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QUESTION(S) PRESENTED

D, Whethee the Uaited Stales Diskrick Courk Noelhern Dighrick o
Todiana, South Bead Division's “ Jodge’ Robert L. Miller, Te,”
ercer in his decision making’y As o when denying the Pelbibionee
his faie cighbs to an Habeas CLocpus procecding,, By dismissing
the Pebibioner habeas Corpus pebibion (ECF 1) becavse W& 1s

Unlrlme,\y .....

Q). Whethee the Unibed States Dishrict Cooet Northern BDiskeicd o¥
Tadiano, Houth Bend Divisien’s © Jodge’ Robert Lo MWiller, 3y,
ahused his discrekion as Yo disreqarding the Pekibionce’s $iest,
second, and Seventh qroond, the supporkiag facks widhin Yhe Pekid

-ioner’s Pebibion under 35 U.6.C. & 3284 For Weilk oF Nabeas Corpus
and the oftached exhibite in Soppoct o said geovnd ) and Yheir
supporting Facks?, That ia Sack proves Mok the Pebilisner shall

be extiMed Vo habeas Corpos celiey L
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LN THE
OUPREME COURT OF THE UNLTED STATES

PETITION FOR A WRIT OF CERTTORART

OPINTONS BELOW

For cases from Lederal Courts!

The Opinion of the Unded States Court of agpeo\\s appears
ok Appe.r\o\'\x A D, and ¢ Yo the pp}k\lon and 15 uapu\o\'\s‘r\e&‘

The_ OPllm‘()r\ og 'H(\& Unl\-&c& 6‘\'0&'&5 c“\‘s&‘v‘\c.sr C.oor&' &PPQO\Y‘S Q.)r

Appen&mﬁ_ 1o the p&lx{or\ and is Uﬂpu\a\\s\r\e_e&

]‘_D(’ Cases S\Evom Stale Courla:

Tht OP‘W\;O\K\ og *Ha& \/\‘\c\heﬁx— 6'\'0A'L COUH— \‘o Yevie.ul) *'\(\e, Wle\‘“\*s
appears at Appendix P+, the Pd‘&{on and 15 Unpu\)“s\wec\.

_ﬂf\t OP‘mion 09‘ Hf\e_ T\Ppeﬁonoc C_ounlnl SUPQF;G\" Coorlr a\:)(seavs
ot APPend\ix E Yo the pe}\\(cﬂ and 15 ‘UY\\)u\a\'\s\nec\.




JURTADT 1T O\

Foe Cases $eom Yederal Coucks’

The doke on which dhe U\n\\—ee& E)X(o\\-ts Couet o h\ﬂ)?eo\\s e\e,c,\(:\e.é

My Case was Feb. 16,2024 f-\ppend'm. B_and Mac 10,4023 AQPU\Q\

No Pe}ih‘or\ Loc ve_\r\ee\w\nc\ was ever $iled n My Case. .

The SU\"I.SO\CQL\‘OY\ of this Courl 15 mvoked under 48 W8, 0.8 1959 (1)

bo ’Lo ‘H\e QO‘Q} 09— ‘\'\\e, 'Um;\-ecl 6qu\‘e5 (‘,Oofx Qg b«ppe&\‘b \55&)‘\\'\0
Fheee (2) Cons?-\;c}'mc] ordes, Towid Hhe Biesl
dated: Oct, 5,3d031, Hhat clear

\
o der, kﬂscﬂ&\ K,

ly Stakes wad on gage Yoo () oilh
i the gecond Pc\vmoqup\’\.u LT T8 0RDEREY that all ol ee proce
-edings in thie appeal ace SUSPENNEN pane&‘mo\ Yhe decision by
e court as Yo whethee Lo \asue. a Cerhlicate o8 appea\a\:‘x\\\\y.
The covet will dake no Soclher ackion 1 thue appeal wnhl Vhe See
Status is resolved ” (review albeehed Appendixt A )
However, the Pebilioner nevee received any *\Jf\\nc] abaut Hhe

Q&\"\"&\'ca\'t DQ (A‘)@eq\a\dx\'\\-\i Qvom X(\n& ‘Q3590“&&“¥ NO¢e Q\

-\xe C000\'6.

;\_ht second oeder, f\ppen&\x;\’a, daked’ Vel b, 8028, that clean

l‘
/
5‘%&&6, * Da Considecation o% \’\ae, @o\eue A

ed o Yhie enppe,m\
and reviewd of Yhe Shord record, TT T ORDERED thold Vg

2



O\ppea\ s DITAMTASED L. Vac\e of ‘Q\Jv\sc\\g\ion. "

The Hhied order, f\Ppe,nc\'\x\ C, dated’ Mas. 10, 4034 , Hhat Q\ecwly
Sates. auevew‘\\-\r\ 15 mandote ot Yhig Court W Hais &ppe,e\\
&\or\o\ with the Bl o% (‘_-06%, & any, A cecblied Qom ot he

DP%m'Qr\ /OPcle,P 0?’ ‘\jr\e, QOOY‘*l' (’;mek QU&O\MU\*' TQ cm\{, cmoi cm\? Cl{ce_c\—(m‘\
as to Cost ahe constitode the mandoete, ” " REC_DRB DN APpE

- AL STNVUS- No Te,(;o\vc&-}o be reloerncd "

For Cagesq from Sloke Courts!

The date on which {he \\'\c&\eslr State Court decided My Case
was Mar 16, OQO(-;U A C_OP\{ 0?— ‘H\a&‘ cl&c‘tsior\ QPPeqps 0\\' L\PPU\(‘B\.\K

M

MD pei\kor\ eov r&\\cav‘;no\ WaS ever Q{\ecﬁ N Mxi Case . -
The éur\%&%c\—ior\ of {hig Court Vs mvaked Under a3 8. L.812576,

Do Yo the fact that the Pebbionen 1% 50\0«\{'&&"{(\0\ Wiy Pebibion
for a Weik of Cerhoraes Yo Yhig honorable Couel wsithin Yhe
30 <§mrs aflec e,r\\m{ of ¥he qudament $rom the United Otakes
Covet of Appeals Bor the Seveath Cireuid, Yo it date’ Feh. It,
A023 ancl Mar. 16,084, For veviews of the Slate Courls’
and federal Coupls’ o decisions, pm«lo\'\m}w) Yo Yhe Rlidion

3



ee’s covminal Case ., Atee Yhe Sack of dhe Telal Coued s&o&lm\
wrthin AWMA\(, F on Dedee on Pebibion for Post- Convickion
cedied on page Ane () gec, (€) in P&P§f§nen¥ peml.) “hs slated
above, the court does conclude Hhal Yhe ~\re«a\r\mom{ ok \:m\icﬁ_
oM icers’ eye wWikness accounts of Yhe evenks of Yae crime

p]

O\moun‘\'t& -\,0 Pecdor‘-‘;. J

CONSTTTUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISTONS TNVOLVED

CONSTTITUTTOMAL PROVISTONS TNYOLVED

\S.A‘sgsmc\'\x‘- N, on Page 10, The Pebibianer raised the daim within
the qround as Yo the Sack of Wi 1™ amendmend v{c\\n\s o} Yhe
Uniled Stadea’ constidolion be;'mol violaked., Na Yo when Tippeca
-noe Covnﬂ Steeet Crime 08licer: Michael N, Eqv\\xc\cwj unlaw
—Ku\\nf arcested the Pebibicaer on C.\'\cm-ﬁes pu\«oi\r\{-m\1 ‘o a Sealed
Case andes cavse Mo 19002-1302- FA- 2. Yhal was never unseq\c&)
Ta which 20id claio 15 i fuck in refecence to Hie clam of
being deprwe of his 1berky,as well as being denied equal

pm\'ec&xon ‘\.me\e.v Hne. lwo.

é)‘Append‘m D, on po\o‘c 15, The Pebibloner vaised the clovw within
e e‘rounc\ oo Yo the fact o} hio W™ amendmend ﬁ(i\(\% ot the



Unibed Slates Constitobion \Je,'mol Violated , As to wohen Tippeca
“Noe Qoun!rY DQ_PU‘\'CZ Progeciutar. dessica . Paxson o, 2831649,
fun\oweul\y pfose_c_ulreé\ e Pebifioner on charqes per\m\néne\ Yo a
Seoled Case undec Cavse Vo, 1ADO2-1302-FA- 2 that wos aever
unsealea laa‘?orc,e‘lum'no\,omcﬁ/ow aller the Pebilicner was acrested,
prosecuted, Convicked, and denkenced. Ta which sad clowm 1s
in Sack i relerence Yo e claim of Nim \m'mo\ dented e,o\xm\

Pro¥eclc{on Mv\c\e(‘ \—\m \m.o‘

. Appendin’ D, un Paqe 51, The Pebibioner caised the claim &
wibain e qmuﬂ@i, o5 Yo Whe fack o} Wis W™ amendment r§o\\n\s
ot the United Btakes Conskibubion being vislated., Bo o ¥he Vact
ot the Teial Courts’ © Suc\o‘g'. Steven V. Meyer,vga‘\\;no\ Yo teverse
Yhe unlawbol Convichion ohteined by perjoced ¥e5¥1m9n7, atee
the Pack of ataking within hppendix’ Ty on page nine () sec. (E)
in perbinent pack, “ As staled above, e Court does conclude
Phek the ¥e5\\mon\f o police O&Q;w;’ eye whkness accounts
ot Yae. evenls ot Yhe edime amounted Yo p(’.v‘%\)\“\{‘“]:a which
He cleam of Yhe Pebilionec’s ¥ amendment rights being
Violaked, 15 n fack W relecence with the clam of him \oe(\r\cl

derried Qe\ua\ Pro%r}\m\ 'umdar. Yhe Yaw,




STATUTORY PROVISTONS INVOLVED

Appu\dix: F, on pcu?e_ Nine (4) aec, (E)., The Tmo\\ Cour\-s, "’ B—u

c\o\e_:
Steven

P. Me\ze_r, 7 S*uxrec\ "N pcrxr'me.n\- pow\r.) ) A‘é 53(0»&*&.0\&30\/1,
H\ﬁ CD\J(‘“«“ C\oe,s Conﬁ\ude W\o& \Jﬂ& \'&SS(.\ML)H‘—! ogr Do\:c_e_ owic_c,

-vg’ eye vo\lrﬂ&%% O\Q,C,Gun‘!r‘b o¥ the c\i&nxrs ok Yhe Crime amoyn

- \'QQ&\ x‘o "3&‘(’6\\(‘\‘- ’ IY\ \/\)L\‘lQL’\ So\'\ck 5¥c\~\&m€.nlr \5 C;\Q,O\\"\L, a @o\q}
n cedecence with Tnd. dtake Statote ¥ Tad. Code & 38~ 4y

“1*?_‘/ (Ol)(‘). per(iur‘y PFO‘:‘;E,Q\)\-.\QO og’ Vio\qL{on.,Tha‘\- Q\Qom\? 5&'0«‘\'6.51

A person who maleeg o Qq\%e, matecial

5%\&' tm ‘U’l¥ 'me& er Oa\um

on Q%;rmc\lu’on, \&now;nc‘ ‘\X’\& 5¥q¥tmen\- Yo be gq\

\)e_\;t\/i'nﬁ Yo be Lege

S b T\O\'

STATEMENT OF THE (ASE

On \)U\Y a8, 40!, Pelilioner: Me. M
6er~veol *\’\\f‘OUﬂL’\ *er,

clasler proceeded, gro se,
U, s, Pos%\o\e, upon the erle o e

United Slabes Diskrick Courk Nordheon Diskeict o8 Tad
South Rend Division, h

{ano
s 118 page Wreik 0% habeas Corpus
pebibion under 48 1.8, C. & Aa84.; That was filed on )&U@\. 1,
A0, under Cause Wo, 2721 (v 592 - RIM - M, Sard pebibion
then was placed hebore the Hongrahle - Robert L. Miller, Tt ,
:rud\qe,. (review aMached Appendixt D



Aflee Judqe’ Miller, 3¢, reviensed sacd petition., On Aug. 18, 4o,
without g\\om‘mo\ and/ac ordering the Respondent (Warden, Ron
NealJ¥e que o cespanse ko the Pekibioner’s pelibion under 3
U:8.C.8 3459 for o Weik of hobeas Corpus., Judqe ! Miller, de,
e 1ssued and etated within Appendin €. “ For Hhese reasons,
the Covek! (DDISMIIZES the hoheas petibion (ECF 1) because
Wois untimely ! (I DENTES Ankonio . McCaslen o CerVibicabe
o¥ Qppea\a\oimy pursvant Yo fection 9554 Habeas Corpus

Rule 1 and (3) DIRECTS the cleck Yo close Yais Case,

Do 4o Hhe misconduct gn the -S:Jclo\e. behal®, did v Soct couse
He entire Pcoueeﬂ{nﬂ o be unbae, Undus\u and very unreasonable
n which Cousﬂed the violation of Ve PeliMoner’s due Cours e
0% lawo, that pectains ko the 11 gmendment rights of the

Uﬂl‘\‘&e\ 6'&’&'\'&‘5 C,Oﬂsl—‘\krux';on.) ILS boe,“ as IV\QLO\VIO& QOT\SL“!‘&"U.&’;OHQ\
r"\o\\'\k o} bﬁf’&'lc,\& i, Section 14,

The Unted Stakes Diskeick Coork Woekheen Niskeick o8 Todiana'g
dodqe: Hiller, de, denied Hhe Pdibionee hia Sawe cighls b o habess
Cocpus Pmc.wc&:ncl,) hs to when sard dudqe Stated wilain his
Opiaton and Order (l\ppanckkx: E), & unkeoe reas0n ‘o ik (1)
DISMISSES the habeas S petition (ECF 1) becavse ik

‘If:, ‘ut’\*\f;me,\r ! \'\(he.n in Qac\— 5o(\c\ reas0on wQ%} ate Q,\UW\\’ an



ereoe, do ‘s'o \'\nc; QO\\OUOLH% Qo\c)rsn-

Miec ¥he Pekibionee’s Convickion on Sepd. W%, 4013 and sentencing
on Ock, Jo*, 20/3, {oe Yhe ccime of c\e_q\tm\ \w Cocaine, Clags A-
‘?-e\om{ and Yor bejnc\ o habiboal offender all wndee Cavse o
74002-/302-FA- 2. The Petibioner 's Nokice of kppw\ was Ythen
filed under cause uo, TIA0Y- 13/ - CR - 599, Aber all briefs were
Sobmitred by both pacties. 0n dune a4, 2014, +he Tndiana Court
o Appeals dented Hhe Pebbione’s direck appeal.

The Pe:\—\honu)s = APP&HCA‘& M’Hi Me . Graham, ¥hen submitted
Q Pe,&:&—lior\ Qor T“O\ﬂi’:g&r on \’)e\’\o\\g og- \’\19_, PQ\'L\\"\OT\QF,\’O “1&
Su@remq_ Court ol Tadiana, Undee cavse wo. TIAGY - /3/1- ER- 544‘.)

A‘u&(‘ ‘H\E_ b\%;ce, og \'\‘\e_ r\&’\‘or‘(\ut @engoa\ og Ir\c&l‘mna Su\ﬁmlue(&
.1):1‘5 bl"‘l&‘?‘ l\n oplmior\ 0“?- )AAE. pe,\"lk"\o(\ﬁ_f‘ 3f) Pe,lr‘\k-‘\cﬁ Q—or Tf‘un%g-erl

The SUPPQWH‘. Cour¥ og Ino\;m’w\ QQQ‘\(‘W\?{A SO\‘uc& C_O\WV\Q\’(on} on

Sept. 1%, 2014,

Then abler the Pebibionee submited s Pebibion $oc Post- Con
“vickion reliek to Hhe Tippecanoe Counky Guperior Couck 1o, 2
and ¢+ was fled undec Cavse Vo, 14Do2-1503-Pe-3., A evident
- ary \\mv\nc\ was held pe.ri(_c;mla%lm said Pcbibion on Apeil,
g%, 2016, Aller said hearing was held, the Tippecance County,
Buperon Court wo. 2 Jodge! Sheven P Meyer, " sa kool 20,



aole, denied Yhe Pebibionec relied. (review altached }W’P“‘Q\“K“
v)

Then on May 16™, 4016, the Pebibloner’s Nokice o Appeal a0as
fled undee cavse wo, 19M02-1605- PC-0///0., On Mar, I5%, 4017,
the Pelibiones’s dicect appeal wos dismise with Pr&auc\'\ct. (rev
~tew attached @-kppand\\ﬁ(’q)

Thea on Nov. 7 3016, after the Pebibionee avhmitted Wi Thdiano
8tate Lommon Law Ciuil Rights Complaint for “ Folse Aerest
and False Tmprisonment/ Malicious Prosecubion.” The Tippecan
“oe C.oum\-t; Superior Couvet Wo. 2, IUQ\O\L" Oteven P Meyer qave
the autherizalion $or the clerle 6 Hhe court Ly Bile eaid
Complaint under ause wo, 1ADO2-/6ll- MT - 4845 And then on
Jan. &T%, 3017 and Feb. A6™, 208, the Trial Covrt ohiamios 3010
Complaint, for alleqedly having *No calls of ackion. ”

Petibioner ¥hea submitted Yo ¥he Tndiana Cooel of Agpeals \is

Notice of Appeal, that was filed uader cavse wo. 18A- MT- 795,
Atter Hhe Filing of all beiets by all of Hhe packics wavolved , the
Tadiana Court 0¥ Appeals on Aug. ™, 2019, abliemed the Trial

COUY‘\'S ) duc\qm er\'l-‘

The, P&L\(L;OHQP “‘\Q,ﬂ 60\’3\’“\‘\‘\'&6& ‘T\\S P&)\‘\Xﬁoﬂ g’@f ‘Tvunsget* MY\AQ){"



Cause No. 18- MI- 748 Lo Hhe Supreme Couvet 0% Tadiano . Alec
the other parkics invalved submited Hheie beicks in oginion Yo
the Pehibioner’s Pebition For Transber, The Bupreme Couet of
Tadiana, an Ock. 158%™ 4019, also alliemed the Teial Coucks’

(.)Udotmur\— .

To the light of the Peliboner’s proceedings mnder cavse wo.
102 /el-ML~239, and Cause wo. [§A-MI - 748, be.\nﬂ o Collater
“al review that Yolls Hhe limitation period For ¥e Pelibioner to
submit his a8 U.3.C. 8 aa5Y for wrik o2 o habeas Corpus
petition,, The Unted Stades Diskeick Coued Norkhern Diskeict
ot Tadiana Boulh Bend Division’s Judge’ Robert L Miller, dc,”
accepted said proce,e,cl;no{% as Collateral ceview Yot Yolls

the lubation peciod,, Do o the fack Hual e Supreme Court
hag \Brca&\\{ defined Collatecal reviews as © qudicial reviews
thal occurs in O\-PPOCG.E’_Q&‘MO\ outeide ot the direct veview

Process, Yceler Yo Wall Kholt, LA ). 5. 845, 560 (201().
(revieosy attached KpPene\inz E)

The,r\ ‘H’\e, Pﬁ“'\'(‘OﬂQX’ ﬁvhm'\\‘\u& ~l—o “«t_ IncX{G\ﬁCQ Courkr 03— )\P‘ﬁu\ks,
his Form For Successive Post: Convichion Relied Role 1 Pebil

-1on and a Pebbion Yor Rost - Conviction Xle\\tg—., Atber bolh
Pelibione were Otue,o\e_cﬂxf review, Yhe Courks on du\7 9\3”)‘,

/0



2030, Stabed within o Oeder $led Undee Cause Vo, A0A-5P

1338, " The Pebibioner has faled to establish o ceasonable
90%6\\01\\\'7 ot Pebibionec 1o entifled o post- Lonvickion
relied, and Onc,c,ovcl'\fw\\\i) Yhe Couel declines Yo avthorize
e Rak;ﬂg\ of the petition.” (review albached Appeadict W)

T the light o} ¥he ahove Proce,e.GX{no\ perkaining Yo the Pebibio
-nec's Ferm For Suecesgive Posts Convickion telied Dile L
and Wis Pebibion: dor Post-Convickion telied, tholt was suhmited
and decided en by the Tndiana Courk of Appeals., Should
have heen cxccepk_oi as a Collatecal review Mot tolls Hhe

Wondation Per'\-ocﬁ Yo submit o habeag Corpus pe}‘&lon.

Do o the Facks of nok only ie said pmce&&;nc\ one of Yhe
Shate remdedy Pral the Pebibioner hag Yo exhaust bebore he
s able Yo submika hobeas Corpos pebition., he well as the
Fack of sad proceediog being a Collakeral ceviess thk sccorred
outside of Hie direck review, under cavse Wo. T8A0Y- 13]l- CR-544,
et peclains fo the undecline Cavse wo. 19Do2-1502-FA- 2,

And since Hhe Supreme Cavek has broadly defined collatera)
review s AU&\CAO\\ review that oceurs oo Qvocecc\lno\ out
side of the direct review process, “ reder Yo Wall v, Whol,
563 U. 8. 545,560 (201). "7




Ta which the Unded States Diskeic Cooek Noclheen Disheich
of Tndiana Sooth Bend Division’s “ Judqe: Miller, Te | Failed
Fo accept said proceeding as o Collateral veview Yook Yolls
the limitabion period Yo submib a habeas Corpus pekition.

Pelibioner then guhmitled Yo the Trial Courks (Tippecance
County Buperior Court wo.2), o Pebibion for Post - Convickiog
Reliek., Abter the Tippecance Covaby Buperioc Couck vo. 2, ™ Judge!
Steven P Meger, reviewed said pekibion, Then gqave e clerle
of the courts the avthorizabtion Yo ¥ile gond petikion o a
“New Q'\\.:no\ under Cavse No. TIN0L-2008-Pe-1q. Pukc{m(m\

*\—Q o Dog,k-con\ffcsrion Re,\;e_g 2..) ’ (\"(Vt\t@ ('A\'&’(‘A.C}\Q.Q\ APP&H&\K“
)

T\’\e,n w:\’\qou\- Ca (‘tspon‘a‘t gmm “’\e_ T\‘)‘gqco\noe. COU“*\'\[ p{‘osec,u!roc*
..‘5 Oggimﬁ,.) Dﬂ 5&‘3\' Z“d, 2,020, ‘H'\e. T—\PPQ(’_QHQQ_ (‘_,OUY\\-\i 5upe,r}o(‘ i
C_Ourx vo. 2, “ a—uclqe.'- ML\’Q(‘,D E}oxkrecl ‘wl\'\y\'\n a Orde,rj”“phe, COUP\-

declines Yo accep\- the Pebilion %oc Posk- Conviction Relied (review
altached f\ppenc&\x‘. 3).

The Pebilioner then submited to the Tadiana Court of Appeals
his Notice of APPea\) c«PPea\lno\ the Jude\men\- o Hhe Toial
Courts Pe,r#ciminc\ Yo mablers undec Cause no. 1aDO2- 2008 - P
19, The Thndianes Court 08 Appeals $iled eaid Nokice of
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Appeal, under Cause Wo. A0A-PC- 1818, Aller the Pebibioner Bobm
“itted his Appellant’s Briek along with ks’ Rpgendin, and withy
ot the oPfice o8 ¥he M&omaj Genecal of Tadiana, submitking
o brick in opinion Yo the Appellant’s Briet, Da dan. 28% aoal,

the Tadiana Court of APP“‘\Sl denied \Aqe, l\ﬂue\\e\&‘s &PPem\.
(review attached Appe,neliy\'- W

The Peldoner then submibted Yo Yhe empreme Court o8 Tadia
~mﬁ, his Pebibion Yo Transler ( kppe\\auys TranaSer ), q\one\

Wit g T\x‘?@ﬂné\x, all wnder Cavse wo. A0A- PC- 1818 (revrewd
atrached f\?‘)e.néixtl L)

After the Bupreme Lovnt o8 Tadiana veview 3aid Translec
ond without a\\ouo'ma‘ and/or Ovo\ew'mal Yhe 080ce o8 Ve
Aoraes General o8 Tadiane Yo qve andfoc submik a loried

n op‘mion 0f the Pelilioner™s Pelibion for Tranaler (APPQ\\anl(ss
Tranaler )., Oa Mou{ (3, 2041, the SUPremc Court 0% Trdianc
denled the Pebibioner’s Pebibion oo Tranoler. (review altached
APpenc}\xi M),

Th +he \\ol‘fl‘\' of the above Procu,o\‘tv\O‘S Pe\"lmimim\ to Couse
Vo, T4D02- 2008 -PL-19 and Cause wo. 20A-Pe- 1818, Bhoold

\'\OL\JQ, \O?.E,ﬂ O\QQQP\‘EQ\ a9 A (LO\\aAre,rcn\ r’e\i‘\e,uo \\:Jnalc ;‘0\\5 We
Haikation Par'\ocl Yo submt o haheos Qorpus Pelﬁ&—{or\.

13



Do to the Lacks o8 nob or\\k( 15 Baid proceedings, Poocmellno\s
be,\no\ ake re_mo}\e.c&x( ot Yhe Pelilioner Mo Yo exhaust
before he i able Yo submil & habeas Lorpus ‘3&13:(00.3 Ae
well ag the fact 08 2aid QPoc&e‘o&'\f\o\s be\no\ o Collatecal
reviesd that oceurred ootside of dhe diceck NI
Under Cauvse No. T9A0Y-/311- CR- 544 Hhol pectains to the
Under line Cavse Mo, TINGZ-1302-FA- 2., Aad 8ince the Sopre
-me Court has broqcUni defined Collatecal review o dudict
-0l review thal oceors in o Proce»,e_o&(m1 outside of the diceck

Fevtewd process, “refer to Wall v. aholl, 569 . 8. 645, 560
(2011),”

With Hhal Eeincl said the Unibed Stabes Nigheed Couct Norbhern
District o8 Tadiane Divieton’s * Todge' Miller, e, Shoold have
applied the same Slandacd wheq o‘ceepklno\ the Pebilioner’s
Ciudd ‘P\"OCQ.E,C&:V\CY‘D as Collateral revied that Yolle dhe Vimidad

- ton period Yo submit a habeas Corpus petibion., When consider

~ine\ the Pelilioner’s procaaéina\s Under Casse Mo, 1ADo2- 200§

= PC-19 and Cause Vo, 20A-Pe- 1815, as Collakeral revicw Yhok

Lolls dhe liabation Perloeﬂ to svbhmit o habeas (LorPus PQLIJH'M.

Furthecmore, 8ince the lates\ éu&otmu\& Peom Ve Oupreme
C,our¥ wins Mwi K’), &02.[‘ (Appe,ncl{x: M), emo,\ Souck Pmc,e,e_c&{nol

14



15 a Collatera) Cevied that occurred ootside of Whe dicect
review, vndec cause wo. TTA04Y-1811- ¢ R- 644 pemtaln(ne( to
e underline cavse No. 19Do2-1Bo2-FA-2 T, Sjro\\n¥§nc,l
Poin* Should have beciom aolqin mnn‘\nol on Mq7 13, 4021,
Do to the fact o the 8lalole of Vimitabions for o habeas
Corpusa P&*\-\t“bns (D) 8bokes ag Rollowns

(). A-i-\/eom period of Nmilalion ahall QP\]\\( Yo an app
-licabion ¥or o Weil o hoheas Corpus \3\{ o Person ta Cuskod
pucsuant Yo Yhe a‘\ae&o[men\— o¥ a state couel, The hmittalion
period shall run feem the latest of --

/

(D dhe dale on which Hhe Conahitobional r\o\\r\jr assented
was inilfa\\Y r‘ecac\n\zcd b“( Hhe Svpreme Court, 18 e
vio(‘nlr hos been (\tuo\7 recognized| bx{ the Bupreme Counk
and made r‘e,krroadlue,\k{ app\icq\o\e Yo Cages on Collateral

reviedw,

Towhich do o dhe shaboke o8 limikobion r o habeas corpos
petition {o be Qled, Yookl (1)(c) of said shaloke and with
the B8 lales! Collateral veview order \oe_zno[ May 13, 2041,
Does n foct puks the Pelilioner’s Pebibion for a Weik o8 habeas
Cocpus under a3 WU.5.0. 8 3454, ol was $iled oq ]\Wl‘ 12, 2021
Under cause Wo. 3:al-CV-592, woell within the 1-year period

15



of limifalion.

Another Miaconduct on Yhe _&)c\e{efs \De\m\g, Yhal Ad in Yock
Cavse Yhe entice Procge,&nol uUnder Cause Wo. 3 ?-"CV’f)‘?ZJ

o be unbaic, undos¥, and| very Unreasonable, i which al

al30
Cavsed Hhe violakion of Yhe Polil

Hhat pectaing Lo the
Btates Constikobion .

wner’s due Course okt \aw,
|4 ameandmeny r“w\‘f\*s ot the United

3 AS 1/0&“ a9 Ino\fe\ncx Conskl‘lrullona.\ m’e\\lks
o Arl\c\e‘ i, Seckon. 12,

As ‘Lo when ‘H\e Unl‘!'eQ\ 5'\-0\3&‘.5 h\ﬁ\—dc)( Qourx' Momkr\nern [515\-\*'\&1-
Og Inc)k\cttf\ek 6ou~\‘\n BenA Blt\'{%.lohjs UB—UACFLI‘ Ro\)er* L‘ M\’\\U‘,

Ip./ " denied He Petitioner s Reﬁues\— foe a erklgle&e 09

APPeo\\q\)i\{H 3 ¢ Pelore Hhe Petilioner was able ‘o submit o

Qu:{ue,g\lgor O Cm#i@icq% 09 Appeq\ub\\'\lry‘, \,\]hu\ 30{\& duclatf.
Sated withia hig Dp‘\nfon and Ordec (Appenc}lxiE), Yo wik.

“(2) DENTIES Andonis D. MeCaster a Qum\‘mke of Qppea\abi“

-lni pursuant to gection 2854 Habeas Corpus Role L,

A'Qf!’&\" °H’Le "QO«C& 0‘9 ﬁﬁ\’ld 6\)61(16, over \OO\A;ncl ‘\*\ﬂre(’, (’b\ ctrouncl(f,})
“\’\(\Qﬁr‘ Soppor\‘!-:nol -@acxs,wi“\{n the

pe,xn\xonem’s \)e,\"\x{on gov O
W“A’

o? habeas COPPus under 48 W. 4. ¢ % 2354 and the olt

- c\(‘,\'\e,c\ e,)c\\l\:_\‘les I 5\5\)900& ot 6&1(:\ G\roun&c% and, ‘\"\e\r SUPPDA‘

- mot g&c\s.) Tth n .Qa& ‘_C)heuos and pmve,s H«q} f\owL on\7 5\\00\6‘1
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‘H’\t pc,&r‘(&r:.onu‘ \()e_, o\r(b\r\\-e.c\ (oY C,e,\"xrt&:c,er}re., OQ’ Qpﬁ)&a\a\g'\\ilv\l.)—%ul«' a\so
H’\c& “\t ‘)e}'\\"\onu‘ 15 in g'c\('.\- en\'\\(\cc\ \‘0 ve,\'\e,g() 3(0 m‘& . 1(\r\e, Q-o\ oud

- WIC‘\ O\T‘OU“&“Q, ‘\’\(\& 6\_\‘3‘)0(‘&(‘\“(\ qu\vs ) CK\(\'\\OQXS (.1\‘3‘3@(\&\&6\, @mc\ \"I\t

Vaw |

Giroond ne’ Whether Whe Pekibionee s 14% amendmenk cighks of e
Unibed hates Constitubion aoas Violated on Feb. 1%, 2013, by the :
Tippecance Counby et Crime 0fficer t Michael K. Bacthelemy?,

Ne Yo when o028 icer: Ba&\ac\mw ﬂﬂ\&u\_\g’u“ar acceared Yhe Pebilioner

withoot o valid “ ARREST WARRANT,” being 'saved, foc charqes
2led wnder Cause Mo TAD02-1302-FA-2 1n Vhe case ob the State |
o Tadiana . Aatomo McCaster. With the Wnowledae and under oo '
“nding as Yo the fack of said tase being sealed oo Feb 5% 8013,
and never being ansealed heloce doring, and for albec the Pelbioner
was aerested. (review albached Appendin' B, pages 10-15)

Copy of Hhe Fwe (5) page Lhronologieal Case Sommey ol Cavse e,
1902- 1302 FA- 2, doked: 12-9- 2013 hefoce being revised and Ceet
~Hed by Hhe Clecle ok the Courds,, Then review the page labelled

as page 0005, ot the botrom o8 said pages Then review Ve &8N

T E'Nppoolc og @ne, o\\sove. O‘rounc\ r‘t\f'\e,to a\&mc\nu& I\PPU\G\'\X'- NgT‘he_
|
5¥cv\—e,me.n¥ @rom H\e bo“—om og Ebc(nel paqe @ 6~¥wL‘hcl w'uUn H'\e




Stalement “ Beach Warrant 1ssved Seak ont02/05/2013 04 36! 23
-84 unhl gou geb Yo the Statemenl “ 02/05]13 Case Sealed
Porsvant Yo Request. o} Direckion ot Awagnee. M.” Then review
the veot oF said page; along with the othee foor (4 pages, thak will
in fack prove and show Hhak ok only was 26id tose sealed albee
Ve " RENCH WARRANT, 7 wsas tssued., Bub olso Hhe fack thak

50&(:\ Cage Wos fevec ‘UT\SQQ\QA \)&Q—eve, C&uv‘\nc\, -emc\/m G&}ru‘ \’\\L

PEX\XrIm{\ e Wog O«N‘&%&-ec\ ,

Then review %-\r\e, atached ,\p?ené\\{. 0 5 The Lopy ot Hhe t'\o\\\\- (8)
Page Q\\vono\oe\mu\ Case Summovnf o tause Mo, 14DO2- 1302-FA-2, dated.!

022015, abkee hieing revised and eebified by Hae deck o} the Courts.
Then review page fwo () oF said document, wothun the Bl shabe
~ment $eom Fhe Yop of 2aid page, = fa&owl\ne\ with the slabement
“02/05/13 WARRANT THBUED," amtil nou gek Yo bhe Slatement
“02/05]13 Case Scaled Pursuant To Prequest of Dicechion of huagner.
IW. " Then review the rest of 2aid page, along with the other seven
(™ pages, thak will 'n fack prove and Bhow that nok only was said case
sealed abler dhe “RENCH WARRANT, was jesued., Buk aloo the
fack Yhot oaid Case wons never Unsealed \aa?rore,,,ekw'mo,\, and|or atker

M\& p&\\'\onu WwWa5 avve,s,)ru\.




Tn Suppoct of the Back as do Yhe © BENOH WARRANT, ok was

issued ond served n gecordance with Yhe Uarondoqieal Lase Somm
“acy ob cause Wo, TIDOZ-1302-FA-2, not being able to e use bo arcest
Fhe Pekbioner, ccker Yo ¥he case ob dhe Uned Bhakes v arrinalon
528 F. bupp. 2d 822, hs to when the debendont $led o Motien Yoe
Enlargement of Time Yo ¥ile o 33355 Pekibion no December 43,4011,
T Hhe Mabion, he had reqpested opies of docomenks Beom e
Cose $ile, and an enlargement oF Hime Yo Bl o pehbion undec ak
U8, .8 8355, T o letber o the defendant dabed Wee. 13,401, o
Depoby Sleck o Lourt noked Yot Whe copies of Yhe poblic case e
Coold \)g provided | at the vate o 40.00 per page, with prepm}mmi
in advance. The Court nokes ¥hat Ceckoin Yranscriphs Contained
i dhe cecord are sealed. The Depoky therk skoked e olowing ia
hee VeWer Yo Whe Delendont * [me Cleck’s officd) can only eopy
whak 15 in the poblic case Hle. Sealed docoments are aol exailable
For eopying.” Even it the Defendank was Yo pay in advance foe
tese dranseriphs, Yhe sealed branseriphs would aok e released

fl_m\e;aa “Lt bt&&ne&mn& C,OU\QE ﬁ\f\mo Clooox cmu&e&m k‘\/xe,m re_\ux%t.

Witk HNC&\' \ﬁt{ﬂc»\ 60\‘\&, *&-\n( Hame 6\-an&¢0\ t’)\\ou\c\ Yave o\p()\\th "
‘\—\(\Q_ Cage 'O?r \—lr\g 63(%1(& gg Inc\mn'\ox v, ’\n\-omo “QQ(‘).SX‘&X‘ 'U\'\CXU‘ Lase

Mo, TAD02L-/302-FA- 2.,> as it dtc& I ‘\’\’\e cuge og— “\e. \.\n‘\\re(\k 6\-&\—&5



V. \(wv}ncﬁar\, 828 F. Bupp. 24 822, Ne Yo when of%cer VDM\)\«L\&W\\{
Voed a bench Wacrank $rom o Sealed Case and neyer Motion Yoo
Covrks and 5\wo®\r\o\ qood Cavse For said warrant to be released.
To which proves that officer Bacthelemy could nol serve any Wind
of waceant, becavae he tould nok obtain o copy o} said warrant,
Do Yo the Fact of sard case \ae'mo\ sealed, means that all documents
Pu\(q‘m‘mo\ Vo aaid Case Wl 1o also deemed sealed, and o copy
of said documents (meaning e bench worcant Yook was secved)
could not be copied and served anbil the Covels recdved o
mokion andfor pebibion Showing qood cavse Yor said case Yo be unse

-O\\e,& e«ﬁe\ Qur Sq'\cl boavrom& \—o \3& re,\eqse,.

& Geound TWo! Whether the Pebilionee’s W™ amendment rights ot
fhe Unbed Stales Conahitolion wias violated on Sep. o™ - 1\
013, dur{no\ the case of the Stale of Tadiana v. Aatonto Mel
“aster, Under Cause No. TID02-1302-FA- 22, As to when Depuly
Prosecutor’ Jessican B, Paxson Wo. 48316~ 49, did Wnowinaly and
\nxrenlr'\oﬂea\\\/; ““\&L'OQ“’\\‘( onsecu\-e, gaid &8 Case gl the while
with \r\ew'wu\ Q\&Qr\Y the \fmow\edqa and undep 6¥emc\1nel as ‘o
the fact of aaid case had been sealed on Fel. 8%, 2013, And
flever \Qe‘mol ﬁnﬁuca\eé hedore c)uv\no\, and/or gller Yhe Pebilion

S AN WA, Ay E’.SX(Q&, \N‘O ‘bﬁe,ulrec& s C,omftc,\re.&, &T\QS\ 6‘3&03@“0&& ( vevie -
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w kar\(e\c,he_c\ Qopxi od [\Q\Pene\'w\‘- D, Po\e\e 15-20).

T soppock of he above ground, revien sbached hppendix: N,
The Copy ob the e (8) paqe Cheonological Case bummary of
Cavse Wo. T9D02-/302FA-2, dabed 12-4- 2013, before being
revised and ceokibicd by the deck ol Whe Courds, Then review
the page labelled as puge “0005," at the hotrem of Zand PUYE
Then roie the Bt stodement feom the bobom o8 said page
5\—0\r¥\(\0\ with the alatement ™ Bendh warcant Vasved sent on
onfo5]20(3 09:36. 23" 8‘#,” antil You ote,\ Yo ¥he Stotenteny oz[oﬁf
3 Case Sealed: Pucsvant Yo Request of Diceckion of Awagnee. W
Then teview the cest of sand poqe along With the othee Four (1)
pages, that will n fack prove and show that nok of\\\f Was gard Case
sealed abter the © BENCH WARRAN T  1uas Vosued ., Bot aleo the
Fack that said Case was never wnsealed hefoce, durino, and|or
aflec the Pebilioner was acresled, proscevted, Convicked, and m

Se,nx—en CE.C} .

Then review the O\*Ur_oc\'\edc\ ;\Ppe.nel\x'- 0., The Copy o} ¥he Q“\O\\I\SK (%)
Page Ur\vono\o<1'|w\ Case Sommo\mj o¥ Cavse Wo.TADo2-1302-FA-2,
doked: J0-2-2015, ‘ot en \oe\mo\ revised and Cechitied \31 the ek

09: H\Q (‘_oumts.)Tkm review Pe\o‘ﬁ \-wo (2) of g01d docume,nlrs, voix\r\




i the BHL shabement Beom the top of sad page sharting vo v
the atadement “02/05/13 WARRANT T SHUED.” vt "you e;\e\—
to the atabement “02/08/15 Case Sealed Pursvant To Requesh

o Direchiun of Awagner. .7 Then reviews the rest of aaid

page o\\ono‘ with the othee deven (7) poqes, thod w0l \a Faek prove
and Show that nol only was Said Case sealed abter the “RENCH
WARRANT, " was tssued., But alse Hhe fact Yhat s00d Case
woaa nevee Unsealed heloce, doring, and/er aller the Plibicner

VIND O.P(-‘e,sire_c\.

| Ta s;uppomL o8 Yhe fact ws Yo \o\'\«( anid tase tould not he prose.
~coted, Ts do to the fack that since gaid Case was n Lack
dealed and never unsealed n accordance wih the C,\wono\oo'\\ccb\
Cose Svmmary of Cavse Wo. TIMOZ-1302-FA- 2., Ta Yack means

Yoot all docoments \backo{\“{nﬂ Yo 5a1d case, Yookt the hEidaid
of Probable Cavse, and Hhe Ociginel Charging Taformation of Counts
T, I, T, and TV, under cause wo. 190021302 FA-2 s deemed

as Sealed docoments, reder Yo Ythe Case of the Unded Btales

V. ‘(am'mo\%n, 838 T. Supp. 24 §22.

As Yo when the defendant Bled o Motion $oc En\arole_mensr o
Time lf() Q'\\e. a § ad55 Pe,\-l‘l—\‘on on h&c&m\oep ad, adil. Tn Fhe
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Me¥ien, he had requested Copies of decuments trom the Case
tle , and an m\mle_menlr o Fime to Ble o peibion under 28 W5,
.8 3353, T o lelree Yo Yae defendant dated Dec. 13* 201, o
Depoly Cleck o} Qouek noked Waak Yhe copres of e public ase
tle Could be provided, ot the rake of §0.10 pec page, with prepay
-ment in advance. The Court nokes thot Cectain transeciphs Contained
n the vecord are ealed. The Depuly Clecle shaked ¥he &’o\\mlao\

n hee leer Yo the DNebendant, “ LeThe Clenk’s o¥ice) can orly Copy
what is in the public Case Bile, Sealed documents ace nob aveilable
foc CDFY'ine\‘ "Even it the Debeadant was o pay i advance §oc
these transcripls, the 2ealed teanseripte would not be released

ﬂnx\e;ss an begcn&ar\sr COO\C\ "‘Q\'\mo (100& Cause gor' lr\/\e_'\r r&\-aqse,.

With that \M,'mo\ soaid, the same atandacd should hoave &\)\x\ké\ 0
the case of the Shake of Tadiona v, Aatemo Melasker, undec cavse
Mo, 11002430 2-FA-2, as ik did in the case o} the Uniked Blakes

v. Yarrington, 838 F. Supp. 24 832, As Yo when the State used Ve
AL idavit of Proboble covse, the Oolt\{m\ C\r\aro'\mo\ Taloemakion ob
counts T, T, T, and TV, Yo Had peobable Cause for deial, feom o

sealed Case ., Withaut never motion oc Pe,leor\ Yhe Courls and

ahow e\ooc& tavse Soc 9pnd Case Yo be unsealed and 2aid docoments

*\‘0 \Qe, Fe,\&&%e,.) 9)0 qulr‘ne,o Qc}\\oﬂ% mQU\ol \De,'(x\n\e, % \0\\‘\&, P\ch,.




Ground Sevent Mhethee Yhe Pebifionen’s 149 amendmen cighks of
the Unibed Stakes Conshitobion woog viclaked oy ¥he Tippecance
Lounky Superion Lovek to. 2, Jodge’ Bleven B Meyer?, Ao ko when
Tudqe Sheven B, Megee, dud howoingly and inbentionally, unlawbully
fail Yo reverse the unlawbel comdiehion cbbuined by perjored
testimony,  as o the eveats of the erime,” on Sepk. 109- 1%,
3012, doring the dial by gory in the Case ok the Shake of Tadlana
v Aakoato MeCasker, under couse We. TADG2-1802-FA- 2, ABer Yhe
fact o Xuo)o\e,'~ Steven P, Me,\’er, Eﬂq\c'mcl withia &  Ocder on Pebibion
for Post- Convichion Reliel,” Filed wnder Cavse o, 19002-1503-PC-3,
on 'P.Qolt mne (4) within 3ec. (B), in ‘stv¥‘\nen3c Pc«v\—.;u As ataked above,
the Court does Conclude thok the ¥e,s§rlmon7 od palice officers’
eye witaess accovnts ol the events o8 the trime &MQ\)(\\'&(& ‘o
Pg,(‘s\)(*\i- ¥ However, Euoﬁo\gi Sreven P Meger oiled Yo overlyen sad
Convickion. T which do Yo the miseonduck 0% dudae! Steven P,

Me\fe,(_‘, did in fack coause Hhe enbire proc.e,e.c-l'mo1 Yo be ‘Umg&\m (review

atrached Copy o} k= Appenc\\k‘- D, page &1 -85, and Yhen '\Wan&'\‘&}

¥, page nine () sec. (E).)

Ir\ &Uppor&r 03 \’\1(, 0\\30\16, C‘COUW&.) ho*c M{\e. Q«ac& og- nosf ﬂﬂ\ul Q’\\L
¢ \E,o‘o\\ f;c\uccﬁ‘ion,» \H’\o\ls Mne, T’r‘;m\ C_out\&fﬁj ¢ Suclo\e‘. 5¥wen p Me\iﬁf‘,“
ho\(‘i lro OB'\(Q'U'\ N brc}\u‘ §r0 \Se.cm‘ne, on QQQ’\(‘,U“ 0.9r We CD\JV\V/ XJC&C\&\)




In ‘eou‘_k Q\Q(X\“\7 (’»\A\Vt‘b \'\\W\ M’\& \*’mou\\et\qﬁ ()\(\Q\ ‘umc\ev S\'U\(\e)\'mo\, oS \'o
the Sack that it s anlawbol, ungst, and uebsic ko allow Whe
Sﬁ:cz\&e l—u o\ﬂ:c\\n N Q,OQV.\Q!rLQ(\, and Soid QOn\ric\ri@f\ Yo he 'Uu(l\%\‘:l

“\'L\muo\\\ \‘mou&in«*\\\\ o \rm\‘\nowlm\\j Wae og- J\J&rd\)f‘u‘& XFQ,“Q\"\W\OT\\T

P)uk o.\so ’v\)‘w\—\\ \'\ow'mol *“ne, . \eo.o«\ \‘mouo\e,cke\e_ emc}\ ‘\mc\e,\" 5\'0\\’\&'\\/\0\, v
“H\e\*\' n O\(LQ(N‘CB\CanL u&“’; \)r\‘l_ Inc\ \)mgessiono\\ ?\u\t‘é 02‘ Qow&uc_\-,

Chc\[ﬂu 12, False 5\-o\¥¢mu\¥s ana 9@;\00&(‘& x'esx'tmom’ gec . (b)Y,

Prosecutor mcmi not Use Perduvecl ’\'ﬁS\'l\MOT\\i.

Prosecotorial Misconduck Yo knowngly uae pecjored Yeskimony
and vislabion of dedendant’s duc process rights as aranteed
ander the Teurteenth Ameadment, Lewis v, Blake, k89 NLE. 2d 934,
957 (Tad. k. App. [919) HN 2.3, Convickion obtainsd by use of
such teolimony will nok e upheld. Evans v. Blake, 489 N.E. 24
942,948 (Tad. 1986) HN /b.

As w'e,\\ as Re,\ler'ﬁa\ h\)\’\e,re, ?rosecuk‘\cn \ac,\ce,c\ 1‘m0u0\e,c\o\e_ 0\\)-
Pev;\ooe{. “ |
Qome Lad. Coses éuwov\ the aco\umen‘\r ot a tonvidkion 6\'10\3\3.
be (He,ve(‘se,e\ o0 qvourl@)& \'\m‘/«\' Peréuc;ou% *éax'\mbn\l wWead a ‘USQ,Q\

n oblrofm{no\ Convichion even 1% Proseculﬁon had on \ﬂnguo\eéoke_'
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of the falee evidence. Mooney v. Holohan, @24 W, 103,65 6. ¢4,
240, 79 L.E.d 191 (19258) (viclakion of " Amendment foc ahote
{o obtain Convickion w\-‘mouc‘h “odmited o Pro\;e_oi use \‘mon.oino\
-1y or un\«nouo'mo\lkf ol Peoé)ureé. *cslﬂmona/.”)

Furthenmone, Trial Courks” “ Tudqe’ Steven B Meger,” elearly has the
lequl education and hnowledge as well as the une\us\un&no\ a5 Yo the
fack of the Blalement N made within ¢ M‘Pem&\(&, poge e (8
Sec, (€),Yhat Q\tm‘\\l states in perkinent pact.,” s shaked above,
Yhe court does conclude that Yhe MeMmomt o police pggiuxs'

eye witness accounts of Yhe events ol the crime ameunted Yo
Pe(’éovT ”

bld fn, Ec\c;\' PPO\E{. M’\q‘\' ‘H\& Po\itt 02‘?(@&4‘& equ\ 'm ga_c,\' \({0\0\\'& “\L
Tad. State S&ukolg 0¥ Tnd Code & 35-y4- (~2'] @y (1) . Ptrd““’ Prog

- ecuton of Yt‘o‘qsr{on.) That C\\eom\\} 5\—‘0‘&5‘. Ape,rson who molees a

Qo\\sa, TY\UA‘PJ“IlO\\ quxcmer& ‘l.km’le,r OC\&A{\ Or &ggm‘cmmsr‘\or\, \’\Y\O\.\)‘\Y\O\ \?\'\e.

Srakement to be Yalse or not believ ing % 3o be Yrve., Ta ocder
Foe the shoke b obtain the Sepk. 1%, 2013, Convickion, ' Yhe tase
0% the Slake of Tndiona v. Antorio MeCosker, under cavse Vo.
19D02-1502-FA-2,, Did 1n fack commit a @ Crime ac\&“qgsr
e Petiloner.
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AEAAONMS FOR GRANTING THE PETITTON

Da 4o ¥he fack of the Pelibionee’s W* amendment rights of ¥ae
Udiked States Constitubion being violabed , As Yo when Yhe
Petitioner was deprive of his Woerky, afler dhe fack of the
Teral Courds™ “dudgqe’ Sheven P Heyer, ” shaking within Appendix’

F, puqe f\tne, (‘ﬂ 5ec., (63 n P&P\'ff\e_(\\' \'.)om\n) « As 6*\q\ee\ 0\\00\/&, “\'\ng
Court does Conclude that the xe‘ﬁk(‘\mm\\{ od po\ice otdicers’ eye

milrneas &Q(Loun'ks 0(% *H’\t CVU\% og X(\f\e_ C\"j\me, &movn\rec\ -\o Pu‘dor"('j

However, said {pclo\e, faled Yo reverse gavd Convickion and celease

Yhe Bediboner,

Ao do to the Sact of the Unbed Stakes Coued of 1\9\3%\5 foc
the Seventh Lircuik violaking the Pebibioner’s Tadiana Constibilion:
- &l 'm-o‘hl\‘s of Aelicle 1, sechion 12, Yok ?\emeé\{ by due Covese
of Law. As Yo ot only ever locking the slatement made aibhin
the Pellioner’s T\Weno\%xl ¥, by the Teial Courts —Xué‘o\e.“ Meyer ’
™ on pPage nine (4) sec. (€, 1n Pev%(nw# pqw\- 5 As stated above

Yhe Couet does conclude that the ‘estimony ot police officers’

eye wikness accounts of the events of the crime amounted Yo
pecjuey. ” (in which seid I\We_ne\’m’.\f, was a\)m«& of Yhe Pelibioner’s

f\@pu\dix sobmilted Yo said Coveds iq 5\;9&30&: of Yhe Pekibioner’s




N

R&quexﬂ- Foe Cechilicate 0l [\ﬁ)@ea\a\j\\ilﬁt hat was oleo 6\3\3\'\1‘\\-
-Yed to said Courh ) Bot also isswino\ Yhreee (2) Cong\;c\lno\ ovder.,
To wit' the Lest order \Aé»r\o\, Kprck'm‘. B\, dated ' Ock, st 404\,

Thav\r Q\wv\j 6%\@5 "0 P&v\'men\c 9‘“\‘ on E)oxo\e, Moo (D) o} Sm'tQ&
seder, within the second pmmo\(‘mp\f\. “TTTIY ORDERED Wl

all other onccec).\no\s ™ “\15 CANJ&O\\ ace SUSPENN{—,\B \Den&mo\
the decision \Dx’ Yhis Court s Yo whether 4o 1ague a Q,Q,V\'.\g':c,a.kre_,

02 QPPeq\ah'\\ijr?‘ T\'\e. QOUT“!‘ N'\\\ '\'Q\«t, no QUF*L\U‘ Qt,xr'xcm l\V\ \“\53
O\NDQA\ un{-i\ the fee ahoatus is resolved.”

The second order being, Appendix' B, daked’ Feb b, 2028, thak
Q\ecu‘\u[ atoles \n Pevhnm& \Mv\., “Da consideration of Yhe
papers fled n this G\PPQC&\ and ceview o the ghoet vecord, TT
LS ORDERED Hhat this oppeal is DEAMTIIED for Vacl of

;\ur'\sd'\c}\-{om ’

The third ocdes \mine\, hppendixt €, dated’ Mac. 10,3043, Hhat ﬁ\mv\Y
Srates. “Wecewith 1s mandate of this Court in Yais Q\Q\ﬁw\ &\om\ wikh
Yoo Bl o Costs, it any. A certilicd Copy ot the opwnion | ordec

of the court and judgment, § any c}n& emxl'd\m&\on as Yo Cosl

ahall Conshitole Yhe mandoate.” " RECORD ON APPEAL &TAT
- U3 No record Yo be reburned.”
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CONCLUST ON

Pebibianee respectfully request that this Wanorable Lovet Yakes
Jurisdickion of the andecline Felony Convickion ander Lavse Vo.
7ID02-1302-FA-2, and vacate the sentence and dismiss Yhe endice
Case., Doty the Yact of 2aid convickion ‘Deinol obkained by $he wse of
" Pergored Teshimony,” “as Yo the evenls oF Yhe erime.” Rad ssue
a oedec for the Pebilioner Yo be velease ol once. As well as order
ordec the tate of Tadiana Yo award the Pelihioner We um of
42,3 million collars, in which 1s the presvmplion of 4 4.6 mlion dolla
s, Thak the Pekibioner 1085 soing the Shate of Tndiana and nine @)
othen defendants Yor,in the Case of Mclaster v Bhabe, b ol under
Cavse no, TAD02- bl - MT-28Y., Thal Hhe Pebilioner would and shovld
have won i e was not ¢ &epriv&," o} his Lae mo\\\% Yo o Trial \3\1 60vxl,
\37 Yhe Trial Courts’ l(guclc\e'. Steven P. Heyer " As wel as by the Tadiana
Court 0% Appeals, under Cavse wo. T8A-MI- 748, on- O\Pw\l and the Supre
- me Courk o Tadiana, undec cause no, 18A-MI-T4%, o0 o Pekibisn for
Transfec. Also any and all other cefied that Wis Honorahle Lourle, so
deems ecessary.
The pebilion for o etk of teskiorant Shoold be granked.
Respectlolly Subnithed,

¢ 42918

Dave' H-/( = A3 ' .
Peditioner, pro se
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