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_ s  QUESTION(S) PRESENTED , L
— v \WHY Bid THEPRoSECUTER SUBMIT A AFF(IAVIT FoR FROBARIE CAUSE CETNG/EiTnG A
TAN ANimal HAIR WAS FauND INSIDE WicKER TRUNK WiTH Vichim (AFTER VIEWING THE
%\E‘ﬂ;::;:&sﬂ I&eﬁﬂg\' FAc_%aooK P;&E AND sa/am}a His TAN AND WHITE K- Dofs) WHEN
P oR RECEVED THE DNA REFORT oN H/3n/2013 (one WEEK AEFoRE Fili 1=
DAV To THE, CAuRT) MAY s\am%? DNA RePoRT” L'usﬁhG“Hﬁ%?\ FRof TRUNK® AS '&#&’k‘&
PRaFIED AS BEIoNBING To THE VicTim? (APPENIX'G* EXHIBIT " ANA RPT. PAGE. 3 oF.3)
DAViS V, STATE \BILS WL 2d 43k (TEX.CRIM.APRIBD Ex-PARTE ARANDIEYA 781S.W.3d BB -
Crex, cRim. APP.1989)w, U5, V. LEonn 468 .8 847 (1987) V.'a'tia'ﬁ—ér—oﬂ oF U5, CoNSTrTuTion
AMENDMENT (5) FouRTHY FiRTh FouRTEENTH"Y FED. R, APP. P, RIE Sb ()

' ' - LI |

A, How 15 iT LEGAL FoR THE TRiAl CouRT To Allow AND TGNoR TRReleveNTy INAMMISSIIE
MiSIEADING CEl PHoNE TESTIMoNY AND EVIDENCE To A€ AnMiTED ‘WHEN CIEARIY THE
MoTioN FoR MiSTRIAI SHould HAVE AEEN GRANTED AT I7RR:33-84 (exHibiT * L"),
THE STATES AccuSATION /SPECUIATION WAS “LACK i CAIN ACTIVITY * Fik THE DAYS i QuESTIoNe,
LEXHIAT,"N” PAGE 1D WHicH I1s PROVEN 7o BE THE OPRasiTE WiTH GRAPH AND FHoNE RECORDS
AT EXHIATS " €7 PacEs I THRD 1S, | (APPENNIX'G EXHIBIT LY “N” ANDC) -

ColiE V. STAT%\B.?D Siw.3d 2834292 (TEX, CRIm , APP, 2o10)"s

JAcksoN V. VIRGINIAVHHA U8,307:99 5.CT, 2781-82(1979) 8, HABEAS Cokeus HS. (1),

TEXAS RUIES of EVIDENCE (TRE): RulE Hod (TRREIEVANT EVIDENCE INABMISSIRIE)

TRE- RUIE Y03 [ViolATioNS U.S.ConsT, AMENDS | STHr6TH AND TH)

3. IF THE Time. oF DEATH 1S/ WAS 12 To 3io HouRS BEFSRE THE VicTim WAS FounBy How
Covid PETITIONERS, Couth HAVE STRANGIEN THE VicTim SHoRTIY AFTER SEXUANY

AssAulTiNg HER (STATED B THE STATE AT EXHIBITV'N” PAGE 130 WHEN THE. DNA
EXPENT AND MEDIcA| EXAMINER'S TESTiMoNY 1S THAT PETITLNER'S SEMEN /SPERM
THATWAS Found WAS MEDICAIY/SCIENTYFICAIY PROVEN Tb HAVE AEEN DEFAGITED FIVE

(5)DAYS oR ONE HUNDRED TWENTY (130) HouRs BEFoREN NoT 14 Ta 3b HouRS\ DUE To
N W M AN r s S B A R iy N

Rlod=2bl ANDMA”PAGES lob-10B: (APFENDIX G EXHIBITS “N”“L3" “"M3%),

4. WHY Did THE PRoSECUTER STATE To THE CouRT THAT HE WAS WATING THE FBI DNA RERAT
OF THE. TAN ANIMAL HAIR THAT WAS Found ingiDE TRUNK Wilen HE RNEW A YEAR A& FoRE
FRom THE. DPS DNA LAB REPSRTISSUED 4/20/2013. THE RESuIT TNENTITY OF THE HAIR.

(STATEMENT MADE & PRoSECUTOR BN MAY 1313014) SEE. APPENDIX G* EXHIBIT T PackS 3-4).

wsal S.w, 3 43 (TEX. CRinee APP, 1989)" EX-PARTE. ARANDIEY, 7B15.w. 24886 (TEX. -
CRIML AP 1985) 1 1.8 V. LEONA 4B 15,897 GRS, ViolAToNS UsS, CONST, AMEND AT THIY).

5, How, AN THE STATE BE AlloweD To VinlATE THE .S, CoNSTTUTION AMEND . ARTILIE vIE(8)
B PasTiNG AN “EXCESSIVE A" AMounT of TEN MillioN (1D.0001000) NANARS 2

b wHY WAS THERE VERY L5TIE. of NoTHING WAS DonE, ABouT THE STATE INTERCEPTING. LEC)
Sealed CoNFRENTIAL MAIL® FRoM PETITIONER T Kis TwD (2) ATVORNEY.S. SEE APPENDIX'G

EXRBIT 6" 3PaiE DocUmENT, oN 2, PAGES)~ DREHER V.GIEINFFE36F.d | ML WAL T iR4980)

RREWER V. Wilk RF,3d Bt b\ BR0(ETH CiR,1953) Wﬁ%?ﬂ £, 2 900-T0B (7. CiR 484)
B T A €00 LA (AT ELf, 1608) Ve SR AT, 4T IHTH AMENDNENTS,
UESIYD ENTED CONTINUES BN NEXT PAGE.
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(QUESTioN (8) PRESENTED /CoNTINUE

7. T8 T AGAINST THE. LAW of THEGAL To DENY/DEPRVE AN INWATE Access Ts LeGaAl RE-
SEARCHY LAW LIBAARY \ Access To ATIHANEY AND THE LouRTS 7 AS To WHAT HAPPENED

CONSTANTIY-AND-CoNTrNpoustY-ATR&: 5 -6 CAPPENDIX G EXRIB TV T PAGES §6);

"Poundg V. S 430 V.S BITWBAB iq-n)-fc::m,ﬂmam.v‘gimbﬂ STHAIHTH .

B WHY Did THE PRosecToR FilE THE EIECTION NoT To SEEK THE. DEATH PENAITY AFTER WE
Realizen PETTIONER Dith NoTsWoulh N “FAIL" Fok His “Ruse”? (Apfenminc” ExaibiT"nv?)

' » by ! ’

A, How AN Six (6) TukoRS o HAD AN OPiNioN AS T PETTIONERY GrulTs BE Allowen T
ST oN THE JuRY PANED AFTER AnmiTiing DURING VOIR DIRE '\:HAT THEY VIEWED TV,
NEWS REPITS AND Followed THE CASE © (APPENMIX'G” EXMIBIT K PAGES HAMhAS
1R 128 THRY 135 0N MAY Hr2015 NoT INCIER), ViolaTion Ui, ConsT: AMEND. SIX (),

DANIELS V. WoodEsAn38 F.3d 181 [3M1-1A(GTH Gk 2005), REMMER V. 15,347 U5 27(1954)
US. V. BeckNeR b4 F3d 12901293 (STH ciR . 1995).

10.How Couvh TME DNA EXPERT RE Alloweh Th CHANGE HER TesTimony &Y TElNE, THE Baas
TulY THAT PETTIONER Couid NOT BE EXCIUDED FRoM A DNA Swiah fRoFilE FRomTHE ANAL
AEA AND DAMAGING PETIMoNER UNREVERSARIE DAMAGE DonNE N THE MINDS of THis
Bins JukY AT: IBRR.I0T EXHIBTVMH“PAGE o7+ wWHeN THE DNA RESRT Trems#ol-o4

ANAL SWAB STATES “No DNA FoAEAGN WAS OBTAINEDS THE EXPERT TESTIiMasnY CHANGED,
AT IBRR. 109~ 110 (APPENDIX G EXHIRT MS” PAGE. 10%+1D),

. WHY WAS “TNTERlociToRY APPEAL” NoT CoNSIDERED  EXAMINED of Ruleh ON AY THE
FiETH CARCUTT CouRT oN JUNE 1072031 AFTER THE SAME CouRT MISMISCED THE

TiveRlocuToly APPEAl FoR'WANT of JURISDICTION”on FESRUARY 12320307
(APPENDIX "),

10 .WHY WAS “IN FotmA PauPeRis “DENIED &Y THE FIFTH CIRET o June 10v202) wmg
PETTIONER HAS NEVER HAD oR OATRINED / PoSSESSED MoRE THAN Two HundReD (H3o0)

(233&%5 ATAO E TIME AS SHowN ON PETITIONERS THNMATE TRUST AccounT STATEMENT?
p iX “A%),

13.WHKY is iTTHAT PETTIDNER HAS BEEN CoNsTANTIY2 ConiNuously DENIEN THE 'MoTioN
To BE LoANED/FURNISHED A PARTAL CoPY of THE RecoRD oN APPEAL” AS PER THE RulE
Fen., R, APP.P. RuIE 2B YAMEES”\ PETITIONER 1§ ENTITIED « AND HAs AEEN TRYiNG FoR
Twg (D TEARS PRIDR To RECEIVING THE FIFTH CIRCUIT CouRTS MANDATE DENYING
PENTIONERS CERTIFIeATE oF APPEAIABINTY And PANE REQUEST FoR REHEARING “EN BANC
ANGTHER MoTiDN To RELEIVE THE REORNS (PROAARIE CAUSE AND FAT DNA REPHAT) WAS

SuBMITIED WITH “NoTice oF APPEAL EN AANC FoR REHEARINGA DENIED oN JulY 9204,
(APPENBIX “A”)

un



“LISTOF PARTIES

[ 1 All parties appear in the caption of the case on the cover page

4 All parties do not appear in the caption of the case on the cover page. A list of

all partles to the proceeding in the court whose judgment is the subject of this
petition is as follows:

}. Bohby LUMPKN\ hiREc.TaR\"tx{\S DNEPARTMENT OF ERviNAl TUSTice (H\(J)
CoRRecTionAl INSTVUTE. Nivision. (CTD)

P.0.R0X 99+ RUNTTVILIE \ TEXAS 77340 = pobo

2, NATHAN TADMEMA . ASSICTANT ATTORNEY GENERAI
Po, BoX 1A HB « AWSTING TEXAS 78711

RELATED CASES
TRiAl CouRT % A99TH Tuiaial MSTAWT CouRT CASE CRIZ-0033T-, MAY BaAols ConvicTion DATE .
NigecT APPEAl IXTH CoukTof ABPEALS CASE 1315-00137-CR% AutusT 3h Aok CASE AFRIRMED (MRNMTE)
CouRT oF CRimiNAL APPEALS of TEXAS+ PR CASE PD-05 5% b TulY Xhib cASE REFUSED -
CoukT oF CRin APPERLS oF TEXASS HAREAS Coffus cASE WR-24~ 382-011 APRIl 1312017 ¢ASE DENIED.
U.£. NISTRICT CouRTA HABERS CoRRus 3ASH CASE b17-Cv-00433+ Tuly 13030 CASE DENIED.

8. CoukT of APPRALS FoR THE 5TH c\kcuf\' CASE 19-410051 FEBRUARY 12,3090 CASE DS
MISSED Fol WANT of JURISDICTION” (INTERICLTORY APPEALD.

- UL S, CoukT of APPERIS STH CIRQIT CASE 20-Ho5351 TUNE 10v303) CASE DENIED -

(iv)
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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

B{ For cases from federal courts:

The opinion of the United States court of appeals appears at Appendix A to
the petition and is UNKnowN (Be€ Aslow)

[ ] reported at ____ ; or,

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

[ 1 is unpublished.

The opinion of the United States district court appears at Appendix B to
the petition and is UNKNowA(Ste AElow)

[ ] reported at v ' ; OF,
[ ] has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,
[ 1 is unpublished.

{4 For cases from state courts:

The opinion of the highest state court to review the merits appears at
Appendix & ___ to the petition and is UYNKSIDWN

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

¢t ¢ D :
The opinion of the _ 2MTH ToicsAl NisTRICT court
appears at Appendix _C __ to the petition and is

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

' 1' ¢
Ps:(.jibm Aas SubmiTien FouR (4) REQURST To Access Law LIBRARY To ReSeARch The |
PuBlicATioN of CASE(S). LIARARY STAFF ReFusE Ta ANSWER MY REQUEST\ DENYING AND
-DEPRvING RiGHT(S) To Accest THE CoukTE) AGAIN (SEE APPENDIXE EXHIBT “1%
RounNds V. SMiTHHR0 0.5, 817 848 (977)




JURISDICTION

X1 For cases from federal courts:

The date on which the United States Court of Appeals decided my case
was ' . AN

[ 1 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: AulY 91204 —, and a cop%Hof the
order denying rehearing appears at Appendix _A  [LETTER FRoM THE CoufT)

[ 1 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. § 1254(1).

[ 1 For cases from state courts:

The date on which the highest state court decided my case was AubucT 310lb.
A copy of that decision appears at Appendix _C

[ 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).

2



CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS INVOLVED

UNiTed STATES ConsSTiTuTioNAl AmeNdmenT /7 RigHTs (U.5.C.A)

U.S.C.A. ViolaTioN oF THE FRsT (IST) AMENMMENT P'E\‘%E
U,S.C.A. ViolATioN oF THE FoukTH(*TH) ANGNAMENT i
UL A, ViolATioN OF THE. FiFTH (STH) AmENdmENT iy
UsS.C.A ViolaTioN oF THE SixTH(GTH) AMENDMENT AT
USCAL ViolaTioN oF THE EJGHTABTH) AMENDMENT S
U:S.C.A. ViolaTioN OF THE FouRkTEENTH (I4) AMENDMENT — HATIS



) STATEMENT OF THE CASE '
— —CASE PReSenTED IN ORDER BY-DATE Z5TafT (2012) To FiisH {2oat),

2005 1/ /aoik PETITIONER HAD ConSENSUAl SEX WiTH VicTim ~ PETTIoNERS NIECE.,

W/2/2013, VicTim NISAPREARED. LEFT TEXT MESSAGE SHE WA MEETING A GuY
FRom PARISITEXAS FoR SeX.

(1//2012 VicTiin Found DECEACER INSINE. A WicKER TRuNK . A RAPE K;TV\N%S
ichim.

PERFoRMED AND DNA oF A MIXTORE OF SPERM MATCHED PETITIONER A
DuE Th THE MIXTURE « MEDicAl EXAMMNER AND DNA TESTiMoNY (EXPERT) 18 THAT
TRE INTERCOURSE. 1S Cons)STENT WiTH CoSENSUAL SEX . CAPPENDNK G 19RR.T7778
Ao AT APPENNIX'G” PETITIONERS EXHIATE LA (17RR, Abo-bD" M3 (1BAR, 0b-
\o8YM.E. Ah ANA EXPERT STATES THAT PETTIoNGR'S SPERM WAS Five (5)DAYS olm

THIS (ONFIRMS /CoRROBORATES PETTIoNERS STATEMENT of ARiNG WiTH Viclik o iVA
013’ RS- ANA LABGRATHRY REART No.GAR-1ali-1a3as Tesued To THE STATE. on 4/3p/013
TTEM NodSlol-0H AND 01-1H 15 LINKNowN, ANA Fau ond ANAY AND NiPRIE SWABS,

(APPERDIX'G" EXHIBIT, "B 1§ THE REFRT)
DNA EXPERT Tells Rias /PRETudicE JURY “AERTIONER Could NoT BE EXCJUDED FRom

BAA THAT DUE To Low LEVE! of DATA PRESENT\ No PRoFilE Coutd BE DATAINEDY
(APPENRIX e EXHIBIT “MY” 18RR.107).

5/b/a13 ARFIAAVT ok PRoBABIE CAUGE™To SEARCH AND ARREST WARRANT EXECITED,
LisTiNg Fof CALSE’ DNA MixTRE s CENuIARCENPHONE. REcoRdS CAN AcTviTy
PEMTILNER’S Dot HAIR FounD INSIDE. WickeR TRUNK WiTH Vicim CTAN. HAW).
D). HAIR Found N TRUNK WAS Black AN BEIoNG To VicTim: AccolDine T DNA -
REPRT TTEM No.03-ol-Ab-o1-AB TiTIED:HAIR FRot TRUNK”(APREND's” EXHIAT )
). Cell PHone. RECORDS AccuSATion Ay THE STATE AT APPENDIX G EXHIBITN? PAGE 13
15 THAT'LACK oF CAN ACTVTY BURING THE DAYS/TIME VicTi WAS MILSING
APPENDIX ‘e EXMIAT "C”PAGE. 111 '18 A CENl PHoNE GRAPH THAT WAS CoPied FRom
THE RECORDS PAGES 1A h3aiY Amus\;cqngunm\ THAT SHowS AND PROVES
THE EXACT OPPaSITE oF LAcK oF CAHl ACTIViTY, AloT MoRE CAILS IN THatE Five
DAYS THAN WEEKS: MoNTHS AEFORE PleAsE See. AND MATcH (BRAPH o THE RECORIK,
2.DNA evinence LisTeD ABovE, AT APPENDIX 'G' EXIAIT “N“PAGE 1A 15 THE STARE-
MENT BY THE STATE) MooRE’S SEMEN INSIME. VicTim'( VAGINA AND MENICA Evi-
DNENCE. SHows THE Vicim WAS STRANGIED SHaRTTY AFTER BEiNG Sexually AsSANTIEN'
PENiTioneR CAN SHow AND PRovE. THE STATES STATEMENT is FAlES(FAlSE)\ UNTRUE ; ,
PERTIONERS SEMEN WAS CoFIRMED To AE MoRE THAN FIVE DAYS I Nuk To, THE Taik
DISSolVED FRoM TRE SPERM CEILS THAT TAKES Five DAYS (APPENDING EXHIBIT LR
PAGE 2Lo-Abl\ *M3” PALE 10b7168) : -
SHE RS Foun (AreENDIX *@&"
)

Time, of DEATH WAS 12 Tb Als HouRS AEFSRE
EXHBT  LA" 17884 A58 2591 Ablo ~AbH\ A1)

ConTinuATion ZConclusionN /CanTiNuE ON NEXT ADDiTioNAl PAGE

H.




™~
| STATEMENT oF THE CASE / CoNTINUE
5/ulotd; excessive. Aail/Fine /Bond AMounT of TEN Million (tiioyuoss000) DallARS ,

CAPPENDIX G EXRIBT “H”) ConsTiuGoN AMEND. ARTicle (VITL)-

3/18/aoM! PETGoNER DENEN/SEPRIVED AccEst To el Law LIBRARY Books, PETiioNeR
WANTED Ta RESEARCH “PRABABIE CAWE" TUDGE STATES! “HE HAS A LAWYER!”
(APPENDIX " EXHIBIT "L ” PAGES 5.b). BouNDS V. SmiThyH30 U.S:BI7 838 (1977).,

5/13/20M? ProsecioR CoNTINUE To Lie. To THE CoulT AouT HAIR Fourud 1N TRuNK” STATiNG
. HE WATTING FoR FAT DNA REART on TAN ANimAL HaiR, (APPENNX‘G" ExNiAITVT”
PARSS M), U.S. V. LEON, Mb3 U.5.8a7(1984) (A cRim.Law 394, (6)

(o225 MaToN To SToP THE. STATE FRom THIERLEPTNG PETTIONERY LEGAI CoNFIDENTAl
AL To ATIANEYSY (APPENMIX'G’ EXHIBT G PABES 1hawd),
ConsTITUTioN AMENSMENT SixTH AND FoURTEENTH VIniATIONS.

B/ab/aoM: sTate FilES “ElecTion NoT To SEERTHE DEATH PENAITY * Tug. STATE TRieh, A
*PloyTo ScARE. PETTIONER INTD AGIREEING To A PIEA BARGAIN BY THREATENING
DEATA iF DNA TRSTING oF TAN HAIR BY FAT RESulTs MATCHED PERTONERS Dot

Paﬂﬂb»ésk HAY NoTHiNG, To Do WiTH THE MURDER AND ConTiNued To RETECT PieA.,

APPENDIX G EXHIBT "0 oNE PAGE), s
5/4/2015" Voik-InRE. Tuy SelecTion (Tuky Bias And PRETUDICcE) TURDRS WERE.
- OPINIbNATER AS Th PETITIaNER'S ChuilT' BASED oN WHAT THEY VIEWED ON TV, NEWS,
(AePeNBIXG" EXHIBIT VK" PAGES 43144145 PAGE 138 THAY 135 NoT iNclUBED (1RR,)-
NoTE: Pc_Tmij 18 AFRICAN AMERicAN (BlALk) TRIAl AEiNG HEID IN All WHITE

TRial CoukT (PARTYS AND JuRoRS)\ PETIIDNER WAS DoomeD Fhom THE (TART AY THIS
Small Towd. DANielS Vi WoahFoRDy 438 F.3d ilBIh1ad1=ia (9 1 2005) "
REMMER Vi U.S AHT U:S. AA7 (4590 UiS, V. AECKNERNGAF.2d 139041393 (57H ciR.1945)

5/7/3015: DNA TESTimony BY EXPERT: Rubic. HAIR, Faun And ENTERED inTo SwiFs RAPE KiT
. DaES NsT APPEAR To HAVR. REEN TESTER AS 1T 1S Nov LisTED 6N DNA RefofT,

(AOPENDIX & EXRIA TN PAGES B3B3, CHAPTER b4 WRIT FoRl INATESTING FIJED ON
MAY lior d0llo  ATTORNEY ASRINTED « SEE APPENINIX’c” LETTER FRoM ATIORNEY (zase FENBINGD,

7/37/20lb’ PRo & PETTibN FoRk DistRETIONARY REVIEW WAS REFUSED BY CoukT oF
cRiminal APPEALS of TEXAS (ARPENNIX'C” EXHIAIT “F" oNE PAGE CARD No. 1),

W/a/an\7: ARRILEATION, FoR WRIT of HABeAS Carfus (1107 DENIED WiThouT WATTen
DROER BY LouRT oF CRiminAl APPEALS oF TXAS (APPENDIN'S” EXHIBITF * CARD Nb.):

/2012017 WAIT of AABEAS CoRfus (AX5H) FHIED To THE ULS. DSTRIET CouRT:
7/24/2030° WRT oF HABEAS LoRPus (2354) DENIEN BY /S, DISTRILT CouRT. AN

13/4/3019. PETiTioNER Filen A INTERlogiToRY APPEAL To THE U.S. h‘lgma'cT CouRT THAT
wAS FoRWARMED To THE FiFTH CIRCWIT CoukT of APPEALS (APPENRIX'DYY).

2/ii/3030} FIFTH LT CouRT DISMISSED THE TNTERlocToRY APPEAI"FoR WANT
oF JuRsDicTion”  (APPENDIX “IVY)+

CoNTINUATION / tonclusioN ON NEXT PAGE.
5. |




STATEMENT of THE. CASE. /ConTINDED

Aeeeal To CoukT b€ APPEAL Fo® THE FiFTH CIRLiT  »
8/5/3030% NeTice. of APPERI CEATIE(CATE OF APPEAIABINTY~ MaTioN (and) To BE,
LoANED / FURNISHED A CoPY oF THE RECoRD 0N APPEAI(FED R.APP. . RulE 28 ARIER):

~Ta-FoRMA—PALRERLS—WiTH-DATA-SHEET-FRom-INMATE TRST FunD_AS PeR Feb R APPEL

RUIE M STATEMENT oF EVIDENCE UNBER Fed.R.APPPRNE 10(C) WHEN A TRANS-
ERPT . O AVAABIE . CAPPEAINIX “TV').

/10/203)% U5, CoukT oF APPeals FoR THE FAFTH, C1ROAT HAs DENIED MoTionis Faf
TH FokmA PAUPER(S « CERTFILATE OF APPEAIARIRTY\ MaTieN FoR LoAN of RECORD
(o»gpnepggl\‘\fxgcmwi’r Folk *PRoBABIE CAUSE AND FAT DNA RERRT: Al DENIED,
A E”hi Y\ U4 .

1/9/303) 5, APoEA) ToTHE CouRT oF APPEALS FoRTHE FIFTH CIRCUIT “EN AANC"CouRT Folk

Panal 7Penel/ Panel ReNeARING HAS AEEN RETECTED /DENMIED: SEE LETTER FRom
THE coulT AT (APPENMIX “A“)s




REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION

SufF1CIENCY OF Al THE EVIDENCE 1S INSuFFIGENT To CHARGE AND ConvicT PETTIONER WiTH
CAPTAl MURDER , PETTIONER HAS REEN OVER CHARGED AND WRoNGFullY CoNVicTEn.

InTeRlocuToky APPEAl WAS DISMASED BY THE CoukT oF APPEAS (STH CIRCuTT) FoR “WANT |
OF TuRisticTion ” BuT oNce TuRistictioN WAS DETAIN WiTH CoAv THE APPEAl WS N5T

REVIEWED CONSIDERED Nok RuIED LIFUN in THE MANRATE DENYING COA APPEAL.
(SEE APPENDIX DY AND A*

CHAPTER b4 WRIT FoR DNA TESTING AND AN APPOINTMENT of Counsel wAS GRANTEN oM
MAY llov 0o (LASE STiHl PENDING Y SEE. IETRR FRom APPoINTED ATIRNEY AT APPENDIX“C") |
REASON Foh GRANTING WRIT 1S THAT A PuBic. HAIR WAS FounD BuT WAS NoT TESTED ANN |
THE FBT DNA REMAT oN THE TESTING oF A“TAN ANIMAL HAIRY will RE RERUESTEN FoR
TESTING, PETITIONER HAS REASON To BElievE THE TAN HAIR Does NoT EXIST &uT WAS
0 PART OF THE PRaSECUTOR'S “RuSE” Ta StARE. PETTIONER. SEE APPENDIXG' EXHIBT T
N, : CAUSE. INSUFFIQENT ‘o
THE ENDENCE LisTen oN PROBABIE|To SEARCH AND ARREST WaS INSUFFIEN FaR MuRDER.
L ONA / 2, CEll PHonE RecoRNS /3., TAN AR
»DNAL MIXTURE oF SPERM WAS CoNFIRNED BY EXPERT WiTWESS TEsTimoNy 10 HAVE AeEN
. CONSISTENT WiTH CoNSENSUAL SEX AND THAT THE SPERM WAS Fivee (5) DAYS oh MoRE

OIDACONFIRMING AND CoRRoBoRATING PETITIONER'S ClAiM OF REING WiTHTHE Vichim THE
DAY BEFHRE SHE DISAPPEARED

A+ CEN PHoNE RECORDS: THE CEN PaonE RECORDS SHows EXACT oPPasiTE of THE STATES |
 AccushTioN /SPECUinTion of *Lack of CAl ACTiviTY” PETTioNER REQUEST THiS CouRT
Jo View TRE GRAPH AND CoMPARE T To THE RECORNS AT APPENDIXG BXHIAIT “C” b
PAGE 11 15 THE BRAPH 11 THRUK-1IS ARE THE RECORDS . START WiTH 11/1/2012 . THE DAY |
BefRE Nichin DISAPPEARED AND Cio BACKWARD Folk WEEKS + MONTRS: WHAT will BE Found
ARE CAllS EXCEPTED AND MABE ARE RAREIY EVER B CAILS PEA RAY, ,
DuRine THE TiME THE VicTim WAS MSING THERE WERE 10To I8 CAYS PER DAY BR b DAYS, .
WITH THIS EVIDENCE. AND THE MoTioN FoR MiSTRIAl THAT WAS DENIEDY IT 15 CIEAR
THE PHoNE EVIDENCE AND TESTimoNY WAS TAREIEVENT AND TNADMISSARIE (TNeGAY), |
\BE APPENDIX ‘G2 EXHIBIT VL") ,
- ' , ., PRosecyToRs . .
3.TAN AnimAl HAIR', PRoBABIE CAUSE. lisTED THIS HAW AFTERIViEWING PETIONERS INTERNET |
AFAcEBaok PAGE To SEE HiS TAN AND WHITE K% Doy THEN FALsElY: FRAUDUIENTYY Submit- at
JED AFFIDAVIT To A TUDEE WITH THIS LiE AFTER PRosecuToR RECEIVED AND KNEW THE TRuE
ADENTITY oF THE HAIR ONE WEEK BEFRE ON APRIL 30:30(3 THEN FilED AFFIDAVT MAY b\dol3,

IN Closing: PETITBNER WAS CoNVACTED FoR HAVING SEX WiTH His NIZcEs NoMiNG MoRE. .

AicTin, WAS UNDER AGE FsR WHICH THE CHARGE AND ConNVicTioN SHould HAYE FoR

Sexval RSSAUITA Foll WHich TRE EVIDENLE PROVES . THEAE 'iS No EVIDENCE of MUMF.R\:
ONIY AcuSATION(S) AND SPeECUiATioN ().

NoT oNE (1) TTEM oN SEARCH WARRANT AFFIDAVIT oA ITEMS SeiZ€D on PRoPERTY
LisT TAGPENINIX " EXHIAIT * E-X) WAS LSED AS EVIDENCE ,

7.



CONCLUSION

The petition for a writ of certiorari should be grantéd.

Respectfully submitted,

AVGUsT 3, doil

Date:




