mandate. Denied /At rmed o7/b3/2e1




Related Cases ( ConJr,B

5 WeLboN BRIDGES v, [59+h Judici al ]‘D;‘s«fﬁa‘h:r udae. : Recusal
De,n:eA TJune 17) 2915-} Second ReﬁmﬂalDfsi’rh Conrt,

- Table. of Ccnl'enJrs.

Opinions Below o o 1
Jarisdiction

Conghfubional And 5+a+ ulfory Previsions Trvelved
Hatement of Case

Reazrn Foc Girant( ng WRIT

Conc\ MS\DYI

Tndex of ﬂppend;ces

pr@@fldlx 4 U.s. Cour-"f’ D‘F ﬁ Pe.als for The. IUI'FH‘!
- Circia |+ Petition Raheam% Denial
Appcncltx B: U3 Cour+ of A Pea(s For The Fifdh
o Cmcud') C.0 A, 'Dcnml Ne. 20-4029¢4
ﬁppend; x C: U5 District Court for the Eastern District of
Texas, Luﬂqn DrvizioriNo. 9./ T-cv—2Z ‘D15§/7ZISﬁ@€
ARppendix D: Texas Crm’(mn( Court of Appeals No. we-gr-290-01;
- We-Bl-090-02 ; WR-B1-290-03 § WR-BI-290-04.
i P(ppeno{ax E: Texas Crim. Gwr'f’ Of Appeals, Nv PD-0e78- 145
PD-054(-13 Yacated, Revecsed) Rerandad .
Appendix. F2 Twelfth Couct OF Appeals, Mo 12-/-0pO50-CR
12-15- 0O 27~ (R 5 | 7- - Lo 2 CR; | - ra«ozafy«cg
‘ Sixth Court OffippealsNe 06-0007-c8 A rmed.
Aendix G 159+h/2f7-fh3’udccm[Dsé‘hﬂd’ Court Angelina -
Covth‘k// Cause fe, CR-27968 4




TZ:{BI& D-F Hu'l’hof‘thes Cied

CASES . péga humber
" Unifed 5+a+es v, Gonzaf&z-f_opez 545#5!40150 -]572.

- Tollet: v.Headersen, 41 Us 258, 267

T?avmo v, Tﬁafer 569 us ‘H%

Cratn V. US ;162 Lt% k25 I65ct 952

Towa V. Tév‘ar‘ 54 us 77

Hamilten v. mabama SBTUS (28 BB S, cf 25%
Breokhact V.- Janis, 204 us | 7—8 Bl S.CF 1245
Q,onf, Vv, Bd( 556 U 449) (29 5a+ 1762
Carey V. Sm%mQ 530 WS 204,270/ 22 50+ 213
Martinez v vQ)/cm Sk Ust

lopez V. Srnith, 574 Us1,13ss, cH A

Buck v. Davis, Ia'isc:{f 75‘7
US Sanes~6ucrrero, 546534?328332[57%&—@09
Jimenez v. &uarfermm 555 Usl(3, 129 s.cf68(
Burt V. Titlow, 57( us 12, /545C+ID

[ee ¥, H5 (37 US 1"758

Eullen v thotsfer 543 U5 /7D, IBHBZ
(Garza M. Tda ho {345 Gf ’73‘?

Gonzalez. v. ﬂm{er, 3250t 646
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Table 6f Authorites Cited

stafutes And Rules | Fuge. Number
Texas Code Coiminal frocedure. Article 1051 5 26,04, /.
. Article (405 l,

Order (589 Us Covip-14)
Federal Rules Of Civil Procedure Rule 6o(b)

25 wsc g 2244 (4)(1)(A)
28 U5 %2254 (4)
4721983 o | -
United States Con stitution Amendment ::g
;‘: :: ‘ i Xl:
“ ‘" : T A
Chher

Due Coacse. OFf Lavo
Due Process Df Law




Tn The
Supreme Court Df The United States

Petition For Weit F CERTIORART.

%—h‘ﬁma Peepééf?u“ {)r‘ayé #zm‘ a Wl‘ﬁ"bfcer“’?bmrf
issue 1o review ')'thuc{_quen"l' belowo.

Dp; niens Belowo

M For cases from fedecal courts: United States Court
Of f}ppea [=for He Frfth Ciccuit.
The opinion of the U.5, coud” of appeals’agoear’s
at Appendix AB+othe petition and (s
V] 1s unpublished.,

M For cases from fedecal courts: United States Izl'sfﬂ‘éf
Court for the EasternDistrict 0f Texas. Lutkin Divi-
sion, ’

The opinion of the .S District Court appears
af Appendix £ +o the petition and is
[ unpublished. . ~

[ For cases trom state courts: Court pf Cr‘t‘ml'namﬂpeq(e
Austin Texas,
The epinien of the Texas Court OFCetminal Appeals
h ?hes“(' state court o reviews the. merits appears
at Apperdix D E +o +he pefitionis

M (5 un pub‘ ished.




The © pfnt'on of the 159 “Hf‘l/ 21Tt Tudicial Districf
courT appears at ﬂ\ope.na\;x G & the. pa‘Hﬁ'ﬁn
A4 15 upublished.

Jurisdiction
R Por cases from -Fedemf courts:

© The date o which +he Unitted States Court of ﬂﬂoea/s |
decided My case. was Dcfgbe.r\i@ 7202D.
1% “A_+£me(7/ petrfion fer rehearing was o_fem’zadtbyﬂze
WS Court vf Rppea{s on the fol lowing date: Nevember
11,7070, and a copy of the order deny ing rehearing
appears at Appendix A~ e
B An extension of hime fo file. the pefifion fer a
writ of certiorari was granted fo nnd»r‘nduﬁfa}ﬁ |
-~ January 25 202{ (dﬂrfa) en February 2,202 (date)
e 'Flpp lication No. A__- __, SEE: (Df‘der
~ Lv:e;r +589 US. Thursday, March 19, Zozo, COVID-
19, |
Thé\jurfsdfd‘fon of this Court (s tnvoked under

28 1.5.C.51254 (1),




Consfitutional and Statutory Provieisns Tnvelved

I, A-I(SaLml-e)THa! Court, 6r‘(‘oneous(y denied rightdo counsel
oA chorce ;i violation ef the Sicth ﬂmendmanf; and is nof
Subj’ec‘" f& harmless-ecror analysis. Unded Sﬁa{'es_ Vv,
Grenzalez-Lopez, S4B US (40, 150152, (26 S.0F 2555200@,

2. The cheice of counsel may seriously impact a defendants

decision 1 plead guilty. Bridges was eroneously Aenied
O@(Aﬂ%l QF 'chefce,, 'fhl«fﬁj 5+FMC/’D(PQ/ 6(‘(‘0&")"\%5{(‘ Z)m‘nﬁs
F\mtb C;M@S(' 1o ,‘Hﬂe vol m?’af}/ and l‘rrfe([;ben’f Chamc.{'er
of +he quilty plea. Tollett'v Hender=on 4l us 256 267
43 s.cf 1oz [l‘i’@("we must consider whether the disfriet
court C(‘(‘Dhe,obtﬁ(y denied g defendant the f‘@l’)’f”{’p his
CO(A“%( dg CHDI‘C.C,’ anof Lvmqver u}ﬂ( “°+0PP()/"‘>5M@
V. Thaler, 569 us413 (z013). -

3. The [54h[21T#h Tadicial District Court did ‘abuse fs discre-
+ioh af acraiqnment hearing via net allowing petitioner e
constifutional riaht of his counsel nge;‘%ﬂ@' therce
(pcid: TohnHeathi.) & e presert incourt, Coam V. US, 162 U5
(25 1 5.0+ a5% 5 Town, V. Tevar, 54 U5 77(zee4); Hamlten

v. Mlabama, 389 U5 128,28 6.0t 254(1961) Gupreme Courf’s
”3fa1tvi+9'f'y“ ,@,Imj ;00 feand upea the Court:

4. Duri, ng [f‘zfa{?,) armBnmvsm{’ hea(‘l"n(g{;'q lawyer must not
override desire... o plead net quilly, Breokhact v. Jans,
384 US |, T-B 9L 5.GHI 745 (1966); Cone v, Bell, 556 us44a,

174 5.CE (200); Carey v, Sattord, 536 us. 214 22p 12250+
2134(2062), Conbict "Stand-in* Counsel Dealon 4id srericles.

5. Brlo\.ge/s hol As ‘-’ex(’mor‘a\fnaoy circumstances” ot all hem‘gs
gQuzr‘i f\_& e ("ﬁ’l l\(\al ‘(' m‘a‘ w/o coomsc[ Hea-l'h "preserlll’ r'n Cow‘f'
this narcew excegion gives cel ‘ef. Martinez V. Ryan 566 U5 1.

3.




6. The Stafe in a/louﬁ‘n_g-ta mf:‘m(b?b‘e.& fedecn| laus & be pre(udice
a@;& centracy 4 unceascnable aPP‘;Ca‘Hon ef c{m{v{)/
establiehed Fedecal laws determined by +he Suprente
Bourct, bepeeliSraith 574 Us [, 135 S04, G (2614); With
5 ‘Tﬁn‘amrudge e.schovh‘fg Bripees fo make plea agreement with
State without counsel of choice prgserd: SEE; Stute Cecords,
" When your nﬂom? re%wns,-you shexld Aiscuss plea 3"&:459
whife!, Ficst Step in Criminal Toal is vodable actien.

1 Gt sentencing fhe trial conrt ﬂgw‘v’l ‘dnsed) ife Boccefibn”
vz “States ExhibF#1" elfng ector of Hue officecs at
-ﬂrm‘gnmeﬂf ﬁ?ﬁp{f-%{gﬁﬁép@ Mefior-perdin Buck v. Daves,

137 s.ct.759 (2017); and ne affidavit's en file. from counsel’s

fo showo P'("CJ‘K&(\CJ@ or harm ., US V, SQOesag{wepcﬁc%

5 F3A 328, 352(5#.Cir, 208)(denial of counsel efchoree),

: 8 Whm'%c [,{mffe,d S‘f’a‘/'cs r‘u!(‘nB on DW“* D‘eif'l‘me appea/.

- Jdimenez v Quactecman, 555Us 113, 1249 5.¢f 68( (zc0d) 3
" net Lollowed duetn 5’+a+6) Habeas Corpus posﬂwnwéféw
(paper teialfactide IL57] ) Hhe records. ace incomplete and,
the PC(\&Q’\ r,)/ fo restere aﬁ)m[ /'over fucn ceonveitfion
or pthec dired revie,O ) 'f’ﬁlas N moﬂ‘e% cenvictrer: (s
ﬂgﬂl‘ﬂ capahle e r749dé"Pv cation ., Beidaes' hdds:the
Vacated J Reversed }anﬁg Resrtand on §6pfemb€(‘ /// Zo(3 8
the conviction was ne lenger final £e pucposes
of ?72244(00(0({])) out-of-fime folling. -

1. Did the Slate. Habeas Corpus Court nake eorcect
ruling when the teial records where nef filed and
only partialy reviewed, Buct v TiHew 571 us /2, -
134 8LE10(2013) [reviewo of completfefile of case,
"f"o hol& re,cords(w‘ﬁ‘xa{od> AS prop‘e HDW d:‘d

a conplete review happed wiowk coursd affiduite,

H,



b, Aftec @(Gng his 28 .3.C.82254 the frial eouct (state)
sert missing {Reportec’s Recct A 4o fine. Court and Bridges,
Then Pehbhienec Sl docwments wﬁ‘hwﬁ an'y'ngj eckers

Lrom rcsponéien“f', Lee v.U.S 127 US 1?58[2017) 5 fo
CortT cwy m{;né that Asalloos such 'ef(c'\ffz , Culdleryv:
,anhotg:[e(‘/ 3 US TP y 35(“(52[29[ D chaég Ppecggeerz(',
fl, In he dismtissed fedecal habeas corpus ril g the
abuse of discrehion avoids constifutional eccocs fhat
are. reviewnble due +o DmL—OP-‘h‘meﬂppm‘ Garza V.
Tdabo, 139 S.¢ 739(20i9) making a 28 uscsSz244
DB the corcedt ruling withint Geonzaler v‘,77§ce[er'/)
132 S.CF el et (7012), Showing TAT.C. establed
at Trevine ¢ Thalec, 569 Us 4/3/ |33 5.6’?’77@//{2{7@
with fmpl:cabl& extea’s o pverturn conviction.
Can the Fifh Clecut Dental of CoA, be. more than
& thiseholdirmrsf” Yhreshold inguiry” Buck . Davis
V37 s.¢F. 759 620150 ) gf Vi‘ﬂé * moee in depﬂ) 1‘n7,u/'r')/'
infe Hhe undcdy?ftg clarms , r‘e?wr‘nes COA revieo,




- Statement Of Case

On J&(y 15,2009 pefifioner, WerDon Bripaes was convicled
of ang: sexual assault of a child, cause no. 27979, in 15942/ TH
TJudicial District Com“{'(S‘f'a‘b) , pursuant o (inveluntary] plea
and senfenced fo 22years Tex. Dept; Coim, Jushice.

- During (state) trial petitioner filed a concurrent Hnited
States Civil 60156(42@!‘(83) in .S, District Court Eastern Disfrist
Case Ko, 4:09- cv- 0065, challenging issues af stafe (Shou)r;zcj ‘
his frue -trrfen+|‘on5> at (Shafe cm‘m:‘na(‘frl\ao, Case. disryssed.
Petifioner t'ssuea? ”ﬂ‘loﬁon S, Wf‘H', and other ‘Ff‘cir_zgs at “ﬁ'(‘s?{’
operhmﬁ‘}/{ Angelina Coum‘y provides : No indigent acess.fo
courts; law T&mry-?z% is threw counsel on{)/)' ‘;)Zf{?lloﬂefg.
counsel had abandoned his cause”. Peddioner ‘started the.

”rew‘aw“ of Im‘s canse at TDCI-CID #o/r'&?a {/(m?; qnp? can
shew dafes f\h"(cg C‘F((eog mctions at ﬁ:‘atlzéi%/eﬁomﬂ are
‘not i the recordsy frome August/Septenber/odober
2009, First)recorded" (e Brady fetron on Ocfober 132009,

Bridges, is diligent in puresant of review(pest-conmition)
thus, Filed foc reandlysis" on DNA evidence. at frial dve
+o News> Technical Téstin and Errors af Ws.fffogsén [ab
+hat is involeed. Uponﬁzé eal Netee. %ha(fp{w@ Freal Couert
Cectifi cation of Defendant s i‘g’hv‘; T #@oea/ wns Jranﬁeﬁp
with-out DNA enly cestrictions (CR:p273).

Duringthrs (oua"af"ﬁ'me Airect review (Ko 12-(7-COZB-CRY
"l;/[cr‘s !%Fh CoR. Cshféj pefifioner 15 Fransteced o Tewrkana
Sidh Coh (Stte No. OG12-60109-CR), and he Brief's Taehectie.
Counsel; Exculpafor/ ; and ethers an{}/ o be. ihformied of DNA

eal con\y , and -Aéﬁé%‘%éﬁfg*dlbml'sseé@; Then at Peftien
Foo Di screhi ohary Rew ewCPD“ 056%-/@ )75@5 Crr'mr'rm/ Couct

b.




Of Aopeals did Vacate. reverse and remand, with Order
of {Acticle. 1,051 and 2654 Vern, T CsCrine, LT Nt DRt 64 05 andt
[A.0Z 1 this holds Divect-Review at Oct-of-Time fppeal, Appellate

) was appotated at frial dmr+£555n Eeevégjeufns, with
CD?:{:; ot Ador J.{) Tes MoteniJointly} with-out ew‘d’errffa?/,
Abandens pd’nzfaﬂer‘s ; SSHES B.’A ¢, Vq:}?(/earz‘gs} cwzsﬁ?mtrm“ﬂ p

Petifioner Hles vaclous reviews, SEE:RoPea( #12-(3-00265-
cR; Appeal 17 1H-0036A-CR | Repeal # 12:(5Doz74-CR ; Fppesl
# | 2| (- 0OOTO-CR. (with £inal Aemissal 20),

.ﬁre&gee 15 also $Tin ,Cgf’dfej Nf‘i‘:F D‘Fqueas&rpus# WR-8(-
290-p3 that is fncon?,o/ e af #us{m} Texas Hilings {’D!y‘ecﬁénsj
Bunurions, #WO-gl- 2a0-01 +#uR-BI - ZA0-DZ HWR-El- Z90- 4,
Dented wf/ou‘l’ ordec [Dm?lh‘ed a#omey"s a‘matawf's) ._D‘em‘e&/‘

. Petihioner moves to Federal 288 2254 in UnftedStafes
Distad Court EasternDistrict #q: (T-cv-2 , gefs Show Cauvse

Ocder Apal D11, Fileo Incomplefe at 2Busc27254, Bridres
A (,wf's éf«feéfﬁ‘a{ Cou("f"f'v%f'wrﬂk-ﬁeporfe(‘ 6@(&5 «f /}ppe«/ﬁ/ 42- 5

- 002 T4-CR ?;‘;q( comict oro{ﬂec)) petit ;@ orec f;ﬂa kes Objections
dicing B2254 foial of Orders/budimgs, Bridaes asks for complefe
-?;[e(éa‘fe*%&m{ﬁkn}e&, Meé Couct ﬁ'smfs.ses_zgfu.ﬁ. C.

gzzﬂ(d> on. MQ(‘CJ‘I (p} ZDZD,

The Unifed States Court OF Appeals for The Fifth Circu Appe [
Mo, W-40%96 ) denies C.OA. Certificate s and also Paﬁ%'on-éf?
Rehearing denied Novembec i1 2020, (per curiam)
Bridgez has Pled Fedeon| Lules 0F Clufl Proceduice Pule (Eb)
Metion On Decerrber 20 2020 (peﬂ&x\ n3> {Afmfrqdyf-?mn Us.

J

itk on il l\g} r\e@uesfeak &fockef’:;gi,




. Reaszons For menﬂns The Petition.

Petitioner Bridges can r;n(y wgge-s"l"many m;éﬁ'aéa%
inadvertance, ercor or neﬁ(ed' of erinunal D.M&P(baess)
Fraud, voidable. orders hearings front (Stafe Trial) fo

current federal courts | a breached centract by paid
comnsel § Not af affendence at armfgnmm{j pre-frial;

plea-hearing ev;'é’enﬁ‘ary hearing & allewing exculpatery
evidence ‘nge oy Hed oo Wr?gj held by stafes cﬂ%m?a

‘Dur*fng state coinunal frial Hhe Diskeieh A—Hbmy‘s sthee
MR what was rusrepresentafion of State of Texas Laws,
Texas Consfihichional - and tarted States Constifutfional Ervrs
ot the #th ; 5th; bth; Hih amendmerd +hot hold due
cvarse of (aw therein Due Process was 'a[:used') ot
{cllowed nor honered causing prefudice. Hat wil
Carry issue's feom ITnefledtive Connsel Turiedichitan|
Abuse oF &%ﬁf‘eﬁon p with filed fraudulent declacations
o held a untrie convichion of the deferdard:

The “frue records’ hold~the feue facts and +hi's
chould eet e free. .

o | Respedﬁc([

prse




CONCLUSION

!
The petition for a writ of certiorari should be granted.
|

Respectfully submitted,

Date: Hprr" 8).202(




