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CORPORATE DISCLOSURE ii 

The COI mate Disclosure staterneht in the Petiti011 remains ufichange 

?Jh 



(a) 

CERTIFICATE OF COIVIPLAIANCE WITH RULE42.2 

Petitioner certifies that she has not presented the issues before as she only 

learned about the indictments and the 10th  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 legal 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 trial. 

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

Helen Tyne Mayfield ( 
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TACT 8 ANDTRocEDfiRgO§YW 

rrrhiSJS:,#ie7,fOrth'.ti.n:leAle;petificilieF hiS•,be6if,beforejlie1604rOrf!a 

rirninal inatTef.- 0.ii- kijy':: 25,2008 she was convicted of twelVe counts of 

'.fOrgery,.'of,:#!,Ppa#i4-ipirupelAi She was sentenced oniuly 292008 No 

laoitialViahratiseript-,has ever been. cleated from hei;triaVor been -transcribed 

While the petitioner was •,waiting for the file transcript, 016_10, •Court of 
that the hum bei s USeri;;fOrAhel . 

petitioner's ,iddietment of 59 counts of forgery of a ,fitiaiidial 1,lhairyspen-i had 

been changed ;ahathe'.pqitioner„had beep.Iilitlieie'd!ciiilfOlif'eatifitgr;Ot fergery,  

tifa financial insIttyper4:by passing ,'forged documents The',.problepl,Wiiii 

this was that.,thepetitioneitdadridane andhei ifforileY-Were:, heVeir:\notifiecU 
eThe  State then conducted foui jury trials Iii'abkeliti of ilieney,tharge-Apd 

§Ubs4tuted'Viese;frialifOrfthe original one of thetiefeildaht,  and refused to 

pie :of;Selkher, a copy of the oiginal All ,.records the-defen ant filed in 

all courts including this Court were changed without ,etitioner's knowledge 

Petitioner :Cliarnaleatp. 4.tkis ordei by the 10th  Court'of Appeals until this 

Ygai'wheil'the:Cler1C(5fihattoui:t. resigned Pew.; clerk.  stated that she 
•   

was tiot.g9jng.o : 'e a part o :the . corruption and :.golt1 

Memorandum Oder this  

Wfieilii:44eStiffg'pl4tfirk9liffjcr original opinion and sell her 

copy of the Opinion which was denied by the Coiiri When the District Clei.k 

Hmlin refused to.forwaid a Writ of Habeas Corpus to the Curt of Ci iminal 

filed writ and was denied Petitioner has filed 

-r.writs with over -300`440ersible errors ‘.Wirill:Ch have alva 'alleged :absSeiliite 

thpoeilice'.aiicl'ilo;hearifig.has,beep!conducteir iiianY:coinvilid: the' existing 

lit.W.S!haVe'.ribt applied to her for some .9pknOmni.feaicifi:in hem motion for - 

14106-alabilki,.she;eited,Asolite:.inrloceppe and 73 the United 

S6:eg,Cifiiisiiiiitkiiiva4dTteAties. Her Motion was denied. No hearings ofany 

'kind have 'ever been conducted Within the last year,.. someone foolc:SOide 

documents to Edicfrifpit Sj3epti4,ThiS jmeans they stole hei documents 

,.that she had left .with himi -,•.a*tit-Of ilikepsr0)-

by someone It Wig•deiiied by the '1Court of Appeals and aiiiieal6ilikis:thii 

court All legal 7dOeumentvare'Stolen '4:all regular basis includtng,  safe 

traepoii'boxesc.ehiii:eheSsifriericl.,!g•aisi-A-e§i, et.ejweritK pages of exhibits were 

jremoved ,.from;my..p etitiOn'tb .this 76tifitt: My cat and home were ,robbed and 

t:s 



all of my legal documents 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 

because 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. I was arrested 

for possession as they were found under my mattress and in my locked legal 

files and seized 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 left Illy 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 MALTA account in my 'out county 

bank and the second trial was used for my disbarment in the 272nd  District 

Court. His family owned the 1St  National Bank of Bryan and he was:the 

President of the Board of Directors who rejected the settlement 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 REARING 

This court's Rule 44.2 authorizes a petition for rehearing based on "intervening 

circumstances of a substantial Such an intervening circumstance 

existed in. Texas when petitioner filed her appeal. Texas Rule of Appellate 

Procedure 50 allowed defendants to appeal to the Texas 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. Fourteenth Amendment without due process of 

law and being given a reason. A failure to rehear would be such a 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 III of the United States Constitution of the 

United States of Constitution, the Fifth, and Sixth Amendment, 

Guaranteed to the states through the 14th 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 14th Amendment of 



Resp ctfully subm*tted, 

Helen Tyne Mayfield 

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 III 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 guaranteed to defendants by 

Article III of the United States Constitution, the Fifth and Sixth. Amendments 

applicable to the states through the Fourteenth Amendment of the United States 

Constitution. 



Additional material 

from this filing is 

available in the 

Clerk's Office. 


