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STATEMENT OF QUESTIONS PRESENTED

I. WHETHER PETITIONER’S CLAIMS SHOULD BE HEARD ON THE MERITS UNDER THE DUE 
PROCESS CLAUSE OF THE 14TH AMENDMENT TO THE UNITED STATES CONSTITUTION TO 
AVOID A MISCARRIAGE OF [JUSTICE WHERE NEW EVIDENCE SHOWS THAT PETITIONER IS 
INNOCENT OF THE CRIME?

II. WHETHER PETITIONER WAS DENIED DUE PROCESS OF THE CAW AND A FAIR TRIAL] 
WHERE THE PROSECUTOR KNOWINGLY USED FAllSE EVIDENCE TO OBTAIN A TAINTED 
CONVICTION AND FAILED TO CORRECT FAL’SE TESTIMONY?

III. WHETHER PETITIONER WAS DENIED DUE PROCESS OF THE CAW AND A FAIR TRIAL* 
WHERE THE PROSECUTION DESTROYED EXCU>ATORY/IMPEACHING EVIDENCE IN BAD FAITH?

IV. WHETHER PETITIONER’S CONSTITUTIONAL! RIGHT OF CONFRONTATION AS ENVISIONED 
BY THE SIXTH AMENDMENT TO THE UNITED STATES CONSTITUTION WAS DENIED?
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LIST OF PARTIES

\yi All parties appear in the caption of the case on the cover page.

[ ] 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:
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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

[ ] For cases from federal courts:

The opinion of the United States court of appeals appears at Appendix Mth,... to 
the petition and is

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[ ] is unpublished.

The opinion of the United States district court appears at Appendix A// A_ to 

the petition and is
a/a[ ] reported at ; or,

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[ ] is unpublished.

[ ] For cases from state courts:

The opinion of the highest state court to review the merits appears at 
Appendix A to the petition and is
[ ] reported at
[ ] has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,
Wf is unpublished.

//).k ; or,

The opinion of the ^ ■=* <1 (La v* <~V~
appears at Appendix __ to the petition and is

a/1 A

court

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[vf is unpublished.

IT



JURISDICTION

[ ] For cases from federal courts:

The date on which the United States Court of Appeals decided my case 
was Ml h

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

[ ] A timely petition for rehearing was denied by the United States Court of
Appeals on the following date: MIA.-----------
order denying rehearing appears at Appendix

, and a copy of the
a)\k

[ ] An extension of time to file the petition for a writ of certiorari was granted
(date) on_hLLk.MIA (date)to and including 

in Application No. Mlk A M/A__.

The jurisdiction of this Court is invoked under 28 U. S. C. § 1254(1).

[ ] For cases from state courts:

,->03- \The date on which the highest state court decided my case was 
A copy of that decision appears at Appendix ------

[ ] A timely petition for rehearing was thereafter denied on the following date: 
A//A____________, and a copy of the order denying rehearing

appears at Appendix MIK

[ ] An extension of time to file the petition for a writ of certiorari was granted
to and including_Ml h_____
Application No. M/a- A a/ / At .

(date) on MIA (date) in

The jurisdiction of this Court is invoked under 28 U. S. C. § 1257(a).
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constitutional! provisions involved

AMENDMENT 5

No person shall be held to answer For a capital, or otherwise infamous 
oriinB| unless on a presentment or indictment of a Grand Oury, except in 
oases arising in the land or naval Foroee, or in the militia, when in actual 
service in time of War or public danger; nor shall any person be subject For 
t*ie same offense to be twice put in jeopardy of life or linb; nor shall be 
compelled in any criminal case to be a witness against himself, 
deprived of life, liberty, or property, without due process of law; 
shall private property by taken for public use, without just compensation.

nor ba 
nor

AMENDMENT 6

In all criminal prosecutions, the accused shall enjoy the right to a speedy 
md public trial, by an impartial jury of the State and district wherein the 
crime shall have been committed, which district shall have been previously 
ascertained by law, and to be informed

to be confronted with the witnesses against him; 
compulsory process for obtaining witnesses in hiB favor, and to have the 
Assistance of Counsel for his defense.

of the nature and cause of the
accusations; to have

AMENDMENT 8

Excessive bail shall not be required, nor excessive Fines Imposed, nor cruel 
and unusual punishment inflicted.

AMENDMENT 14

Section 1s All persons bom or naturalized in the United States, and subject 
to the jurisdiction thereof, are citizens of the United States aid of the 

they reside. No State shall make or enforce any law which shall 
abridge the privileges or immunities of citizens of the United States; nor 
shall any State deprive any parson of life, liberty, or property, without 
due process of law; nor deny to any parson within its jurisdiction the equal 
protection of the laws.

State

T
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conspiracy to commit breaking and entering, MCl! 750.157b, MSA 28.354(1); and 

felony Firearm, McO 750.227b, MSA 28.424(2). A supplemental information 

charging habitual offender status, was also filed.

After the interview of potential alibi witness Mr. Irving Marshall a

notice of alibi defense was filed. (App I.) Mr. Marshall gave Attorney

KBigler a photograph taken of himself and Petitioner in Detroit on the night

of the crime* Attorney Watts informed Petitioner that Mr. Marshall could not

be located for trial.

During the first of two trials a mistrial was declared upon a motion to 

suppress evidence of identification of defendant by Robert iJeFere. 

(App D.) During the trial Mr. OeFere admitted that he was unable to

identify defendant as the perpetrator during the preliminary examination

until the prosecutor walked over, stood behind defendant and pointed 

defendant out to Mr. lleFere.

The prosecutor filed an interlocutory appeal from the trial court's 

ruling suppressing identification testimony by Mr. LeFere. The prosecutor's

appeal of this ruling was nothing more than a stall tactic to delay 

proceedings in this oase, to await the retirement of Oudge Noble. On

September 17, 1991, the Michigan Court of Appeals affirmed the ruling by the 

trial court suppressing the identification of Defendant. (App E.) fJudge 

Noble retired and was replaced by the Honorable Oudge Schmucker before the

September 17, 1991, Court of Appeals* decision.

During the second of two trials the sole evidence presented by the

prosecution to tie defendant to the crime came in the form of fingerprints.

As a result, a bulk of the trial testimony was focused on how and where the

fingerprints were found. The prosecution's case, therefore, was dependent on

the testimony of Five Michigan State Troopers (Douglas D. Halleek, Oaivd

G
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William Bush, Thomas G. Finco, David B. OaRowe and Llarry Boyer) and Michael 

fJ. Sinks Claboratory special1st in latent prints For tha Michigan State 

Police in L’snsing, Michigan).

Trial testimony From Mrs. CeFere was that she had "Mil leidJite" beer In 

the reFrigerator CTr.t, page 81, lines 3-B). That there were no beer 

cans observed in the kitchen aFter the breakin (Tr.t, page 83, lines 13-14). 

Directly Following her trial testimony describing crime scene photographs 

showing the inside oF tha home (Tr.t, pages 84-92), Mrs. L’eFere gave 

testimony concerning the authentication oF People's Proposed Exhibits 

Numbers 21-26, photographs taken six (6) years Following the crime in this 

matter CTr.t, pages 92-9S).

AFter trooper Halleek Found snow Footprints outside he asked trooper

Bush to come outside so that he could show him tha snow Footprints CTr.t,

lines 11-1S).page 131

A second Miller 12 ounce beer can was Found sitting on b kitchen counter 

CTr.t, page 111, lines 17-18 and page 131, lines 19-20). This beer can had 

.apparently been shown to Mrs. OeFare by Halleck and Bush CTr.t, page 111, 

lines 15-20), but Mrs. lleFere didn’t recall seeing it CTr.t, page 83, lines 

13-14). Troopers believed that the Miller beer cans ware the same MillerOite 

beer esns that Mrs. lleFere stated ware missing From hsr reFrigerator CTr.t, 

page 111, lines 10-12), two diFFerent brands oF beer.

AFter being quBliFied as sn expert in the area oF latent print 

identiFication Mr. Sinke testiFied that he removed dependant's Fingerprints 

From one oF the two Miller bear cans CTr.t, page 171, lines 15-21), but that 

he was unable to tell the court which beer can contained the Fingerprints

due to how he received both cans - the beer cans were unmarked in a single

manila envelope CTr.t, page 158, lines 5—S). None oF the prints matched

7
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consisted oF a thumb print (Tr.t, page 1S9, lines 4-9).

Trooper Boyer testified that In November of 1990, six years after the

orlme, he took the photographs marked as People’s Proposed Exhibits Numbers 

21-25 that were used by the prosecutor as crime scene photographs (Tr.t, 

page 201, lines 15-25).

In closing argument the prosecutor argued that the beer cans were 

"Mlllertllte." (Tr.t, page 225, lines 5-25.)

On January 23, 1992, defendant was convicted by a Jury ran the counts of 

armed robbery, breaking aid altering an Occupied dwelling and conspiracy to
y.

,’S

commit armed robbery and breaking and entering. The jury found defendant not , 

guilty on the kidnapping charge and the Court dismissed the felony firearm
■I

charge. Defendant plead guilty to being a second offender.

On March 18, 1992, defendant was sentenced to 40 to 80 years;; 15% to 22%
*&years and 40 to 80 years, respectively.

Without success defendant filed his appeal of right, along with many V 

other appellate mid post appeal attempts. (Sea App 0. for a complete 

appellate history.)

On October 23, 2019, the Trial Court entered an Order denying

defendant’s Motion for Belief from ^Judgment and Request for an Evidentiary 

Hearing (Appendix B).

24 , 2020, The Michigan Court of Appeals entered ah Order 

Dismissing defendant’s Motion for Remand and Deieyed Application for lieave . 

to Appeal (Appendix A).

On 'June 01, 2021, the Michigan Supreme Court denied Ceave to Appeal 

(Appendix C.)

On March

8
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exhibits 21-26. As stated above, the crime took place on December 23, 1984. 

The photographic trial court exhibits 21-26 where not taken until November 

of 1990, nearly 5ix [6} years after the crime. CTr.T. page 201, lines 

15-25.) While being totally 

photographs the prosecutor presented them to the jury as if they were crime 

scene photographs. During direct questioning cF Mrs. CeFere the prosecutor 

allowed Mrs. CeFere to testify Falsely to the effect that the fake 

photographic trial court exhibits were an accurate depiction of the scene 

CTr.T. pages 92-95), undoubtedly leaving the jury to believe that the snow 

covered ground depicted at the LsFsre residence was the crime scene and that 

Mrs* CeFere must be telling the truth about her own home.

aware that these were not crime scene

To further convince the jury of Petitioner’s involvement in this crime

the prosecutor deliberately circumvented the discovery process. The 

discovery order directing that all photographs be presented was issued an 

April 23, 1990 CApp G). After destroying the original crime scene photographs

and other evidence, the prosecution waited until it snowed, went out to 

the LeFeres' residence and took the Fake photographic trial court exhibits

21-26.

The prosecutor then allowed the police to change their original police

report statements so that they would match the scene depicted in the fake 

photographs. The facts went from "dirt” footprints CApp l!) to 

footprints. (Tr.T. page 110, lines 5-13).

"snow"

All of the false evidence and other misconduct (see issues I S II, 

arguments) was directly created to falsely identify Petitioner as the person 

that committed this crime. The fabricated snow evidence was used to persuade 

ths jury into concluding that the police had Foilowed snow footprints to a

Miller beer can which may have contained the sole fingerprint evidence.
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mislead the jury with the False evidence into believing that Petitioner had

committed this crime. A scheme that involved the bad Faith destruction of

original crime scene photographs which were replaced with Fake photographs. 

And Failure to preserve the sole partial dirt Footprint so that it could be

replaced by a trail oF False snow Footprints shows bad Faith. This deliberate 

deceit was so elaborate that a reasonable juror might be inclined to

disbelieve the police entirely.

As in House, although there exist some evidence presented at trial that

could support an inference oF guilt, it is vastly outweighed by the evidence

oF innocence, while not being supported by any true Facts.

AFter the police changed their original statements, which are now

directly contradicted by their trial testimony, the Facts remain incomplete

and appear to be made up without caring to Fit the latest Fabrication to the

previous one. For example, the testimony From police has snow Footprints

leading away From the paint oF entry into the home but no Footprints eF any

(Tr.T. page 110, lines 5-13). Also,kind leading up to the point oF entry

snow Footprints under two windows but none leading up to or away From either

oF the two windows (Tr.T. page 189, lines 9-18). Police walked around the

perimeter oF the house on numerous occasions. Not only were there no

Footprints oF any kind observed the police Failed to make any Footprints oF

their own CTr.T. page 109, lines 4-7). This testimony is Far Fetched and

clearly Fabricated.

A newspaper photograph showing the actual crime scene shows the ground 

around the LaFere residence with no snow. CApp M.)

A rJackson Citizen Patriot Newspaper article dated three (3) days after 

the crime has a quote From a ^Jackson County Official referring to Four inches

of snowfall as the First. (App N.) The same amount is given in the weather

14
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data for Oecamber 26, 1984. (App 'j.]

The climatological data (App Lj], Newspaper photograph [App M) and 

Newspaper article [App N), are all new evidence.

United States Supreme Court president supports the view that a 

"Fundamental miscarriage of justice occurs when the defendant submits 

evidence that a constitutional violation has probably resulted in a 

conviction of one who is actually innocent." Schlup, 613 US at 324-325.

Indeed, concerns about the injustice that results from the conviction of 

an innocent person has long been at the core of our criminal justice system. 

That concern is reflected, for example, in the "fundamental value 

determination of our society that it is far worse to convict an innocent man 

than to let a guilty man go free." In Re Winship, 397 US 358; 90 S Ct 1068; 

25 l! Ed 368 (1970 )( Harlan, 1)., concur ring).

In Herrera v Collins, 506 us 390; 113 S Ct 853; 122 l2 Ed 2d 203 (1993], 

the Supreme Court assumed that a truly persuasive post-trial demonstration

of actual imocenoe renders the execution of a person unconstitutional. Mr. 

McQuirter urges this Court to apply the same law here because it is

"fundamentally unfair*’ as a matter of procedural and substantive due process

an irmooent person for a crime he did not commit, regardless of 

whether the person in sentenced to death, 

years], Herrera, 506 US at 398(citatians omitted](”[T]he central purpose of

. to punish

life in prison or [to a term of

system of criminal justioe is to convict the guilty and free the imocent."] 

Mr. McQuirter is entitled to the relief because he is innocent. The

prosecution presented fake crime scans photographs to further conceal 

Petitioner’s innocence. This is not whet the Herrera Court envisioned when 

stating what it believed the central purpose of a criminal justice system to

bG« Id• 398.

15



Petitioner MoQuirter contends that given the nature of hie ease aid the

importance of assessing witness credibilityt ‘this Court should remand the

matter For an evidentiary hearing. Petitioner asserts 'diet an evidentiary

hearing will reveal Facts and evidence that will show that it is more likely

than not diet no reasonable juror would have Found him guilty. Schlup, 513

at 327. See also, Affidavit of Petitioner. CApp P.)

1G



ARGUMENT IIs

FAILURE TO CORRECT FAllSE EVIDENCE DEPRIVEO PETITIONER OF DUE PROCESS WHERE 
THE PROSECUTOR KNOWINGLY PARTICIPATED IN THE FABRICATED SCHEME TO MAKE IT 
APPEAR THAT PETITIONER HAD COMMITTED THE CRIME. 14TH AMEND.

Where the state court did rot access the merits of a claim properly

raised in a habeas petition, the deference due under AEDPA does not epply. 

Barnes v Elo, 339 F.3d 496, 501 (6th Gir. 2003) (noting that "urusual

circumstances" meant that the Federal court had "no alternative but to

conduct an independent review of the claim, because there is no Foundation 

in the state court proceedings For AEDPA deference.") See also McKenzie v 

Smith, 326 F.3d 721, 727 (6th Cir. 2003).
r

Specifically, the prosecutor used False evidence in the Form of Fake

crime scene photographs in Furtherance of a schema with the police to make

the jury believe the False police testimony that the ground outside the 

crime scene was covered with snow, where snow Footprints led police to e

Miller 12 ounce beer can taken From the LeFere residence by the suspects, 

consumed and discarded on top of the snow directly next to the snow 

Footprints. The jury was informed that either this beer can or a second

beer can Found inside the home contained Petitioner's Flngerprints end,

thus, Petitioner must have committed the crime. But because the snow Facts, 

including the Fake enow Filled trial court photographic exhibits that were

presented in support of the False snow evidence, the verdict must be

overturned where the United States Supreme Court has stated that a

conviction cannot be based on False evidence. Napue v Illinois, 360 US 264,

269 ; 79 S Ct 1173; 3 L1 Ed 2d 1217 (1959).

To prevail of a False testimony claim, Petitioner must show "(1) that

the prosecutor presented False testimony; (2) that tha prosecutor knew was 

■falea;—and—(3)—thBt-FBlse_testimony_waB_material." Abdue-Samad v Bell, 420
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and gentleman* (Tr.t. page 220, lines 6-9.)

"Cl]t is established that a conviction obtained through use of false

evidence, known to be such by the representatives of the [sDtste must fall 

The same result obtains when the [s]tste, although not soliciting false• • • •

evidence, allows it to go uncorreeted when it appears.” Napue v Illinois, 

360 US 264, 263; 79 S Ct 1173; 3 0 Ed 2d 1217 (1959). The Supreme Court

'Ties consistently held that a conviction obtained by the knowing Cor 

uncorreeted] use of perjured testimony is fundamentally unfair, and must be

set aside if there is any reasonable likelihood that the false testimony

could have affected the judgment of the jury." United States v Agurs, 427 US 

97 , 103 ; 9S S Ct 2392 ; 49 l! Ed 2d 349 (1978).

In cases involving perjured testimony, the [Supreme] Court has applied a

strict standard of materiality because they involve a corruption of the• • •

truth-seeking function of the trial process." Agurs, 427 US at 104. Thus,

this type of violation "is said to amount to 'structural error' that demands

relief to vindicate the integrity of the judicial process, irrespective of a

showing of actual prejudice." Akrewi v Booker, 579 F.3d 252 , 265 (6th Cir.

2009). Therefore, once the first two elements of a false testimony claim are

satisfied, a petitioner's burden to demonstrate materiality "is less

stringent than that for more general Brady withholding of evidence claims." 

Rosancrantz v Lefler, 568 F.3d 577 , 584 (6th Cir. 2009). The petitioner

need only show that there exist "any reasonable likelihood that the false

testimony could have affected the judgment of the jury." Id. If the verdict 

is already of questionable validity, additional evidence of relatively 

minor importance might be sufficient to create a reasonable doubt. Agurs,

427 U5 at 112-113.

-Without—the—false—evidence—the_State had no case. In Michigan, where
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?

lines 3-7). The police Further stated that snow Footprints(Tr.t. page 111,

led them to the "Millar" beer can which was sitting directly next to enow

111, lines 3-7). Climatological data contradictsFootprints (Tr.t. page 

this testimony. (App. 0.) The data reads that there was no snowFall or snow

on the ground In 'jsokrson County, Michigan on the date oF the crime - 

December 33, 1384. This Is why the police investigative reports do not 

mention the word "snow" in them anywhere* There wasn’t any snow at the crime

scene. The snow trial testimony is False.

A new trial is warranted where False evidence deprived Petitioner oF his

Due Process.
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ARGUMENT III.

PETITIONER WAS DEPRIVED OF DUE PROCESS WHERE POLICE FAILED TO PRESERVE 
EXCULPATORY/IMPEACHING EVIDENCE AND CHANGED THE FACTS RELATED TO THE 
DESTROYED EVIDENCE IN AN ATTEMPT TO HIDE THE IMPROPER CONDUCT. 14TH AMEND.

Where the state court did not access the merits oF a claim properly

raised in a habeas petition, the deference due under AEOPA does not apply. 

Barnes v Elo, 339 F.3d 49S, 501 [Sth Cir. 20D3)(noting that "unusual

circumstances” meant that the Federal court had alternative but to"no

conduct an independent review of the claim, because there is no Foundation

in the state court proceedings For AEDPA deference.”) See also McKenzie v

Smith, 32S F.3d 751, 727 [Sth Cir. 2003).

The Supreme Court held in Brady v Maryland, 373 US 83, 87; 83 S Ct 1134;

10 C Ed 2d 215 (19S3), "that the suppression by the prosecution of evidence 

Favorable to the accused upon request violates due process where the 

evidence is material either to guilt or punishment, irrespective of the good 

or bad Faith of the prosecution.” Strickler v Greene, 527 US 2S3, 280; 119 

S Ct 193S; 144 0 Ed 2d 2SS (1989)(quoting Brady, 373 US Bt 87).

The same strict rule, however, does not apply to potentially exculpatory 

evidence. Because oourts would "Face the treacherous task of divining the 

import of material whose contents are unknown end, very often, disputed."

government’s Failure to preserve "potentially exculpatory evidence" 

does rot raise a similar constitutional problem. California v Trombetta, 4G7 

104 S Ct 2528 ; 81 l! Ed 2d 413 [1984). So long as government

officials do not destroy evidence "in a calculated effort to circumvent the

The

US 479 , 48G;

disclosure requirements established by Brady v Maryland and its progeny," so 

long as they act "In good Faith and in accord with their normal practice," 

and so long as "the record contains no allegation of official enimous toward

[the criminal defendant] or of a conscious effort to suppress exculpatory

24
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It; is not normal practice For any police agency to destroy true crime 

scene evidence and replace it with False evidence.

(2) The Exculpatory Value OF The Evidence Was Apparent BeFore Its

Destruction:

The government created the False snow evidence so as to convince the 

jury that snow Footprints led police to the sole Fingerprint evidence. Any 

evidence tending to contradict the False snow Facts would have created a 

reasonable doLtot about the government’s Facts and, thus, Petitioner's 

g-iilt. So the true crime soene Facts that are listed In the police report : 

were destroyed. The government was aware that they would not be unable to 

meet Its burden (People v Ware, sLpra] oF placing Petitioner at the crime 

Beane had it allowed the true orime scene evidence to remain to contradict 

the False snow Facts. And ::

(3) The Nature OF The Evidence Was Such That The DeFendant Would Be Unable 

To Obtain Comparable Evidence By Other Seasonably Available Means:

There was only one crime scene and one set oF true Facts. Once the 

prosecution decided to destroy aid replace the true evidence, this evidence 

was Forever lost. And while the polios reports oFFer deFinitive prooF oF the 

existence oF the contents described therein, the exculpatory value remains 

indeterminate. CaliFomia v Trombetta, 467 US at 486.

A petitioner who proves a Brady violation demonstrates 

prejudice to excuse procedural deFault oF the Brady claim. Clerk v Nagy, 934 

F.3d 483, 491 (6th Cir. 2019).

cause aid

A new trial is required.
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ARGUMENT IV:

THE PROSECUTORIAL' MISCONOUCT IN THIS CASE PFEVENTED CROSS-EXAMINATION OF THE 
PROSECUTION WITNESSES.

In the United State’s Judicial System the right to cross-examination is 

more than a desirable rule of trial procedure. "It is implicit in the

constitutional right of confrontation, and helps assure the ’accuracy of the , 

truth determining process’." Chambers v Mississippi, 410 US 284, 295; 93 S 

Ct 1038; 35 C Ed 2d 297 [1973).

In the present case there exist multiple acts of intentional

prosecutorial misoanduct that thwarted Petitioner’s ability to cross-examine

the police witnesses:

C1) The prosecutor introduced fske snow filled photographs to make it

appear that the outside area of the crime scene was covered with snow;

[2) The police changed their original police report facts from dirt

footprints to snow footprints, so that their trial testimony would match the

fake photographs;

[3) Police failed to preserve a partial dirt footprint located near the 

point of entry to the home because it would have contradicted their trial

testimony which substituted the loan partial dirt footprint for a trail of

snow footprints said to be leading away from the point of entry for more

than 491’. Police claimed that the snow footprints are what led them to a

Miller 12 ounce beer can possibly containing the Petitioner’s fingerprints; 

(4) The prosecutor failed to correct Mrs. CeFere’e false testimony which was

used to authenticate the fake snow filled photographs as depicting the

crime scene; and

(5) Original crime saene photographs which are mentioned in the police

report, wears suppressed/destroyed and replaced by the fake photographs. ine

original police report photographs would have oontradlcted the fake

28



photographs and allowed Petitioner to impeech the prosecution witnesses

trial testimony.

As s result of the above mentioned misconduct Petitioner was unable to

show that ths polioe never Found a beer can oF any type sitting on top oF 

stow at the crime scene. A showing whioh would have supported the deFenses’ 

alternative theory that the sole Fingerprint evidence was not Found at the 

crime scene.

1Petitioner earlier argued that exaulpstory evidence was destroyed in bad 

Faith by the prosecution and, thus, leaves the Petitioner without the Brady 

material which would have allowed him to establish his innocence or impeach 

the prosecution's witnesses. For this reason Petitioner respectFully ,request 

that hie conviction be overturned and his imnediate release ordered to

avoid a miscarriage oF justice.
y
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RELIEF requested

WHEREFORE, Petitioner Lonzie Wayne McQuirtar, respectfully request that 

this Honorable Court Grant the Following relief: Grant Certiorari; Remand 

an Evidentiary Hearing; Address the Issues on their Merits; Reverse 

Petitioner's conviction end Order the Immediate Release of Petitioner; or 

Order a New Trial; and Grant any other Relief the Court Deems fJust 

Proper under the cirounstanees.

for

and

Respectfully submitted,

LONZIE WAYNE McQUIRTER

Dated: £so£us>&-\

:»■

;•

;
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CONCLUSION

The petition for a writ of certiorari should be granted.

Respectfully submitted,

^2,.

2.G>$<o£-\Date:
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