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CERTIFICATE OF COMPLAIANCE WITH RULE42.2

Petitioner certifies that she has not presented the issues before as she only
learned about the indictments and the 10® Court of Appeals Memorandum about
them less than a year ago. She certifies that the controlling and contravening issues
have been concealed from her by the constant changing of the records and the
clerk’s refusing to sell her certified copies of those records.

No records of the petitioner exist on any state website. Only jury trials in abstenia
exist. Since petitioner and her lawyer did not participate in those trials, petitioner
did not recognize them. Moreover, I contacted the TDCJ and they did not have a
copy of my judgments and did not know why I was incarcerated.

The records are changed so frequently without notice to petitioner that one is not
able to keep up. My home is burglarized and all {egal records are stolen on a
weekly basis. Writs are altered and destroyed at the District clerk and Texas Court
of Criminal Appeals level per the District Clerk in Brazos County. Nothing
pertaining to the petition’r’s case has been posted on a state website since 2012.
Petitioner filed a Writ of Mandamus with the Texas Court of Criminal Appeals
requesting that her case be filed and a copy sold to her and the writ was denied.
She has presented over 300 reversible errors and to date, no hearing has been
conducted. He writs are routinely altered and destroyed by the courts in Texas and
not reviewed. Petitioner has been incarcerated and lost her law license and only
recently learned that she has never seen a copy of her trial transcript as the
reporter’s indicated that they had not recorded or transcribed her frial.

This petition for rehearing is filed in good faith and not for delay.

AUl Tnayleld.

Helen Tyne Mayfield 'l/ Y
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all of my legal documeétits relating to this petition including my copy were.
stolen. At the time of my arrest, I had no legal liability for endorsement of
the checks which I was convicted per the Texas Banking Code as the bank
did not send the checks to an Art. 4 bank within 30 days of presentment. I
also could not be charged with the other 44 checks found in my home
becatise they were stale and barred by the Preemption Doctrine as they were
part of a United States Treaty codified in the IRS tax code and I was a
licensed attorney with legal authority to possess the checks. 1 was arrested
for possession as they were found under my mattress and in my locked legal
files and séized without a warrant. There was no probable cause for the
search and seizure of my home and arrest for forgery as a maker as the
checks had come to me in the mail and I had not done anything like cash,
deposit, transfer or anything else. They never feft my home, Every element
of the crime was not proven beyond a reasonable doubt. The two jury trials
in abstentia used to support my conviction and disbarment were conducted
by judges who participated in some type of investigation of me and the trial
judge wrote a $3000.00 check on my IOALTA account in my out county
bank and the second trial was used for my disbarment in the 272" District
Court. His family owned the 1* National Bank of Bryan and he was the
President of the Board of Directors who rejected the setilement of the
payment of the check and $2500.00 in attorney fees. The numbers on the
checks for all indictments had been turned in to the fraud units of their
respective financial institutions. The trial judge ruled that he was suspending
all statutes, the Texas Bill of Rights and constitution Art.1 § 10, the United
‘States Constitution in my case and all courts has ruled that this did not
violate the United States Constitution or raise a federal cognizable issue to
be reviewed as to why petitioner should be treated differently under the law
from other defendants.

PETITION FOR REHEARING

The petition for writ of certiorari was denied on'May 31, 2022, without a
reason. :



REASONS FOR GRANTING A REHEARING
This court’s Rule 44.2 authorizes a petition for rehearing based on “intervening
circumstances of a substantial ..........effect.” Such an intervening circumstance
existed in Texas when petitioner filed her appeal. Texas Rule of Appellate
Procedure 50 allowed defendants to appeal to the Fexas Court of Criminal
Appeals. Instead of the Court of Appeals reviewing the case, it was sent back to
the reviewing court and new indictments would be issued without informing the.
defendant/petitioner and their lawyer. Any number of jury trials of abstentia
would be conducted in secret without informing the defendant/ petitioner. The
records are all changed and the original trial records are destroyed denying the
defendant an appeal of right. This case warrants review by this Court because of
the magnitude of the loss to petitioners/defendants. No defendant should be denied
the Right of Confrontation, to see her/his complaint, copies of the indictment, to
answer the charges in open court, access to the record for appeal and denied
confrontation of the witnesses guaranteed by the Fifth and Sixth Amendment and
Applicable to the states through the Foutteenth Amendment without due process of
faw and being given a reason. A failure to rehear would be such 2 denial. The state
by denial and destruction of the trial transcript has evaded review where loss of
freedom and property are concerned.

GROUNDS FOR REHEARING

Ground 1. Petitioner was denied Right of confrontation and due process in
Violation of Article I of the United States Constitution of the
United States of Constitution, the Fifth, and Sixth Amendment,
Guaranteed to the states through the 14" Amendment of the United
States constitution when they used jury trials in abstensia to support her
conviction and disbarment as she did not participate in any stage
of those trials.
Ground 2. Petitioner has always alleged Absolute Innocence in every Habeas
Petition. A hearing is required by statute in Texas and this violates
The Equal Protection and Due Process Clause of the 14" Amendment of



The United States Constitution.
Ground 3. The Sixth and Eighth Amendments were violated when petitioner was
Incarcerated for thirty one and a half month for a twenty four month
Maximum incarceration for forgery. of financial instrument in state

Court.
CONCLUSION

‘When one is incarcerated and they lose their way of making a living and
supporting a family; simply destroying the records and conducting secret
proceedings which deny the petitioner/ defendant Confrontation or knowledge

guaranteed by Article ITI of the United States Constitution, the Fifth and Sixth

Amendments applicable through the states through the Fourteenth Amendment of
the United States Constitution should be impermissible.

For all the forgoing reasons and those stated in the Writ of Certiorari, the Court
should grant the rehearing. The original opinion was filed in the initial Petition for
Writ of Certiorari at the time of the conviction. All records have been destroyed
below to defeat my appeals. The records should be kept for 25 years per the Texas
statute. The jury trials in abstentia cannot be appealed but are used to support
incarceration and disbarment. I was disbarred without notice or hearing of any
kind in the jury trials in abstentia. This procedure of incarcerating without a writ of
confrontation, notice and hearing deny due process guatanteed to defendants by
Article ITI of the United States Constitution, the Fifth and Sixth Amendments
applicable to the states through the Fourteenth Amendment of the United States
Constitution.
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