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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-vA to
the petition and is '
[ ] reported at ; OF,

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

[Vf is unpublished.

The opinion of the United States district court appears at Appendix ;6_ to
the petition and is

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[ ] is unpublished.

[‘/f For cases from state courts:

The opinion of the highest state court to review the merits appears at - -
Appendix NJa_ to the petition and is
[ 1 reported at ; or,

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[v] is unpublished.

The opinion of the court
appears at Appendix to the petition and is

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[ 1 is unpublished.




JURISDICTION

[v{ For cases from federal-courts: - B

The date on which thé United States Court of Appeals decided 'rny case
was L~ 22H-Doa)

[\4 No petition for rehearing was timely filed in my case.. . - . - .. .

[ 1 A timely petition for rehearing was denied by the United States Court of
Appeals on the following date: , and a copy of the
order denying rehearing appears at Appendix

[ ] An exfénsion of time to file the petition for a Wri£ of ;:értibrzari 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).

[ ] 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).
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QueStiere Drle) :

The F A+ @lr cutt ﬂﬁC(SLQ/L, Lﬂvwrcs Suppem

Pourt precedent O Whot o trial Court Should [rRuUIre
A

nto O contloet of irnterest Whan Lt I brouthtv ts

ptetion . ﬂls OLLMSUDVL LCJYLOI‘OS {JLS Prw"‘ CASL larv

ood (reates oo Splt Mm% U.S. Circoct Cour‘fs
[n the ‘EalLDW//ﬁ tases docaded Iouzs +ie
Supreme lovrt Hollowasy v Arkansas, 435 U.S. 475
/czm) ond Cryler ¥ Svllivan, naw Vs, 335 ()450)
A putines the dutis thed oo Covrt Shovld MROIre
Tterest Wwhen ot (s [arouj bt o
‘bM—Q/Uz motwon, to dismss Counsel.

hae olso reaognlawt that oW
1/1 aarpememt witwn {:hlﬁ oct

Lyt O C,()’\‘FU-CI? of ¢
Fheir aj('tenfv'o’lk]@\g
The Supremt Covrt
& Courts Were.

CH’OV ] As QI(L O/PCU‘ZLS O_grec OOU/‘('S CM\I’LOT
one ﬁm ~ecolve Suusfc“{"uf»@w M)O‘tuons wm%o.ft”
P/DPU% = d?ﬁe(‘\o\&wj\‘& wants G new (WWL,K(_;(

probm@ " / C(a“" /32 S.et. 1276 ,128& (zor2)
g O ,



Reasons [’:r G-rpwﬁp\g The pezij%ﬁgo”
( Contin ved )

Question One :(Cortinved )

Pior 5N Lircoct (wse law has Hollowed this
in Salts V Epps, b7l F3 408, 480~ 48/ (5™ tir 3pi2)
e 5 Lireved hd% that & Motlor Objfd’;ﬂj 2 a
ooflit o vtvest trggers o dvty b navire by,
e Hal covrt and f Hw Cour? fals 4o _/\nVﬁzfcga%@
,?V»g,/jaj /s required- vrole /”/OZL"WOW V. Arkansas,
35 v.s y7s (1978) .

Ths aLu‘/L‘SAI/On— olso Creates o Spl Ly (th tre

4 on o Case with Simiar facts Hhat even
t of apped ogreed weth
SN 24 92 ( Tox.App.— Hvstor

) nd o jrev
3 ‘Zéxas S{-Dj[_f/ Cov

See
e Dist ] 1992) oty Medhis v toody 437 Fro 799,
_ ) ! - .
795,74@ (;..’Ld Clr. /QQ/) ' Q ﬂ/LSC(,/DZ/Mra P/’DCeeﬁ//}(?

br@ugyﬂ' ba /8 M //“j?al;‘?.(f COUWSd (reales ane
aotval Conflict oF UAterdet © and IF s Conflist
mt o U pourts attention 193 & ﬁr;fwla Mton

[< brov
onsel, the trod Lovrt Shovld  have

4o Adismiss Co



Kensons for G»jamff The ot Ziom,
( qu{d? |

@V‘&SZ‘/’WL Dne (Corﬂf'znued)
tthiai&zL Oun .Ln.QU‘lra, into /SMZ’ Motion
A miss Lovnsel
/5193('5 treal a;}“‘fonwa had a ﬂL,,f% {’o M{[‘a’ Hhe
treal Court ot a Lofict oF intivest when [sbel Filog
o p[('sézpmry pfoceed//g 615&;;0‘(‘[‘ /7/;'1// “LD]f‘ﬁ“/hS—e,
o ttorreys hare the @blgation vpm d/}COWGr/}z
o aoﬂf&.‘d’ of (rterest B advise Bhe Court ot

mce of the probtem . “
olowasy . Arkarses, 435 5. ot HES.
m/;( /SfUC [} O‘( extrerie /;’leop’fa,y)c,e 45 O
clt.’fz:ﬂ.dam‘ /4 enttled ® ﬁom[ lect fFff‘ﬁ repre ‘(fﬂfd@

undler the L% Amendment . A cletzndavt Should be
Able 1o bt heard before 4read when he rasses
o Claing of & vonflict of utterect before tirial

ik (s what the dwty to (nguire by the Jva%b
s to prdect . |



“Teasons for Gra~t g The ﬁ::{, Sl

Question Two !
-Ufu‘s (Ssuve s mE Lr portance 0S ¢ otfects

A entire lass of Unmates who must after Hear
Adirect oppeal Ford fo\f 'ﬂ'hemselves when ‘(T\é‘)vma
+p assert mvd had. Ineffectives Assictonce of
(ovnsel durZrﬁ trial . The few trat make (+ o
federal Covrt wiith oy Lnetfective Assistance of
Trial Gounsel tlaims Lrtact Should ke oble to

recc;m de hovo review AS (+ Is the Dve Frocess

[}/rteresf in 1Cu(( ord. +air praéee/&t/hgs Hrat

Should. oy‘errlLde &Vu? Pf otections the Stete.

recerves from Q8 USC 2254 (d) W, |

The jupftm (owrt has USed (t S eQuitable
power to Cimet m applt.’eaf (o of the prDcedqu
ettt @Loat‘r(ne/ Lo Texas inmates who are Hrced
to ferd. for tnemselves, See Trevino V. Thaler,

122 s.ot 1911 (2013). Tpen [t ovght to he



CQUC,S{T(;OW Uwo .
(Cortinved )
| understood +o Slkarm'c(cwb7 rectrct e &pplc'caicbn
£ 28 LS.C. 2254 (d)(1) to Lneffective Assistonce
of 'G*L’CLL Courcel & G[.a}ms tl’n‘[‘ tome from

Texas for tne Samze reafom\n%.
(n lexas neét&w dlr%cj‘ appeaL Bor Cu

LY

wrtt of- habeas COrpus provudes & /VLQM/;’Iﬁ‘r[u(

OppPOr fvn'bﬁa/ for oo pro S& hon= tap (tal Adeferndant
c/_fc.va alsiitance ot 7 ced
Lo V. Thaler, /33 S5

bel eve that +tre

+p preSenf an ineffe
Oounget C/UJM- See Tre

jgri, {921 (2-013), " wve

ﬁxas pmaedum( S%S‘éﬁfv{ — as o matter ot

[ts Shvetvre desiqn
not offer most de ndants o rvmm,\jﬁ,L ppportuntty
tOPff’SerTf o WI;VLDTL Lﬂeﬁ%d(w OLSS.LS‘t(LnQL 0{

+rial covncel on direct appeal. ’

tond. Opemuhlo;a - Adoes

1



Qea,sOn(s) Fo- G*rarrbang The &i’ o

@wt&n Two
(Contc‘nueaﬂ )

[n Marbneg V. /(%an) )32 S.(t /309 KZDIZ)
Fhe Svpreme Covrt also ‘”‘?w?h/a»d trat a

[}0 se defendant woll have difficotus pregemﬂn?

Mective Ossustance of trud Covnsel 0laim

Can Lne
Cp tollateral proéea;{zrgs. Y Wirthout adeaquate

representation n an i ctied - review tollateral
proc,@ed.mﬁ, o prisores wld have gnat lor

A P iowtes yind . cating O substantial meflechve
~ O$s(stance ~ ot- triocl plaim . Martiney Vi R»faay\}
R 1312 |

28 US.C 2254 (d)
(Sbe( has hot had a vaL ol -Fcu‘r
s Lne#ecz‘c've assistance

(1) (s o re[éh'ﬁajm bar

ond Smnee
opportunl’ﬁa to (,C{t('%afa h
of +riak CLovrcel ¢ lainng , trhen re view of trem

Chod be dernovo, “f & Gtate descres to rfmoré
from the pro(ess of direct appellate revamn
L laim or categery of Claings | +ne Fourteenth



?eewons For Gvran‘tzhﬁ The Potition

Oveston wo !
( Cortenved)

AmendmenT birds Bu State to €nSure Gt the

Aeferdart tas effective QSSistance of Consel for
the -entireﬁon of the procedvre where the removed
Claims he rawsed.” Coleman V. Thompson, S0l LS. T3
73 -7+ (14ar).

Sinee [sbed hag not hod a fil and fair
ppportonty fo vindicite his 1nefctive agsitance o
triak Covnsel tlaims the " Stete, Which (s resporsible
for tne Aot as$ o Constitotoral maltty, must bear

Hne Lost ot DWHO . horMm to State (rnter es¢ that

28 VS L. o254 (d) (1) directs tederad Covrts

+0 re_g}qfcf the 74‘/7&(1“(? mé S’f'a:éﬁ CO")W&L'Q’IS. Bt
e two elements that determ e ﬁmaﬁé‘ba ore



gea..som J’/or ér‘ar’l‘fl'rﬁm )De’f(i‘aon

| oves ‘ﬂ'b:)’l o’

( ﬂo'n‘b)”wﬁd)

 muss /‘n? when a prfw/wr i Texas

Cannct present his inetfect ve AsSistancy
o tried Coonsel tlaime on direct appeal s,

o

o W/’)lt@l’) d@}')(_u _L'hmxp Q' (‘//’Iﬂi’)d ‘['D r€Ce/{/& o
Merds review of hic ineffective assiutanes

of trial Covnsel Clains l»aa pqibt'wr{wg for a
et of Cort lorari {rom his direct appealt
to tihe Su prerv\e Loort.

i Fnruzd;ihﬂ DOLCVrsS when direct stode appeals have
loeen exhavsted ond o p/@ﬁ/‘flion for o wrd of
w«tmmrﬁ from this Court hos hecome +ime
barred or hos been dispojed of. " 6'”6@4 V. /er‘u)

132 SO 38,44 (2011,
Cor these reasons |shed Shoold have

these (‘Jﬂ[rnj WPVLWGM ok novo.



CONCLUSION

The petition for a writ of certiorari should be granted.

Respectfully submitted,
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