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QUESTION(S) PRESENTED

L. Jurf Msconduct |

Iy @/Zxﬂjf?ﬂ/% $2254 (d)(2), both the stale Cowrts’ and Federa|
Courts' decisions were based on an unrensonable ablermnatim of the facts
that Jurs prejudsed Hhe potitioner and the case preseted iy the state
Coust ,Dmcemf‘y, J#s. /¥ viofated petitimers r(a'%b‘ of U.S. tonstitution
oF Bth Amendment. —

IL. Posecution Misconduct and Corruption
Ly ﬂf/ﬁ///}y 28 USC § 2254 (4)(2), both stale courts” and Federal
Courts’ judgements were based on an wnreasonible geterrminalion of the
facts that prosecution purpesel, y, ,orofésgz‘ﬂm/)/ wid del)beral e,ﬂ/ 5fga/ Mulreter-
Tike Crime_scele and fadricator petitioners pented Hoalth fest result (rrPr-
2) /fesemz‘e/ /n the stale cour? //DC‘eeﬂ//fy, Thus, jE viofaded pelitioners
fg/w‘ of .S constitution af’ Sth and 1444 Amendmenk. Tf /s a 27/9/'44
proseciion fadrication and ww%ﬁw/ oase pnatienwide. THs Cowtd has the
f/ha[ say zo 5L‘vf wnd correct [t naliomuide.

1T . Lrefed‘/’ye Ass/stance 7[ Dgfms'e Gunsel
1 applying 28 USC § 2254 Ld)z) . botf state courts” and Federnl cowts”

decisions were based sy ar wnrensonadle deforminadion of the facls fhad
defense. cownsel falled t prepare the case bofore the trid and folted T

Stike anol rebut the prosecution’s ﬁ/h’(af/oﬂ and corraption, ard failed v |
Effectively defense the pelitioner presented /y the shife Cowt ,omcee/bg. Thas,
i violatad /Dez‘/ﬁ’mer 4 rgéf’ 19/ LS, tonstitution ‘7/( fth Amendment.,



I, Cumulative Prej‘ua'//ce
Al above three clims are withn US, constitulion dimensiop. [he
cumutaive. Effect /s more. severe. Ir C/rffi’”/I/&/ pelitioners hy/té of U.S
constitut/on of e 5, b, and 19t Amendment-



LIST OF PARTIES

M All parties appear in the caption of the case on the cover page.

[ 1 All parties do not appear in the caption of the case on the cover page. A list of
all parties to the proceeding in the court whose judgment is the subject of this
petition is as follows:

Letitioner, Jing Hun Wi, 1s a Cid fﬂr/ﬂd/ State prisoner who was Seﬂﬁzﬂced Lo

life a)n‘/mM parsle and W/‘Mf/y mcarcerated in Pellpen Bw)/ State Prisosn
ﬁ][ () /‘ﬁrm& ‘

Zgggma’ , James Rpbertson s ﬁe werden of ,%/,w, Bay State prison
of Cule ornie.
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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

M For cases from federal courts:

The opinion of the United States court of appeals appears at Appendix _L to
the petition and is
[ ] reported at _ ; Or,

[ 1 has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,
M is unpublished. It i5 a summary judfement.

The opinion of the United States district court appears at Appendix B to
the petition and is

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

[ 1 For cases from state courts:

The opinion of the highést state court to review the merits appears at
Appendix to the petition and is

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

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

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




JURISDICTION

A[ ] For cases from federal courts:

The date on which the United States Court of Appeals decided my case
was _;iéﬁb(ﬂ/l”y |4 ; 2022 :

[ ] 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 _______.

M An extension of time to file the petition for a writ of certiorari was granted
to and including _June 13, 202 (date) on AIP"" 1, 2022 (date)
in Application No. 2| A_548 . - ,

The jurisdiction of this Court is invoked under 28 U. S. C. §1254(1).

(Cuses in the Courts of appenls may be reviewed by Supreme Court by e
following method : (1) By writ of Certiorar, greated wpon e pelition of any
party to any ciol or criminad case, before or afver rendition of jdgement o7 docree,

[ ] 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).



CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS INVOLVED

[.  AEDPA 28 USC § 2254 (d) (1), (2)
(d) An ﬂfp/hca’?’m for awnit of Habons Corpus on édzz% of person |n ca;fw{}/
prrsuart o the julerment of 4 State cowt shill not be granted ., unfess
the @Z{J/Caf/wz of the claim ~
(1) resulted in a deci'sion 4hed nas contrary %, or mvolved an wireasonabfe
o a7o/o/, calion of, c/ea/é/ afaé/ shed Federsd law, as determined é/ the Stpreme
Cmrf of the United States;

(2] Fesielted in a decision that was based on an wunreasonable determimation
of #he facts i /geé,( o the evidence preseniled jn the Stafe cowl /mw‘g_

2, UD &m#h‘wf'r’on
Amendment 5z o person shall be ... deprived of Iife, liberty, or
property. withud due process of law; ...

Amendment & 2 In all criminal prosecultions, the accused shall enoy Fhe
h\';tl,t W ... pave the Assistance 9/‘ Counsel for bk Aefense.

Amendment 142 oo nor shall any State deprive any person of Jife. (Yerty.
or pm/erz‘)/, wWithoul dite process; for a’eﬂ/ Lo any person
wWithin (ts j'/mBa’/cz‘/m z%e_eg/m[ profection of the (ans.

3. 28 USC ZI547 (1)

| Cases in the (wuts of appeats may be reviened by Supresme Lowr? by the
 fllowing method ;

(/) 5}’ writ 0/‘ Cerlrorars jm/zz‘ea/ wpon #he pef/fzm ﬁf any /z«w‘}/ 7o

3



any civil or cnimind case, before or ﬂfter rendition of J‘af/f&,mz‘ o decree.,

b In Millr-El v. Cockrell , 537 U.5. 322, 123 5, Ct 1027 (2003) 15 Cotst
clarified the standards for (ssuafce of a Cer?‘/’ﬁ’cafe of ﬂ//W45/%’7 LCOA]:
-4 prisoner. seeking & COA peed 0//4/ demonstrale a “substantial séam’n/

o the deniad of a ‘conststutional n}/w‘ " A pelitioner salisfles this standard

by demonstrating thal jﬂn’ffﬁ of reasen condd z[kfgfee, With A5ty courd?’s

- resolution of ks constitutional claims or That fur'sts couldl conclucle the
fssues presented are adeguate lo deserve encourdfement Zo proceed farther
see We do not /?;;u’ffe /@&‘/ﬁ'ﬁ/ lo prove, 15?9/2 Lhe ssuosce 7‘ a COA,
that seme /krf’sz‘s pooull j/zwf the petition For Mibeas Corpus, Jndeed,
Claint cun be debuteble even though every jurist of renson might agree,
after the COA fas been jmnl”e&/ and the case fas rece/ved Sl
consideration, that petitioner will not prevel(.

Id., 123 S. Ce al 1034, C/f/'/?} Slack V. McDaniel, 529 (1.5, 473, 454 (2009),



STATEMENT OF THE CASE

- Ths z‘mjea/y was pagpened jn Sifort Jnc., & Semiconductor I( design
Startup company, jn Sante. Clora Courty of Californin. on Wovember /4. 2008.
Fet'tisner was then the fead Test} Product wy:ivleer of the compeny and been
(/- off on Hat day, ftitiner wes arrested on Wext z/a/-

After z‘mge// éﬂf/wﬂa{ . the poljces arrived the site very soon. They
pmfég;/om/l/ altered the site scene by:
(1) Moved Hhe Chair away from victim. Tht chur fns used by 4he Victim
b hit petitioner and thits 1t 4r99ered petiboners peyehis breat .
(2) Bled two victims’ bodies ope :L]Z;/e afm%er, 4 dnd intad
' So that the site scene been Cézuyéa’ as plwrder~[ike Crivte scene, It /s
definitely imposs'ble that two bodes piled together, one above enotper,
withoat polices’ manenver, And the chair con not welked asay by jtsef.

Before the trial, several doeters aﬂ’zgﬂas/sed Petitiprers mestal and psycho-
[y/'m/ fealth. Prosecution expert WitnésS. Dr. Molundie, fabricated petitomer’s
MMPL-2 fest result and accused petitioner m»‘z//{/jem'ﬂ;,

Except Dr. Motandie, oM other doctors diagnosiced Hhat petitione fud severe
pmental and ps)/aéo/?%/m/ pess maore or Less.

Except Dr. Motpndie, sl doctors who testod petifloners fonest y Stated ‘that
petitioner was ponest and 1o /n/f//’ltrje/v'n;.

D Mohandie was /om‘/ F4Lp per hour b}/ pm;eowf/m‘ he made over
£60,000 for test r‘f}//'fy his case reloifejela‘/? proseciivy. |



: Farle)
Defense counsel fm‘/ed o preview all case material ,\’zza iitervien petifioner

i detod before the triad So that fhe comnsel faded to wndsrstanid the case,
sz,'/e/ lo strite and rebut the police fabyicated crime scene //zﬁ’? the tral.
Counsel also fuled o discover Dr. Mohandie's fabrication o MMPL -2
Lest rasillt (Answer Sheet), so that Dy Mopandie’s febrication has nof beer
exposed Tz Tury ond the court, it rained petitioners crea’/é///f/ and
defense case.

The jzu’/f}t phase. triad éejﬂn il the w/y a][ jwum/fy , 208, (e miltiple
police oficers, who were aneng the fiust arrived the Site and represented
prosecattion, | emploved thein staged muder~lke Crime scene photas, Zestifyed
and accused petitioner, and purposely mkjed and inflomed Tury.

Then, dhe civil witnesses in dla//'% S/ ot employees oo witnessed the
| Site scene befyre pofie ww‘w’/? the site Zlestifydd.

Ther , ke ek,oex{j? Witnesses Lestifyed for bofh Sides.
Jhe whole trind was Cw‘frp/efeﬁ/ contarm, nated é/ the fated Crime. Scene
wrd proscaling eNpert witness Dr. Mobpndle's Sfabrivcatod accusartion.

Pﬂn’ﬂj the Lrad, two jurors prejudyed Pebtimer ard the eypert
Witnesses.

Juror 5 P@'ﬂﬁﬁe&/ petitioner b)/ pmc/a,'még “Wu /s jm’lf/, we . thow i’
594/6 deliberation. Juror5 also e/‘yzresfea’ "It should be over.” refem'»y /3
the trick al the ear/y 5@& of the triaf.

Juror 4 prgu/jea’ ewert witness é)/ expressing ” ﬂr/y Dr: Mebondye s
iswers are Correct, The offer doctors answers are mot corvecl.” +wp
Lime. before delberein.



The sanity phase ég;,w /n the middle of March, 2013,

On March 8, 2013, fotitiomer was convicted three couwnts of marder,
(Clifornia Penad (ode 187) in Colfornia superior cour, Santa. Clara Coun iy

On March 22, 2013, Jur}/ fmm/ petitioner sane o 2l three counts v
01//'/[0/’”/’4 fwfm’ar Court, Santa Clara Cow«'lf}/.

On July 26, 208, the triad Cowrt denied #he defense sotion for pew
triad.

On ﬂlfgﬁsf 2, 208, petitioner was sentencd 75 years s prson without
/90554'54’/,'7‘/ to /mm/e.

Pfeer that, petitioner complied with state’s and Federnd lasw. timely
Filed divect appead and Hubess petition sy both shube Courts and Federal
- (ourts.

On June i, 2014, petitioner representod by appellnte /AW//er Aot ﬁ/ezz,h;
Bi‘/'tf ] G/7[ﬂ/'w/& ///%[ CowT, Siuth Dictovel. Mo HO#0084

On chméer /5, 200F, Respondent, p?ulj/ Ak, Filed ’@’}W’”{e"f”
Bref i Clifornia Appead Cowl. Mo Hodook

On Junuary 26, 2015, ftitioner Filed Appellent's Reply in Celifornia
Agpel Cowrl. No., Ho4ookb



On Feﬁifum-)/”? 16, 2016, ﬂ//ﬂ/oﬂ: Armed Hhe j//dfgméﬂf iy Celifrnia
Apperd Cowl . No, HO40066 |

On F. eé/wa/y 27/ 2006, &f/f/ﬂ/?é/‘ ///ea/ ﬂ&fl%'ﬂ/} For &A&V’?‘/) \7 i M/:g”b%
Hppenl Cowrt. o Ho#0%66

On March 3, 2006, Drdler Perylng Rehearlnf /s Cllfforn'a. Appead
Cowl. Mo, HO#06646

On March 2/, 206, Petitimer filed folition For Review rin Cafornia
_ 51&//’-6/?72 CowT. No. §233/60

h Moy U, 2015, Order @eﬂ)//’nj (2tton For Review Iy Colfornta
Supreme Cowt. Mo. S23360 |

On March 14, 2017, fofstioner 7(,'"/3/ fetition For Writ OF Habeas lorpus
jn Gijfornta. Siperior Gurt. Sante Clara Coanly. No. 201470

On June 30,2017, Order 196//}/»7 Lot tion For Wit o Hebons Lonpus
/h &A;fm,a superior Cowrl, Sl Clara. County. Wo. 211470

On Jayaﬂ[ 27,2017, Petitsoner filed Retition For rit of Habens Corpus
Y .Cm/‘/fm,'a A’p/)ea/ Cawrt, Sith Agpellate Ditn'l.  Jo. Hodsoss

On /I//ay 15,2008 . Order Deﬂ)//fy Btitson For Wrf ﬂf Habeas &r)wzf
in Cellfornia Appeal Cuot, Sixth DAL Mg, #5015



On Tuly 11, 2013, Fetlfinmer filed fotition For Wett OF Habeas Gorpus
P Q,///om/a Supreme Cowrt. No. 5250008

Op November 28, 2018, Ordor Denying etition For Wt OF Khbens Corpus
n fd///ﬂm/% Supreme Cowrt, /9. S250008 ,

Oy Deambper 28, 20/8 , fetitoner f,'/e/ Felion For Wit ﬁf /"/4/94,5 foxfus
mn US. Dist; Cowll, Nesthern Dist. of Gafifornfa, Mo 17~ CV-02036 LKk (FR)

On jMd&?jy 28, 2019, Order t@eas{gm'?? Gese b (.S. DT, Cow?
Werthers Dist. of Califormia. Mo. [7-cv- 02036 WHA (pr)

On Qteber 7, 20/9. /ZeS/w/c{M | 74'/% Answer 7o fotiblon For Wik e
Habeas &7955 and Memoradum 0f LRAs. i1 US.DIst: Courl, Mo. 17-CV~02034 WA

On ijuy 9, 2020, fottioner //é{g/ Pl oner s /Z»y/)/ 70 Respondeal s
frswer in US. DI, Court, Norther Dist: of Gilfornia . Mo. 17-C02034 WA

Or Septempar 20, 2020, (rdor De/?)//'/g] Vetitjon For Writ 0f Habeas Corpus
ard COA 11 U.5. DIL. Gurt, foithem Dist- of Lalyfornin. No. C17-2036 WHA

On Augil 9, 2021, fotttioner filed Motion For ont licato of dppeslibiliyy
i1 US. Court o Appeal for Minth Circast. Mo~ 2017742

On JMﬂv}y 14,2022, [rder De//ly/k; fetition For- COA /n 1S Cowt
of Arperl for puth Cireail. Nb.20-171#2

7



On March 21, 2022, Potitioner filed Motion For Extonsion of Tome To File
Application of COA in U.5. Swpreme (o,

Dn A/r// 1, 2022, Order t jﬂmf exfens on of 2ine o file & writ
of Certiorar) Co aud mcéw{,:n; Jurte 13,2022, Application No. 244543

/0



REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION

I. Jwy Mz conduct

On March 12, 2013, after Juitty MM& tnied ended and ﬁeﬁm Sanity phase.
started, Jwor3 care prwerd with a writig note that states: “Turor& was
5/7&:2/7 ot about cuse f about the defendont Jitg Hua Wi, as we jurer
entered the elevator for Lunch. Ths /s mot the Kt time, 1his hus Aﬂfp/vem/
With s Juror & the gulty of c/qu/mf Also: Turor-# makes comments fhe
ﬂ’ef%’e witness are all wrv/7 sz/}/ Dr. /%hm/:@; f%&‘z/ﬂm/ s corell, Time
and g z‘i/w‘gﬁwd‘ thoad . ( Cowrt Exhipit 39: Juror3 Note)

Becawse of /¢, the trad (Gourt held on /ngiiry of all Jwrors on Merch [2
ﬁy‘femom and the Mam,/7 of March 13, 2013, (7027 /404 ~ //a’ﬂo 7/ PT
\ A o/~ 11703)
/
1. Juror 5 Mysconduct
Juror5 /r_eyzwgec/ Fellitioner é)/ procial m/’fg "W 1< jtc:’lf/ we ol Enows
(£.” prior tv deliberation. Juror5 alsv expressed "1t shoudd be over ’?{%'fj
o Hhe Tind o the early strge of the trial. Juror 8 was been shushed silent
when e just started To comment petitioner b y severad fellow jurors, JurorS
%ffeffed( hi's u/icerz‘aml)/ Io hove an spen mind in the comin 5”2/1‘}/ trial
hfrwlly Just after sanity el ended, Jurar S immed; iately Send @ condeon-
/'y Gmail To defense counsels . (Agmented Clork Transcript ; Page 83 )

a. J:(mrﬁ Testimony
Ont March 12, 2013, i1 the ngutty of e il lowrl, Turor 3 solidlly
testified that Juror 5 prejudaed petitioner é/ /mc'/a/’/m’nj “ W is jm’/ty, |

//



We all know it,” maltiple times from the early stage of the trinl 1o the guiley
/7{'4«53 deflberation. Juror 3 afso made the litle /?W'Z/'ﬂif m his nole whenever
TJurors makes prejudiement comments. (70 RT 11407 Line 24~ 1445 Line 20)

Or merch 13, 2013, after the trind Couls }rzfens/‘uegz(e;z?’mx‘/g and
scrutinizing, Juror3 solidly confirmed three jncidents that Jurors proceimed
"W i3 j“;(fal; ; Wedl know It.” putside the jury deltberation reom pifor £o

deliberation. (7/ RT (1646 Line24-28) ,

Juror 3 also testified thak he d/!f/‘irzw'f/zeaf TJuror 5's voice yery well wheneyer
Juror & stafed his /f@'ﬂdj@ﬂé’bf “Well, we: all know he defenclant /s ;m’/?’,”
(7/RT 11432 Line 27— 11633 Line3)

afso .
eri\wﬂf/’rmez/ '/ﬁévt Jwor S made his P/z?%;»/ﬂgd Gpinlon Enown sNthin the

J?lly deliberadion room /mdﬁp/e tmes end ( jurors At try o shush him up
because [¢5 Just too puch, (T/RT 11637 Line 2~6)

b. Twor 4 72$f/'”7ﬂlly

On Merch 13, 2013, Turor 4 fe;t‘/f,’ez/ thal Turor5, at te e;zré/ stige of -
the triad, formed an gpinjon and expressed 7Tt shoull be over” Nﬁrn'fy Zo
the tried . (T/RT 11654 Line 4 — 1656 Line T)

Turor 4 tedified $hat Juror s commented something atense. iy elewnitor
and a/e/}/éod}/ ,Wme_a//a,z‘e/)/ st‘vfpez( Jwors just af Jurors pered bis mouth.
(7/RT 11663 Line 3-19)

Turor 4 testified that at the earty of the trial Jirvr3 expressed to
her thad Juror3 felt that some fellons s jurors fied formed cpinion apd fe

Ve/'\/ concerned aboul- that M/ée weren't azﬁ»y pm,ae,»/)/, ( 7/ R7 /660
bine 24—~ 11662 Line/o)

/2



C. Juwror b Testimony

Do tarch 12, 2813, Turorb fedtified thad some fellmo jurors fod
preformed epinion about the case and petitioner prior- To dellberation (70 RT
11427 Zine 3-12). The trisd cowrt Fuled /s aéz/y Lo elfeit who are e  Jurors
/f7‘o//ﬂez/ goinion. |

TJuror 6 demeanor nas Mﬂa/w;m,[ //zm'/% He /‘/ygfa'r/ mjzz/z/////
TS s condictl. Jarord Ly to avird eye wntalt, eye lovked up
/aw/}y, /eg/lnl‘/'/%, very alert and nervoys. (7/ BT 6P Lie =y 7//? A
(1688 Live 1T-21; 71 RT 11630 Line 2T = 1168/ tine 8; T/ RT t16934ne2]— 11674
4ne3)

After verdict, the Gurtt called every jurors. Confirmedion, Jurvr b weas
abmosl cr/r'///; Ste bnew she A not Lol the all truth and Rcts %m/'g “he
ot /%;m’/}/, she folt gty about [t. fttisner witnessed all above.

A Both Twror3 and Juror4 te;z‘/f,'w/ that Jurorls wns peen shuded
silenf when Turors shited 1o comment pelitiover i the elevator.
(IR 11463 Line3-19; 70RT 11411 Line 2-7)

e. Juor5  Testimon y

On march 13, 2013, the Cowrt inguired JurorS. Iy #he /'ﬂ;/(/'r)/ , JZ:mmSL
expressed his waa;w/ bo keep an gpen mind fém/g;'émz‘ the trid of sanidy
picse . (TIRT 11669 Line 22-24)

— Jhe Cowrt : Have you continued T keep an open mind ﬁngémf the sanity
- phase rgam’/y Zefa/ SM}f)/?
"_ju,rpr'.,;: T’m z‘)yl'ng,

/3



JurerS s answer clearly reflected fint Kis mind /s not “pen”, s
he need ”fly//7 ” to Lpen. Jf his mind s ‘open ” for the triad , fe dpesn ¢
peed "fr//'77 ” ¢ty opes.

JurerS, al eanj/ moméy 852 AM, March 23, 2073, | jusf aﬁef“ the SM/z‘/
phase ended on the afpernoon Murch 22, 2013, Send a com’e/m/'/y Gmail G
the defense counsel. The matl states : "I wns a juror iy Jivs HOA Wi ase,
z J'uﬂf WAL Tz say tat 1 @O/rcc/‘az‘e your VéqOID[(\f g{e/[e/lfe ﬂf Wy, In the
end, You hod fhe insurmountable disadvan tage of a quilty client ;

( A«;mazf (lerk Franseript : fage 83, Gmail from Kenneth kellum)

[eja// Arjﬂﬂmnf

From 1€ Turors’ eslimonios /;‘74/1146'7 Taror e z’fft/mm/ and #'s Gmarl,
JetrerS. formed apinion o early of the trval . K frg‘c%e/ petitioner throupbout
both the ;u/'/fz '/7/7456 ond sanity phase. Above eyidences are sssentiald and
substantiaf. Jeror5 s conducts Mus trated fie biased and prejﬂd/'cec[
petitioner inkerent] y and caéaﬁgd/}/. it

The {state) Courts and Federal Cowrt completely denied Turor3's fostimon i
ot Jurors and clorimed tha Juror3 was onstakens The stafe Cour?s and
Federal Courts nevep arswer! and /th&}‘iﬁzmr{l % 2‘62‘/’””/7/ thad Twrors ——
eipressed "It should be over” referrigy to the tral. The state Court's
wid Federad Courts never answer and rebut Juwor 8's feﬂ‘/‘mﬂ/ Hat
Some of jurors. preformed pinion wbout case and petidioner,

The state Lowts and Federad (ourts prrposely éww/“e/ and 5,6;}7/@/
those evidences which are ecsentid and subctantoal, and these eyvidences
we m the state tial cowt pmceea’/n; and petitioners Habers

14



petitions frm State to Fedorad . (
The state Courts and Fedorad Courts pever answer amd rebut the Jovor 6
"hyi;? " o open mind state. |
The state Cowts and Federd courts pretended Maz‘éazﬁ@%ﬂw are
pot existed, All these evidences are cloarly and solidly iy the triad cowt pro-
ceeding and In petitimers Habers /et/z‘/ms . As ffgw'rd/ per AEDPA 17#,,5 ot
/5 rega//m’ to /'HJ?Z//L?/Z/’ZZL// reviens the record v assess the ransonadieness o
Stade cowrt denial of refief which faifed o adiress ay essentiad eloment
of petitioners clam. Rompila |f. Beard, 545 US 374 (2005). 7he
State Lourts and Federad Lowsts foiled o complicd with/¢.
| “4 defentant accused of 2 crime fas & corstitution skt % a #nad by wnbjased,
impartiad jurers . (US const, gt and th Amendment) ” Troim V. Dowd (1961)

336 US 717, 722.

The state Courts’ and Fedornd Courts’ decisions and j;m/jemenfs were fased
o8 anteasonable determination of the focls in IGht of evidence jn the stale
court preceadng. Thus, Hhe state Cowts’ and Federnd cowrfs ‘ dedlsions and
Judgements were contrary Zo C/eﬂf‘é’ established federal lawi, as determiged

b)/ he 5459reme Court.
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2. Jurer4 Misconduct

Juror & prg’u/jed withesses by expressin g that ", Only Dr. Mekandie's
answers are correct. Jhe ether doclors answers are pot comect.” This stafe-

merl wns made Hhiice //m’;y the guilt ///a_se Aﬁrg Lhe deliberalion betneen
TJuror3 and Juror & adope.

a. Juror3 725?/'4794)’
On Moarch 12, 2013, Turor3 test f/ec thak, between Juror3 and Juwror 4 )
Juror4 e;c/o/e;;ea/ ? The Yy re fl'\//kz‘/'f‘rj the answers jncerrectly, 0/7/}/ Dr. /%/zmé’ds
arswers are correel.” and Only Dr. Mohandie’s ansmwers are coprect. The
other docters’ answers are pot corpect.” and [ Turor 4] “fpdln ¢ wanl foar
/,pz%/n; else abodl other docters ! Thpse tnci donts Aa/:/oeﬂw/ 4t first time
Dr. plokandle was «p the Cowrt a/ww7 the guilt /Mzue al fhe a;;emé/}/ oo
between Juror3 and Juror 4. a/a/,vg (70 27’//&,97 ' Line3 — 11407 tine. 9)
| On March 13, 2013, the Comr? <cratinized Turor3 again. Jxmrj
clearly and solidly confirmed what he experienced with Juror4 regard: "7
Jurar s pf?%ﬁ/jemwvf ekpressions and where they were Az'z,a/aeﬂed Ao

Turor3 jast //}We/ Turord s /prgméommf COMMEnts afper Juwor4 Aid
Hhad two £imes. (71 RT 11625 Line 16 ~1162T Line 17 )

b. Jurord  Jestimony |
On March 13, 2013, the cory m;/emezr’ Jwrors. Turor§ Lestifted
tHhal she and Juwror3 ﬁa;l talks ne;mzr’ny docters condcl and allitude, and
she head spposite /ée//7 from Juror3. (7/R7 11657 £ine 23 = /657 Line5)
These jncidents hoppened in Tury assentbly room or walking Zo the garage
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between her and Juror3 afone . ( 7/ RT (1666 Line 7~ 11667 Line 8). 72/'e)/ alone
haod lunch tojel%ef" m the [Jwy Mfemé/y] room gﬂ/fe a bit, (T/RT 11665
Line 312). They alone walked o (ot tafez%er (7R 11657 line 26-27)
TJuror4 2lsp fest Fred that someone [ a fellow juror] had a comment about
@ docters Lestimeny. Jhe Cowt failed its duty To elic/t who te juror /5.
(7/RT 11651 line5—=12)
Jeror4-’s demeancr, dur'ng Hhe /}zgza’r/ s very abnormal. She was
kS Yery neryous . FHer vojce was fﬁa,k//y Her ;,oeabfy sentences were broken.
~ She was besitating and pausing, fer foce wias rash ayd 5Weaf/ (7/RT 1168/
ine /3'/5) (7/RT 11684 Line[-5); (71 RT 11699 Line 27—-23) t'(?/ff//éo”g
Line (2-16)s  Fetitioner piitnessed Turord ¢ abnormal delpeanor ard appenr—
ence aéér/ly’ the /ﬁgmr}/

Zegal | 47Mmi -

Wiz Were 4400 clear and solid incidents that Jerord Py jéé{
M?‘ﬂeﬂes ™ /éwf d prosecalion tzst //ea’ by Juror3, Those two incidents
were /f'nf/eﬂe;/ between Juroré and Juror3 alose. Mae Wk 110 gfher
Tiror involved in Hhose #wo ine dents.

- The state Gurts” and Federnd cowrts claimed that Jiror3 s misTaker
by the reason : (1) o other, juror knew Juerd's pré mﬁaﬂfmf comments ;

(2) Juror3 was ol conce trated, a time or fwo sleepy al the i,
THese two reasons (do] not refafed and mterfered with Jaror 35 expenence
oF Juror 43 pre) mﬁemeﬂf commenls and 75/@,}/ both wetbed fﬁel‘ézﬁ bod
Junch fﬁeﬂff tatted fyez‘/eﬁ 4/0/% Jeror3 s fe;fnmf/}/ were clear
and solid, Also, Jutror4 adim'tted thet she had tall with Tnror3
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rejcwlmoq doctors condudt pr attitude Sao/ez%fg 4 fée)/ et fpjeﬁﬁ/"
A (ot, and someone had a. comment about a docter’s fest)mon iz
More 0bUious ond /M/'art‘am‘ ﬁmf ’s Jwrordl’s demeansr during the
pguory thit reflected her inner 5#/{2;///7 o hide the true facts.
She was a Senior school feacher, she wus not {é}/ fo speak i phblic.

she was not zw;y of correcl weords and' Senfences. <She was

/}//Mj and ﬁ/a’/ﬂ " f'ﬁ:f

The state c’om’fs’ and Federnl lowpts’ determinations were bnsed
on e tireasenadle a/derm/ﬂaf?aﬂ 19/ e f;uz} o /,%vf ﬂ/ the eyidence
presented in te stale court proceeding,

- Even worse, m state @epmf)/ A s "Memorandum o FE&A: in
support of Answer 1o FPetition For Wit of Habeas Co/}wg ¢ f2ge 78, Line
8-10, /T stafes: ... comversation between Juwror-WVe. 3 and ¥, that

neither cowld recall Mﬁaﬁe/* 2hs happened c//zmy del'beration or outside
/e// beration room ...." This §fdemen«ﬁ 's wntrie . Qefwzj/ A& frbrcated
/t. - |

e stafe Cowrts’ and Federad coarts’ Judgements were contrary +o
s Lowrts deci'sion m Irvin V. Dowd, supra., and Romp/lla V. Beard.

supra. It vilates fetitioner’s (prght of \ U.5 const: of bthand 144
Amendment.
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IL. Frosecution Myconduct pud Corraption
1. Plee Stged The Site Scene As Murhr~Lite Seeparsy

Bg’/o/‘e Poljze m/l//'go{ée crime site, Sihrl CEO M /I/mwa{ s offie,
three _/a/fﬂesfes Who were S, Pbort emp/@/ee witvessed the sife scene Ynside of
/mewal S ofce. /76)' all z‘esl'/'f/eﬁ/ thal :

(1) Jhere was & char next Lo or with the vickin Mr /’?/;4’5 590/)/ ;
(2) Uekim Mr A/mm/'; body wis apart from Victin M. /}{ogék ,%/.

Afeer pelize feams (15t sguak, Cls | team, photosrapper, .--) Wenl and
whrked ﬂf“ﬂ/ﬁh the Crime Site , the Scenarsv of the sife scene was dpwrmels~
ca//y cﬁwjeﬂ/. The crime. scene photes Hhadt wos provided by prosecution as
J)’fcoUe/?/ material shonys 1hat: |

(1) There §s . no cha'r next to or with My /”;;9/73’ éa/)/, But the Chair
With blood stain was been moved To the ofher side of the ofe agninst wid.

(2) Yetrom A/MNF«( s (506/}’ dotd Vitlim ﬂz;/% éﬂ;/}/ were P//ep/ up orte
above another. '

Q. Witness Edwerd Wu's Testimon y
Mr. Zdviord Wu, o SHort enpireer, testified solidly that:
(1) There tas a chair been threw over ﬂeXZ;VMI’- pagh's éﬁa//, (30RT
2628 Line 14 ~2627 Lineld ; 2644 Line 28 = 2648 Live 27 ) :
(2) Mr: Ajmwaf s body and Mr. /7#3 éﬂzﬁ/ were dport from esch offer;
and M /ljrwun/’; .éaa”/ Gias pot &t where police photos and markers showed.
(Z0RT 2674 Line 20— 2475 Line)
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b. Witness My Ramon Thinras ﬁ;ifwa/z}/
Witness Mr. Zumnan Thiara, a@fﬁ’rz‘ design moneger, testified that:
U] There wias . chair next to and with My Pugh's éﬂcl)/, and Mrfigh's
body forwerd slumped,
(2) mp. /Ijmwﬂ'{' s émy dld wet /ﬁ//e{?u/) onto My, P/yéi’ fﬁz/)/ , the ) were
afﬂff - (30RT 2755Line 18-27; 30RT 2758 Line T-/5; 30R] 2751 Lineé —2752 4ne 2)

C. Witness pr. jeﬁ’ Hill 5 '/'e;z‘/'moﬂy
Witness Mr. Teff Will, & Siborit engineer, testified #hat Here was a
chair next lo and wdibh W, ﬁ/j/éé éoaj/, and fhere pors o bodbes piled up
each sthers (31 RT 2975 Lime 28 ~ 2976 Line 8 ; 1”3_/‘/27' 2994 fine 17-21 )

o d. The scemarss of above thee pitneses testified matches whd fetiimmer
told b Police afeer petitioner was orrested, and matches [fetitioners testimony
in the tnaf M)/S/'cnl/}t and @/ea//)u (81RT 7516 ~ 7524 ; 54 RT 91648165, §172)

E. prosecition had a sumber 49/ poice. persopsel, /%E/ﬂd'rg Yose. among
the first MV/;%S o Fhe Site, r%a/gseml‘eéf prosecation and testified o
the é%r'mﬁ‘n; 7‘ e triaf, f/ﬁ/ dellvered c‘&ﬂ()/'ﬂc/'/g and Mﬁgeffd/g
Leslimonies assoc/adted with the [lstration a4 ja/'c/ana, 6?/( prosecetion s
Crime scent. photos pmjéat‘e&f on a by screen.

e three S’IParf er/b)/ee witnesses’ testimonies, p;f/‘f;’ofzer} z‘est,’ma//}/
nd these 57‘7764 CNme Seene. péﬁfns’ are e solid evidences that pice
abtered the crime scene and pmféss’/ma,l/}/ staged /¢t as 4 mraer—~2ike
Scenano,
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Le Ja( 49:(/”%1‘

Because prosecullion police removed the Chuir, thatl yiclim M, push used
%o W't petitioner and caused pefitioner’s shostig and mentad break doon, anny
from M ﬂ?ﬁk body. fhen [t beameslike Mk Push simply been killed by
petitioner withowb provecation. 7hat makes petitiner a [ ar 7or whal fre
test fied abut the hittig chair and My Pughs provocadion.

Because /ymfacm‘/bﬂ police plled two Vietims” bodies ttp 7’7&%6& 14en 1¥
becomes Hhal 111 figh and pr. Agrasnl been Lilledd one by one by a colel-
 bloed murder. |

Proseculion em//a)/ec/ o 5167&/ scenarss, ém’/z‘@a [t prosecetio z‘}{ewy
Fhat pbitimer premeditately pushed into 1 Agrasal's ofce, closed the door
blockedd £he ;/(}ar way, fod o 7@4/ words emc/zcwje, thew exctlzd fhem swe é)/
one Ca/a/~£éyaJ§r. |

7his 51‘zaje£/ Crime. Srene su;j‘}’cﬁ?/fl‘é/ altared the crime scere fo a
porel where any fheories dirfiey from ¢ were untree,

frosecutibn used Hhis staged crime. scene o mistesd and inflamie the juwors
times and times from e ég;mb? :9/ the trind ﬁmtgéwf e triaks.

Prosecution used this muder—Like staged crine scene pecused and
convicted pelitioner, The due process did not exist wny more m the Piaks.

The Chadr an Mot Jadbed ANA/ B)/ Zf;e/f
The Bod 'y (an /[/ﬂl;\ /ed Up B)'? Zz‘Se/f

é
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The state toust and Fedlorad courts clwm Hhat 1h5 Jssye s J‘uﬂf 4 discre~
pancies befween witnesses’ festimonies and crime scene photos ard
urors know [t and it 5 not prejuadice.

The frel /s that the witnesses’ testimones and the protes a/ 5%4/7@( chine
Scene wre the edidences of prosecattion pmf’e;s,‘omf(/ Frbrrcated Hhe crime Scene,

the evidence of fhe @@ of frosecution.and tan enforcement.

Ths /s pot 01K a corruption of Suta, Clarm Justice system bt also
pelivinide. They mike the JHTIR and juslice System phory.

The state Courts’ ard Federal Cuts” dec'siomns can por Justyy the
Corruption fappened in this case.

Ths Court should take action to stop s kind of corruption and
Correct ¢ Oy ths Court s the fimd say.

Because of Hhis corpuption, both the cnme scene amd prosecdtion
féewy were. fake, and Jury #ys s lend, The whole trind process was.
feb’él‘e/}/ contaminaXed and d/storsed, Jhere was po more dye Process to peibomer
It Vielated petitioners /v/ﬁf of U.S. constitation of e 54, 14%% Amesdment.

The state cowrts and Fedorn courts’ doc/cton were based on ag wmreasopadle
determination of the facts n 1yt of eviden. presented iy the Stafe cowt pracedy-
,’/7, Jhelr J‘Koﬁemeds Were amz‘/w)/ o U.5. wnsl. r?[ 5% and [44h Awendment .

As thie Cowrt rufed ; };09‘5“”'”” Vielates 1444 Amendment by b/ok/r’/% use of fudse

evidence” Miller V. Patz, 386 LS 1(1967), Alsy. “Prosecutor ,éfzwu/‘yé/ Hse
false evidence deprived the acctesed the P+t o die process ” é/;//o 4
U:S., 405 Uis /50, 1s3(1972),
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2. Pusecution Expert Whiness Dp Mohandle Dol 6em7f/)/
Fabricated Fotitioners MMFPI-2 Test Result And
Accused  Pefitioner Ma//ﬁj&f‘/’ﬂ;

Posecition ex,pe/z‘ witness Dr. Motendre /)rofessiaim/é/ and ;/e/.’/emf_/)/
ﬁén‘cafed Pelitioners MMPI-2 test resutt (answer sheet) and then
accused  petitioner ma.//fyer/ﬂvq.

The copy p/ MMPL-2 test result provided by Dr. Mohande /s n
(7 cT, poge 1632-1424).
Here, MMPL-2 : /Wa/t/phs/c Borsonality Im/em‘wy ~2
CTs Clerk Jranscript

In MMPL-2 test, there are totak 547 gaesz‘/o/b’, For each gaest/m,
e answer cay be TTRUE f or " FALSE ;' or nether, he examinee answers
#he ;/(efz%i/ by f////'ﬂj arswer mark (D, or@®, or Leave them blank i neither
applies.,

@. The toral mumber of wranswered guestios .é/ Petitioner are s0 to 15
percenl s (10-15)7 . (73 £T 12302 Line 16-17 ; THRT 72571 Line 12-16; SIRT
| 8910 Line 5-8 ). So the total wnanswered guestions we 567X (10-15) 75 :
SE7 X (10-15) 7 = 57 ¢o 45
Jhat were 57 #0 85" blank answers Hhroughoud a4 tesl.

ML

b. Bl #he total wmanswered giestions, e-7- blank answers, on the Answer
Sheet provided by Pr. Moponclie are only (0. (4o 3. 36, 377, 430. 434, 470,
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H, 520, 535, 543) They are. all- locabed in the Ind holf of test. (7 CT, 1634)

At the erd of the <est, Dr. Mohundle, using his ballpoint-pen, 5e/ecz‘/’m/y
marked aboul 10 blank answers ( Mo. 316, 335, 396, 407, 408, 433, 439, 470, 520,
563) (T CT, 1634) 6wt of those onginad (57 to 85) blank answers and demanded
pPelitionar 2o £l them., [t oner marked M4 Fy of Hhose 10 blank anstvers
selected by Dr. Mohonse. (73 RT 12302 Line 2/ — /2303 Line 24)  (T#RT 125/ Line
22 ~ 12572 Ling3) H (58 RT 3910 Line 14-23)  There were 7 blank answers put of bt
10 ared lank arswers beon frlled by pefitioner actually (7 CT, 1634) (Mo, 34,

335, 396, 497, 408, 433, 437) [he facls ﬂ/ above deseription were So///// recggnizable
on the Answwer Sheet. é 7 _{‘?':‘/534)

So e ot “‘(\Z:’LZ”%M blank answers, betore petitioner [iled 7, oy the
Ansuier Sthedl provided by o Metpndie e 10 @k smswers) + T =17,

| NG Lgpres
There should be [£7¢085) 17 =Wo v 67) blank answers on the Anmswer
answers
Shetl . These 4o o & 7 zéﬁlﬂk\?&f»yz/a‘z/y dsappeared from the 0/‘;1174/ Answer
Shed. Ouy Dr. Mifonde padd chance to fill these 40 40 67 blank answers,

and he . e A 14 p/yéffé'afmfé; and aé//'émle%/.

[éfﬂx/ /71//)73#

Dr. Mohandie was a member o low enforement of Lo Argeles PP. Yt imthnd
R wﬂ@pz‘/fma/ é;'f/%/y, Zeﬁm he bedone a professional expert wines. He was pad
g4.s0/ per hoar A/ Santa Clarx Coa/ﬂ‘/ DA ofice. f mode wound _f{g; 000,20 for
feflﬁlh; the jw’/f /Aa;e of % case. (STRT 9107 ; 62RT 9762, 7762 ). 5}/ &5t e~
Lon, Me made wel over $60,000.22 for fost; 'hf both 4he jm‘/t /oéase and 742
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the sealty pse of this case .
Dr, Mohandie /s the only doctor, 4mong four doctor who examed pelitioners
imz;é/ and /mz/”yen'ﬁj, qecksed petytiomer md'yen’”j.
Domkj the MMPI-2 test, Dr. Mobandie provided petitioner a7 erasible pencil
Lo fill the answe shee. ./"/e closely monitored petftonery progres by Keepiny jnput
5o/r/efé/';7 o fis compter. kK seems that he was em//za%\i the test result. |
D;m'g the femy,/;g and cress~ examination, Dr. Mphandie Yestified fhat fe /s
ar expert of all MMPL tests. fe possesses the sofewnre and comp/fer of MMPL
tests. He must have the blank answers Filled (s order t5 make the MMPL Zests
functional . (ST RT 9/5F LireT — 9162 Liye 2 ) The MIPL tests awere 2 Just & mant-
prlative tool for D pMohandje. He had the bnowled; e, 547045,%’7/‘/, alf sgftware
% /m/l//'m/afe }0527'37'0/1&3 MMPL-2 Test. fHe tnéls fow to Dadte pulale Lhose
Foto 67 bl answers To reach fi's pupese. Uhder DA ofice’s fusv ferhor
rmcentive, Dr. Mobpndle fabricated #he tedt resulf, accused /ez‘/'f/'me/' /7/@/‘/70-/}7/_
devatated defense case, puined petitioner’s c/‘ea/,%/'//?/,
Jurer 4 p@/‘/(aljec/ s ease by expmss/’y oty Pr. Mohondie’s
answers are correct....” proved Hal Dr. Motandie's misconduct /s prejudice.

The stte ourts had no aﬁ«mm? 20 Dr. Mohandie ﬁo/n'czfe&/ petlioner
(IPI-2 test pesults  The De,mz')/ AG on p«rfa;e// /mk/ivtz‘er//bz‘ez/ petitioners
47«/”%6 on purposely m/scalewdoted the MYPT-2> tet wnans wered gﬁesz‘,b/z Wumber,
then, claimed that potitioner ;s wrog and there js no error of unanswered guestions

The Federid Courfs fa/e/}/:i'g;f e shie courts ard De/ud)t AG s determinatipns,
il claimed there is no evidence T Dr. Moksordie ffi/m‘aafez/ MMPI-2 test pesult.

Both Stade Courts aned JFederal courts U didn't rebut Fhe solid evidences

ﬂM’ /éf /’f/'ﬂﬂ&f l-tuffet/ /'h AI’S /'/w/éﬂs /eﬁf/‘d% 7}@/’/" JBC/'S‘/’oﬁf Nelfe étb’éc{ or an
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anressensbfe  delormination of Fhe ﬁcz‘k n U342 of the cvidence presented )y the
State court /pmaeeo{//;;. They violated Fhts Court’s precedent “lonvicr obtained
by Krowing use of pejary vestimony /s fmﬂémgda/// wifarr, and must be set
aside IF there /s any reasonalle [ifelihood that the /%éa feslﬁ'moo/ cotle have
ﬂfe&ézﬁ/ the J‘udjemed‘ of 7«7.” U.S. V. Ilinols, 760 |s 264/ 1P57): also
“prosecution viblutes 141h Amendment é‘/ knowr) wse of fakse evidence,” Miler v.
pate, supra ; and " Prosecation brow/‘y{y Use false evidence deprived the
accused the l‘;ﬁéf of de process” 5-,;//0 V- 4.5, supra.

0,'1/}/ ‘fﬁ/'s Cour Con stﬂf the Pméecﬁfqn? fabrication and  corruption
/‘7/4‘ here , gt Hnow, - |
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0, Zneﬁfwﬁm Assistance O Defense Coupsel

1. Gounsel Fated To Sprite and Rebuli” [The Prosecutson
52‘4*7985/ Murder—/Like Crme Scene

Lownsel failed o /b@/‘ew the a’/s'gm/e/y packet provided 4 by prosecution ;
ﬁu‘[a( Lo imterview petitioner and tnderstand the case jy oot/ prior €0 the i,
Thus, counsel hed no clear /dea et the crine sceme shoutd be , So tht counsel
fated to strike and rebut the prosecutivg staged crime Scene, Counsel faled
L do so eve @ﬁ/er three witnesses” faslimonjes mplied that crime scene had
been altered and staped.
Under such & clrcumstana of coudsel's defcient pefurmance, ths stged crine
Scere was permissively and passively accepted z%»[%{mf e trinls é/v all paryis,
Jhi's szyeo' crime scene became naturad, pormod and read v Jm)/, TJurors
ﬂdﬁ(m@ and /s/céo[ayica//}/ oot i sﬁy&z’ Crime Scene 4g the Crime <cene
thal ﬂey were Work/fg oA. |
Frosecation p/o77.9,<e/}/ and f’x//y wllly2ed this Sz’ﬂmi/'m/ deye/a/?ec/ /ts
Ihtrder z%eo/y, wsed #44 %iye/ crime scene and éa/y/ea’ Jxr/ af the ég/m/»/
of the trbd and z%mtﬁémf the tr'als. Jurers’ mind ard feel,/g hed been
safuraZed /n this 5%(7@/ crime scene and Jipmrs '44&{[%// became 1y faver of
Prosectition, prosecution’s z‘éeary, and /wvfecfcﬁviz's accusation and /‘z@ljaﬂmt
Zt s proved by Turors’ prejudyements fefore. dpliberation

2. Counsel Fulled 7o Dyccover That Dr. Mohandie Fabrieatedd
Petitioner’s MMPL-2 Test Result |

(ounsel failed o discover #hat prosecution professional expert witness
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Dr. Mohundie fabricated petitioners MMPI-2 test result (apswer sieet) dering

the trinks; falled fo provide the MMPI-2 test answer sheet to petitioner

to review and verify ;  fadedoto be present @t MMPI-2 test sothat Wlowed

Dr. Mohande fud the chance Lo munjpulated and fadyicate what he want
Jurop4% p/j’a?ed expression "ﬂ%/ DPr. Mohandle's answers are correcl, ... "~

/s a sofld prejudice o thi case .

L%dl /4751/774%2‘

‘ and
Because of counsel's jreffective M;/'sfﬂme,\f{ef/c,’gd peyrmance.,

it allmed The prosecutions corruption; 57‘72/ crime scene and fatrizated
[MMPL-2. test result, went ﬁrnyf the tnals, 7THaZ confuminaZed whole truls”
process and Jury,  The effects were solidly and c/earé/ reflected jy Jeroré s
testimony Thad some fellpw jurors fod preformed cotyion about the case awd petitoner
proor %o deljbembson; (70 RT 11427 Line 3-70) y Juror4’s ieﬂ‘/mm/ Yt ol
the ezmj/ of the triad Twor3 @yfessed’ W fer ol Tewer3 folt ot some fellow
wrs fad formed epinlon; ( 71 RT 11660 Line 24 ~ 11442 Line10) plso jn Turers s
and Juror4s ( Prejudging  misconducly gestified by Juror3 and Jurord g the
claim Z 07[ Hhir's petition.

e counsel's peformance was deficient and i efective. It caused
pr?';m//w effects, 45 stated wbpve .
Ir Stricklund . Weshingtor, 46 Us 663, 691.
Two ~fost TesL: (). Counsels defiient penformomce and

2). 4 reasonalle ,oméa/é///fy tHol but ﬁpr cotnsels 8/'/‘0/'”
the result of Hhe pmeeea//?f/ wonfd fave been c/:fé/‘eﬁz .

28



T stte Cugtc and %f/d/ Al dented JAL and clajmed that 25 TAC claim
s Meritless, /”Ze/ claimed there were no prosecutm miscondict, 1o jiror ps~
wnducl, 59 Yhere wias no /wywﬁée of TAC, The fact rs tal adf thse preseca—
Lion m'sconducts apd | Juross” misconducts @ in the triel court /)/vceédf'g as
Ll toner ﬁmg/,z‘ up b Habess pelition from state towrts 75 Fedlerad coupts.

The Federal cowrts So/e/y velied on Yhe state Locots’ ded'sions wiithoul hdleven-
;{e/ﬂf/)/ exant/ne the stade colert pmceecﬁ? a5 this (owt regaireo/ o Ths Cowtt /s
,-ega/‘re/ % /hdepe'z/mf/ review the record 7o access He pensonabfeness of &
stle cow? J/ﬁ/?/’ﬂ/ 0/ /z/’e/ which /4,,’/5/ T allress an essentond lement o
petitoners cloam.” Rompifla V. Beard, Sepra, 1

both Stufe oarts” and Fetiral Courts’ dec's)oms srere based o an
unreasonafle determination of the et i //éz‘ of the cuidence presentted
the stelfe court //vc:ee//;g. Their decisgons viotatod petitioner’s HIAL of
US const. of the bth Amendment.



. Cumulsdive ﬂg‘ua/ke
There are Three matn clams rassed in 1hs petition

I, JM)/ M'Soa/‘m//(cl‘
L. Jarors prejdied te case and pettimer
2. Jwrord p@W e @/70@/7‘ Wit pesses

L. Poseculion Mconduct and Korr/efz‘/'m
L. Posecution //mpﬁ;eé( , /mfg;;/a/;a% ﬁyea/ te Coe Scepe
2 Murder— ke Sceparip
2., Frosecution meess/o/zd Expert Witness Dr. Mohandse fﬂ/fﬁ!ej}/,
Pmﬁ;;,’m»/)/ and deljeately Fadyicated Potitiners MpPr-2

Test Resalt

1. ieffactive Assistance oF Defense Counsel
1. Gounsel failed fo pleview the ase wnd fﬂf/g/ % strk and
rebul the prosecution 57170/ Wrder-Life cringe scene.
2. Counsel fulled o dieover it prosecuttion expert Dp Mikandle
faén’mfezf fetiloner’s MMPI-2 fes résult

Even under above I, T and T circumstance Bl the tnile were fm//a‘eﬂ'
comtaminaled and unfalr, the Jt{f)/ sEN took twe uhole /ays ]4,» Aeliberntion,
And A//m'n; the deliberation, the Jorecomy of Tury subm/tled Phestion o the
cowrl Co ast the Judje T xplety the Sfme difference fetmeen the Ind a/ﬁree and
Lt dgjree turder, C/M}/, the Jurors’ mind - pas not 5’1‘%}#7 "1t degree”,

(6 cT 1490 ; G5 RTI0G11). Al those three chums midiered, they f/eaf/}l, 9/;2/;7
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mfluenced Jurors’ decsions,

Jhic (ot Tiled ”/’k faﬂ«s&m%fn/ %efffbﬂ m gelermine whtther the ombned
qj‘ed‘ p]z triad ervors  profited a 4/67%0;14012’ 5 e process /*7/23“ /S whether the
errers pendered the crmigal defense ;tﬁ,a less persunsive’. .. and Hhereby
pad @ Substentid and 1’7’/#/'7% effect o /‘/z/(/aehce_/ oz the J'ar/’; verdiet,”
Chanbers . Mssiseipol (1972) 410 1.5, 204, 294,

Also "The 94 cirewit fes coneliodod oz tader C/eaf% established Law
He combjned 27f2=cz‘ o mudtiple trink errors may give 1ise T Due frocsss
Vo lation / 7t /gﬁ/eff a trid ﬁﬂ/mmz‘al/ wnfair, even where each errer
considered /f"o//u/ﬂém/él A /z?g/o‘re reverse” ” ,D&/M%/ V. Decéh’sz‘oﬁ/*
(1974) 4/6 1.5 437 '

Te state Courts and Deputy AG deried petitimers claim of cumelative
prejudice.. 77/’e)/ claimed that each claimt jaised by PECioner s mepitless, then the
cumidaive prej’t(p/:'ce /s mepitiess, The stale cowrts’ glecisions preve boased on
on antersopable delerminadion of fhe facls /g/ﬂ‘ 75 Hhe eyidepce /»e;emz‘e/
in the Stale cowrt pfvcefdf’?. Their Aecisiens wore ontrary fo C/é’/u‘7 ostabfished
Federal (aw, |

The Federal coarts solely reljed on the state courss’ dbtorminatiy wibhoil
/hﬂ’gpma’énﬂ/ examine the stale cowrt /:/vcee/;nj as /‘egw’/‘fz/ é/ 4/ Court
I ;@ﬁm////& V. 5W/ , SKpra, :

Al chhims pattoner preseated are wrthin Us. wnstitution dmenson. The
Curinbive effect % severe and it viofadod petitioner's rignt of U.S constitiction

67( he $Hh, 644, 1444 Bmesclments
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CONCLUSToN

fetitioner, Tk Hug Wa, r‘fs/ﬂeaz‘fx/& PELHgns for 2 writ of
Ceroorary Iy frediew’ fhe szdje/f/%ff o US. Buar? of Ap pert for the Mnth
Chreutt and U.S. Distret Cowrt for the Mothern District of &’z/z’ﬁm/a ,
A/é/l//y peli Gonti s application for Qo*l‘z/"‘f’mfe of Affcszzéz'//’z‘)/,

75 s a Zypical - prosecutin SabricaLion and corruption case.
The }Mr/ﬂrz‘mf PO sto/o and ¥ Correst prosecations Correeplion padionusie.
455 Court fras the power of- the ﬁ‘;fa.,/ sy and dellesminatson. Onfy this Gt

Bused sy ﬁlyw‘z’y, s Guwt should Grant the felstion for writ of
certiorars and prder 74(// éf/e/fxi‘yj. ,

.Begf.eajyfwl; V  SubmiHed .

Date: June § , 2022
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