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QUBLTIING  PRESENTED

Lo Celiotarl  shoud fsue o resoloe, whethen twe VCARY
hos demted and 15 denying Pilibioner access o the wufts ,
dwing wdigeut Pebiliodes ﬂm\‘u( ey 9ug Coua
apyeal” Timetiame, in part via deutel & appoln f’ eut ot
“new ' counsel , \w pountezL tunsel strmgly emco«mged
Pdf&oww To q,ppe qw ﬁnr persond ” peasons
without  nstic Yo M courly and whene  Petdioner ka/s
expressed need for asistante ob counsel To proceed . &

I Cutioven should tiue 1o resolue w\/\&ﬂ/\m the VICAM  has
denied Petibioner pcess % the couds, va failuse o
serule mwumeled Petitiman s 4 “leqitimals cleut,
cuf:tomer par 5eeKw13 i borwmation wat e

wf Wes am 15 tousidered wecessary W beden th
pmceed hotb\5 a@t\w‘ & 5\Anwwt3 ‘t\mt J(\,w. assutwwe
neededd would wot lulo:h{ e’ obta J{uﬁd ’rwo%)[n couunsel
ot N.(.mml and., abter 5\:\0wm5 COuMmS hed qu‘tf%

I Coloent sould tosue 1o recolve wrellon Ha USC&":H Wes
dented UAAAM Petitionsn access 16 the counts ; uia Yailuve
fo_ properly superuise e Dwiled Stukes Nistocck Count
futeiet o ﬁmu-%\ Cawoling y decining o uvestigeto
wwetlaen Wu’uuvww Motion to Nay ot the Sumingryy
Judg SHagye assnling sues ot mtwd back
dispute , Wes :QJ tonsidened by &315 mta
andh Wistict (ol 5\1.()\@% 5 and "k nef “w\u’



LIST OF PARTIES and RELATED CASES

AL paslies appear in the caplion of the case on the wver page -

Hafe v Voudross, 2009-GS~24-1187, Courl of General Sessiens,
Eighth Judicial Greuif of 5.C., Judguentt Jume 21,2000 ( Thisd Trial)

Stafe v Vandress, Bp. No. 2009- UP- 192, S.C. Cowrl of Rppeals ,
Sudgement : Mw\; 5, 2009 ( Direct Appeal)d

Vandross v Stafe, 2010-CP-24-0259 , Cowrt of Common Pleas, Eighth
Judicial Cecu't of S.C., Juclgmeuit’. Mardn i, 20014 ( PLR \-‘ceariu\gﬁ

Vaudross v State, 2010- Co-24-0254, Cowrt of beneral Sessions, Eighth
Judicial Cireutt of 5.C., Judgment: Never Reached ( Molion to Relieve
Counsel Hearing - Coulinued to Feloruary 2014 Yeom But Never Docketed

Vaudross v Stale, Appellofe Case Ne. 2014-0006%0. 5C Susreme Court .

Judgmenl: Ddoher ©, 2015 ( Petition for Remand, et in The Miternative,
Leave To File 9uccessor PLRD

Vandeoss v Stafe, Appellafe Cate No. 20M- 000630, SC Suprewe (oust,
Judc}mm‘li July 24, 2017 ( Peldion for Wril ot Cestiovari

Vamdvoss v Stirling, CR No. 1i11-cv-2484- RMG-SVR, U5 DisTric Court,
Distiict of South Caroling, Judgaeal . duly 20, 2018 ( Fetifion for
Wit of Habeas (orpus)

Vaudvoss v Stivling, Published Op. No. 18- 691k, VS Court of Appeals,
Fourth (frcuﬂ?} Judgmentl : Januery 2v, 2021.

Vaudoss v Stirling, Published Bp No. 18-b31b, US Co‘u‘r‘\ of Appea\s?
fourd Cirewil ) Sudgment = February 24, 2021 ( Petition for ?\cheamn9>

Voudwoss v Stirling, Pulished Op. No. 18-b1lb, DS Court of Appeals,
Fourth Cireuit, Judgment : May 26, 2021 ( Meslion for ‘\ppe‘m“m‘\:
of New Councel on Apped 1o the VS Supreme [ourt, inbedded 1n
Respotse to Mation to Withdraw as Counsel , asserfed to be most ).
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Appendix
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Decision of USCAH Denying Appoinfment of New
Counsel and Grarnting Counsels Metion To Withdraw
Decision of USCAM Deaying Writ of Habeas Corpus
Decision of US Distiid Tour Magistrale and dudge
Decisisn of USCAH Denying P\a&ear'mq

Letter oF Appoinled Counsel” Quilling Répresentation
Dated February 25, 2021.

Motion,_of lelilionec “Initiating Grievance Against
l\gpo’mi’gd Counsel Whe Quit

RE: Delivery of Casefile ~ Note Dafe

Letter of Pelitioner To DSCAH Dated April 9, 202\
Errors 1n Published Opinion '

USCAY Transmittal RE: Oral Argument Transcripl
USCAY Transmitlal fE: Pelifioner's April 9, 2021
Lefler o DSCAH

Motion To Withdraw as Counsel

Cerfificale of Service Neting Dafe of Response to
Matien fo Withdraw as Coinsel .
Date of Delivery of USSC Handbeok / Rules and Guide
Fer Indigent Petitioners

Motion to Stay, and Letter of Pefitioner Yo Appointed
Counsel Dated April 11,2018 Requesiing  Specific
Performance of Experts - Beth Submitied 1o the

USs Digtrict Court, District of 5.C. on dune |, 2018

for Filing and consideralion, and Bsth Submitled
With PeTifioner's Marcdh 26, 2018 Letler fo the Clerk
of the USCAH as Exhibils #1 and *2.

Lefter of Pelitioner to Appointed Counsel Daled Macch 5,
2019 RequesTing Ipecific Pertormance RE: Habeas,
Submitted to DSCAH With March 2b, 2010 Letter
as Exhibil #3, g

Letter of Pefifioner fo Clesk of the USCAH Daled
March 26, 2019 Requesting Invesiigation Info Whether
Motisn 1o Stay, With Exiibils, Were Filed and ..
Considered by The US District CousT, and it nol, ™ Why?*
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Cases

Dobbs v Zant. 506 V5367, Uy 5.0t 35
Sherwman v dumithh, 68 Fid WY

V.9 v Uwoate, Mbb 09 bMB , 64 S.¢t 2039

Weight v Van Patbeny 552 05 120, 128 5.¢t 713
Stridkland v wubumﬁou 5 46k U5 LbS, 104 5.Gk 2052

Statutes and Rules

United Stales Supreime Court Rule 1D () ¢

“(@ a Umled Stetes court of appeg\s has enlered @
decision Tthatl ... has 90 e depaﬁea) from the

accepted and usual ceurse ot judicial proceedings,
or sanclioned such a deparfute, \m{a lower coutl,
as 1o call fov an exercise of this Towrl's

supervisory power :°

Bthes



IN THE
SUPREME (DLRT OF THE UNITED JISTATES

PETITION FOR
W

O
WRIT OF CERTIORAR)

Pefilisnes respecttully proys Wal e approprigte wril usue
To review the judgwents belsw -

OPINLONS  BELOW

The opinien of the United Stales court of eppedls appears
at Appendix A 1o the pelilion and is umpu\olfshcji)f.

Vandross v Stirling

Judgment: May 2¢, 2021
The ppinion of the United fﬁgﬁgﬁ wuel ot appea\ﬁ appeers
ot Appendix B to the petition aud is published.

Vaudross ¢ Stirlivg
Judgment: Januacy 26, 2021
K&Ptm“ted at: 986 “F. B3d HH2




JURISDICTION

The dafe own which the Dnifed Stales fowl of

appeals  for the Tourth Ureuit decided my case
was January 2b, 2021,

A timely, pefilion for rehearing was denied by
+he Umited  States Cowrt oF A eab for e
Fourth Circdil on l"e\oruasg 31\ 2021,

An exlension, of the 10 A(IA{) time to file cz pe’h\tom
for et ot cectiorari. Was beenn afforded 1’0 all
Filers, due Yo T\rw_ COVLD- 19 amdewur_ exiend mcx
the time 1o file L5 LD Aa,qs from a.y 25.201
o and w\du_dlﬂg \)u\\/ 2%, 202\,

The jurisdiction _of this cowrl 1s wuoked under
28 USC §1254(1).




CONSTITUTIONAL and STATUTDRY PROVISIONS

Cff(imgé

Net Known due Yo \\mf(ecl access 1o law library
computer in prison's Restricled Hoummg e

ConsTfulional Rights

* To Access To The Couets Mt Awmendmect
*To A Fuldi Defense
* To Particindgte in Own Defense

“ To Cownsel Lbth  Amendwmeid



STATEMENT OF THt CASE

Petitioner ascerls beliet thal the \Sm’[co\ States loudl of
Appeals tor the Fourth Circuil ¢ denying and has
dented Petifiones access o the courls as Pelifioner
seeks Yo apped fo fhe Unifed Stales Supreme Lourt,
and prior to this uppe_al, as Fellows -

Affer Oral Argumenl

{. The United Stafes Cowrt of R pea\s for e Tourth
Clreit Thas m\ ap(m\m'te.o\ new cmmse\ afier appoinied
counsel %m, though counsel cecommended Pelitioner

appeal, four and one ha\t monthe ago. ( Appendix A)

* The day after devua\ ot ?dﬁ(mneus c{”(tomws request
fo tp_.\r\eanv\c% ( Appendix B ‘ﬂmoug ppoinfed ecoumsel
encowra eo\ P ('hnmer To appea 4o the \)m d Stales Jupreme
CaurT Appendix E), appointed counsel quit withoy

notif ‘yw} The courl, a\oandommg Petfioner ( Appendiv B,
on Felruary 25, 2021

After  inaliadin qne\mwce proceedings againsT counsel
whod guit C Kppendix ), and aﬁer bb atning the
initiel deliveries of Petitiones's casefile cwca %aw_h 2b-30,
2021 ( Appendix G, Pefitioner wrole the Fourth Creutt
Clerk's ?Ptce en Apcil 4, 2021 wdh ues‘tw\ns (ﬂ oendiy W,
also astifying The eowrl That appointel cowmse had qu\‘t,
end awmong  sther guestions , asking W§ new counsel

could be appgm"\‘ed

2. The Fourth Civewst ClerK's D“lf_e has nol answered
Peftfhonus April 4, 2021 fetler in taree months, which \aTl'er

t t 1o © whether new counsel could be o ointed
geh‘;’;) fo Ma?:g Lo?ra(. L:VLSQ o the published opinion (_K@ pend X

[, cefecring To App andix B), @ whather there's a time

timitation “and \waw fo Ble @ successie ‘rl\{i%zct;{ &mﬁgpgh

shether @ handbook for the fowrth Circui
could e seul To me -~ there was no response , excep

Y



tell me, affer @ moath, thel no Ord Afgqm&o\j’

transcelpt was avadlable, bat thal | could isten to @
online ... Though thdl is net posstlale, stuce | am a
peisoner withdul access to onl

ine seruices ( Appendix d).
3 The Fourt Cirawil Uerk's Office Wept coumsel who'd
uid intoswed | of my acdlions, though wnolitied that
e\ had quﬂ , sendin Ay Apc\l\ q, 2021 {etfer 1o
wunsel ( Appendix  KO: |

4. The Fourth Circutt %am counsel who'd guit the
oppor’fumltg To withdraw y Molion ( Appendix LY, wherein
coumsel tor e first fime “suggested appeal - represented
by them ~ would we ¥elvoleus™ Twis change of heart

waes embraced lay the Fowth Clreund, though couusel
hed quil due 1o nconvenience aud would” be agacu
inwuvemienced it required to sontinue vepresentation
and while Detilioner had initialed aqrievance peoceed ing's
against counsel ( Appendix £ and while therefore

a eonflict of nlerest evisted [exists.

5 Tae Fourtlh Circil has wot refurned a requested
clock-stamped copy of Pelifioner’s Respense o coumsels
after-the-fud Motica Yo Withdraw ( Rppendiv KD, which
Petitioner asserls is most and unveliably prejudicial
i over fem (10 weeks CAppendix MO

b. The Foucth Civeutt Aid not wnotity Pelitioner of the
decision reference To the mollon Yo withdrew and oppolntcent
of new counmsel tor a moathy ( Appendix A

1. Thwoughh Petitiones’s sister u“e@uestect ¢ Fourth Circutd
handlboole be sedl T Pkitioner, & hes nst Weesr sent n ever
ten () weeks, though she also requ;efj(ed vt the Uniled
Stakes Supreme (o u,u:% ite handbosk , and U arrived ‘
postimarked H-10- 20, over fen (10) weeks ago ( Appendiv ND.

B, e FowrtW UGrou\lt has wewer nolibied PeXitioner of

s appeal Twelrawe , ner ot e LD dau exteasion due
t COUID- 19, Pdiliowes's Kuowledge of aﬁt& court's

5



deadlines s swed to MU, sistes's research.

4. The Ffourth Cireuit has barely acknowledged Petiliones
thesetore  causing Pelifiones o feel he %5 nel considered oy
tae courT To be”worthy of the courl's alfenition while
-w\d'tgen'f and uncounseled , amd causing Petfioner To
wonder dbeut the court's "alleqlances , alliances, and
celationships, and whether %‘LQ courts services are

only ungrudgingly made available o the e and bench.

&

counse) To advise Pelilioner ceqarding appealing o the

U9 Supreme Cowst, and To help prefare this ap eal 3f
advisable, and PAitionat prays new counsel and Pitilioucr
will be atlorded o full new ‘or exfended \50-day oppeal
period, that which s now being afferded o like Cilers.

0.5, Distnd Courl 1o Ocal A[QuMEIA'L

1. The 09 Distict Cowdt, Disteict of 5.C. ( ColumWia dlvisien)
Ald nat effurn a requested clock-stamped copy of a Metien
n Oppesition to Summary Judgment and Motivn for 30 Day
Exfension , efc, with Verifled Aftidavit, subwifted dune 1, 2018
at the. summary judgwenl stage, with a cop{ ot o \eter

to Petitiones’s tounsel, Atforney Elizaheth | Franklin-Besl
of the firm Blume Franklin-Best’s Yeung, fequesting specific
performance of the expert hired and signing ("Rppendix

if necessary for Pefilioner's WMolion To be accepted by the

U9 0istHc Cowst Clerk, Rebin L Bluwe.

2. The U5 Dishict CowT, Distvict of §.C%s( Aiken Division)
Magistrafe Shiva \. Hedges recommended summary dismissal
“less” than 3D days” afler | submitled my Mslion fer a 36 day
stay or continuonce (Appendix (), a melion | sew as
required fo be gramled, as issues of material fact

were in dispufe [ Appendices, D,Pand Q, referring to
Appendix C 3.

2 Neithes 1he U9 Qistrict Court, Disteict of S.C., the VS
Cowrt of Appeals Bor the Fourth Circwit, ner my aflorneys,

Petitioner resPed%u.\l% prays This fowrt will appoinl new

6



have confirmed tha my notion wes Siled and considered

the U5 Nagislrale and Didhid (owrl dudge; and
ﬁ{sate_ nXes tecence oy prisen efficials has lr\%wiw&d
my own adequate rtview of mu \egal malerials
amd new researchl, and complelion ‘of ‘wrieks e bore
eowrl dead\ines, tncluding this mation,

4 Rber lofer Mascdh 2020 deltveny of casebile \egal |
matecials, prisen offticials remo%’.d those waleria
oo Apeil’ b, 2021 desptte . Qrslesling , and hane
refused Yo welurn my ceseXile eyes since, even
atter SO Heod wﬂs slafl reportedly directed
Perry’s  Wasden cthm{a Willizas Yo retutn the waberials

1o we.

B Pailiowes | i Restricted Wousing, hes also rum eul of
ik with which to complele \egel “work, and Ahe Depuly
Warden in charge reluses Yo exchange ewmply pens for
new ones. waﬂam Williems forbids “prisoness ~from
possessing moere thon one pem ol o time. These gel-ink
pens are ‘good %nr,emlmhow’t 2<% days of heavy
weiting. fecess o the lbrary coniputer {s also
limited” severely - 1've avereged approXimalely one wse
every A-H weeks.

b, h&s this Tredmenl threalened 1o foreclose wy appeal
opportunily, end a5 l've also suffered threals” & and
acdtual lyusy To my physical ommoms well-being, l've
twice sought™a TRO “aud/or Freliminary (njundion” trom
the US Disteidt Coud, Disiid of 5.0, "My ‘tase has
oth times, been assigned To the Anderson / breenwood
Division qnd Mogistrale ducqueline D. Austin.  Siwce \
wis arres%\d, detained , and fried three Times in
Greemweed ST, Lve requested o have my pleadings
heaed in ansther divisten, bt wes dented’,

T | am weding for the coud 1o e now, while
unexplanalaly f%oo_i,mg, required Yo continue sullering
ircepasable Rarm, ncluding the expiralion ot my
0 end then [8D-day time frames for filing my

1




B$5C appeal , while | wact for the U5 District Coust to
act, Because of percelved ‘wias against we, | have
not  considered asking The Fourth Civeuil Yo address

these US Nistrid (ourt toncerns.

Without counsel, | do not hawe the obilily o present
my clams adequdlely Yo the court.

With the couls infervention, a new dWorney 1wl
access To PACER, amd a full appeal period with
which o work, 't and competent counsel can

perfedt my Ussc appeal.

Lol /) Vandeoww




REASONS  FoR  GREANTING THE PETITION

d‘fl\t\ presumo.& \mvm&m% opt{gﬁw 'ﬂ'hf/i been 1
T | \ ¢ ' Se
\m wi‘(h;{ 3?05&%&6 At@ut& m:;t ¢ﬁz'lb\j Elus%ted Lf?u' ‘
duedng Awe PR avd aleos eoUatind proceeding <
rondeeng  the  mrcedive  proces wuw\ufua‘te s 4
result  ob w\actequm‘to PCR muuwi and Welrees (
M\ J‘Cl as bmatd &gax?rmk\m-%eq{‘; q[mo(towge 5
and Hoe argumente enteibod and top recordh Theld
redered  tund amven te uwnfeulr . See Dobbs v Zanl,

$66 Us 391,10 LU 83 Shapuen v it , B9 F3A W34,
éuw;\w 9 @ QMMW 'Lom@av’\fm ot S(\/\Q

el Justia t,ustum,\uw NS uA c&‘t'm‘/\}u\e{ (AS€S
are necesiities, wot luxuodes, 7 05 v tinema | Hbb V5 448,
1 .G 2039

Mere  presem® 1y wot re(awsem‘fa'tt‘on as guuisioned
Wy, the %C&tl/\?lf\wmduw\i‘ Tee vighl W counsel 15 The
right o ettedive wsnstane 0% coumsel  Stickland v
WasWinglow ; 4eb U5 bbb, 104 s.ct 2052.

Bwouic specikicelly Moldy Hul adtsmetic veversel
ts_requived  where a detendal v denied counsel ot o
eriticad  sTage. (howic erpory  ave structucel | re wring
witomalic  reversel il {: oy gL iuto 1’1\\0,
wistene  ob edtuel  prejudice . Wnglt v Non Petten;
9L U9 120, 128 5.CF 743, .

toumsh  who does wot arqurt wd defernd the |
subitanwe ok what D¢de1u/u{v pmpar‘h Vs nol adbuacdlmg
Por Debondant.  lomoed didut  subjedt 4 prosecetion
Ces+ 1o s mmfmj&zk adwren sari o procesy when H"’%
Md woet do Yl sIuL?(c, tesling  requectes | whidl
would  Wave prove twe Salel sladms 1o be WIOUG 4
Sh‘t(.«k\,al/\ﬂll




REASONS TFOR GRANTING THE PET\TLON

This petikion should he gradled \iecause

c Withod! the coud’s wlerveution, a miscarriage of juslice
will ensue, as my right to access o the courts will
be denied.

* Petifioner, an indigedl prisonee, needs assistance
ok f_sumsel to tile my B35C appeal and fov o new
petidion for wed ot habeas corpus, and cannst pay
for this counsel myself.

Petitoner wneeds the assistauce ot the cowrts o oblain @
TRO and/sor Preliminac Injunclion to e able 1o Full
parlicipele in wmy Ja?euxse, bul with or witnout fhat
assisTadce , Pelilioner needs cowxp{te.m‘t counsel , who
wilh wecess Yo pacer and oo, can preseal muy case
to the court esmpetently.

: Stake ‘Wwlesference s\r\au_\?d nel be ellowed Yo foreclose
Peliliones's access to the courls, which wn tals case
15 access 1o the highest courl n the \and.
Petitlonor needs assisfaunce of counsel 1o Le enabied

o fully wake wmy case 1o the 09 Supremte Court,

« it is necessary that published epintons and all court
records be accurate &Specfauts so that ¢

* the cousl record is e Handard of accuract

- fakse claims of overwhelming evidence are wal
reinforced andfer amplified by e record

* the socal impact of widely read ftalse accounts
dont malke more di?ficult.wmungu\\g conoicted
prisoiner's work b revessing Zonviclion

© Lowr¥ cervices should he equelly cvaileble to indigent

risoers and pro se Lt aﬁ‘t as Yo the \oar and bench.
© Blas aud vindictiveness oy the courts cderlks and }u.d.ge.s
must nst he perwilted. .

* lmpropes  relalionships bdween The courl's Aevrks and
atfscueys, prejudicial 1o gelevant dieals, must wet be
toleraled

- The poteuficl for and appearamce ot derlk - atforney
elltances against qrieua,udf clreuts §Mau\d be STE‘tgm:%[.q
iondemned “and toroughly tnvesTigated, eradica ing
these eontblicts of iutesest:

IR
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W/"F pitition  for wiit of erlloran i, for e
o toremen lDV\lLd reasens shsu ld ke gmz/tf(ld
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