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QUESTION(S) PRESENTED

X Jurp MijeO/jduct

Jn uppiyhfiTdUSC § 215f ('//) (2.) e loth the state Courts' and Ped&al 

Courts ‘ decisions rcert bused on &n unceasona/fe. determination of the facts 

that Jiuors prejadped dt petitioner and the arse, presenteol J the state. 

Court proceeding. Thus. f deludedpditTaer's r/fht of U*S, Cnnstitf/ffon 

Of Tth Amen,dmenit.

X\ farosecdion Mis cr?Aduct And Co erupt/on

fplflftfa 2.S U$C § 22Cf (J)(i)/ bofh stafae courts'' and Federal 
Courts' jtidjzmesCtc were 6 used on at unreason die deternrJnadion of the 

foots that prosecution purpos&Jy, professlonajy and deft derated fa stayed Mu/der~ 

'tikecdaieS&ffi and fdriaded petitioners ffedal fieojth test result (AMPi­
ll) presented in the state Court proceeding „ ftus, it (ylo/ded petitioner's 

t/fht of a.S constitution of sth *W t*Hh Amendment. It is ol tfpioM 

prosecution fadrication send 

f/had sop to stop and correct it flaflo#io/de.

In

'Option Case nation J)dt. This (Court has theCOrr,

M. - Jnefectiue Assistance oj~ Defense Counsel
In applyin<j 28 (JSC §2.zJf Cd)C2~) , Soit> shade courts' ctnd Federalcourts' 

decisions oo ere based a/? an anreusoucdle dedermlna/ion efa the facts fhad

case tef&ne the trio/ cufdfajiddte>defense counsel faded to prepare the 

Strike and rebut the prosecution's fadrJaution and corruption , And filed to . 

effectively defense, the petitioner presented in the state. Court proceed,'n<y. Thus-, 

it violated petit!wee's rifhc of us, Constitution of tth Amendment.



Cumiiedii/t Prejudice,

All three cJatnfs art u)Hh'» U.S, constitution d/mnsbo. /he 

CcoytMt'(/<L effect /s ff°re~ severe.

CQ/tsir/idJor] of the £//], ///, /fy/ /iwevdMe*it.
7-t deprived pe&tbrter's hjkt of US



LIST OF PARTIES

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

[ ] 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:

fektherjcr, Huh p{)u/ 0*1/fornix Si&bt prisoner triho tuAs Sentenced t°
fife iA))+ho(it pmle, and Curr&dlj incarcerated m Pelican 8<?jj ^fade prism 

df C&II fertile.
Mpondext, Jmes MertSon is the warden of fate a

of
rison
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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

IVJ For cases from federal courts:

The opinion of the United States court of appeals appears at Appendix A to 

the petition and is
[ ] reported at
[ ] has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,
IVl is unpublished. If/S saw'UMAiy judgement.

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

J or,

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

[ ] For cases from state courts:

The opinion of the highest state court to review the merits appears at 
Appendix_____ to the petition and is
[ ] reported at ; or,
[ ] has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,
[ ] is unpublished.

The opinion of the_
appears at Appendix
[ ] reported at____
[ ] has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or, 
[ ] is unpublished.

court
to the petition and is

; or,

1.



JURISDICTION

[ ] For cases from federal courts:

The date on which the United States Court of Appeals decided my case 
^AAUnrj l4~ jo22-

[ ] No petition for rehearing was timely filed in my case.

was

[ ] A timely petition for rehearing was denied by the United States Court of
Appeals on the following date: ____________
order denying rehearing appears at Appendix

, and a copy of the

]yl An extension of time to file the petition for a writ of certiorari was granted 
to and including 1 J>, 7-OrX (date) on April j , 2-03-2. (date)
in Application No. 2/ A £63 .

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

Qnsts in iht Courts of appeals may be. r&JiwJedby Supreme Court by -fhe 

fo!foh)hy mdhoci: (/J By hJrit of Certiorarigrmtedupon tJ/cpd/b/'or of any 

putty ts (wy d\/<l f>r cr/mlnai cose, before, ur after re/? (f/t/on nfjujjanedt or decree.

[ ] 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_______

[ ] 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____
Application No.__ A

(date) on (date) in

The jurisdiction of this Court is invoked under 28 U. S. C. § 1257(a).

2



CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS INVOLVED

ABVFA 2E use % zzSd id)0),U)
(d) An application -for cl fiur/f- of Hateus Corpus on beAatf of person In custody 

pursuant to ihejudyjenient &f Cfocbe court shaJl not 6eyj ranted 

{hz adjudication of the cJaJm-

CD resulted fa cl decision that cools contrary fa, on faooAred an unrmsonufle 

application of, clearfy esUdf/'s/l&cl Federod tori, as determined by file Supreme 

Court of the United. States; or

/,

unlescOr 9 a

v'

(2) CeSidteJ in a, decision that oOas based. On an unreason adte determination 

Cj -the puds fa h'jkt oj Hit evidence, presented in He State court proceedlyy.

2. U-S. ConMdhn
Ame/iimmt Si So person ohdl It --- deprived of /ft, !/testy, or- 

property, oodhout due process op truOj , - -

Amendment Q t Xn oJd criminal prosecutions, the accused shod enjoy the 

Hjkt tp... fiajot the Assistance of Counsel for hk defense.

shod any State deprlue any person of Jfe, liberty. 

Or property, uilthout due process; nor deny to any person 

lollhfa Its jurisdiction He eyuul protection oj

Am-cndmvd $ ; »nor* o

Hie (om.is.

3, U U.5C § fSt-i (0

Cases In the Courts of appeals may be redenied by Sup. 

fdlontfafj method

(!) By ririf of Certiorari granted upon the petition ef any party

Court by the'nerne

3



futy civil or critniwd cost, h&fi afier rendition pjjudjeunenl pa- decree..■ore. or

In Ml/ler~El V- Cockrell, -5^7 U-S. 32-2; 123 3. Ct [2003j
douifkd the, tiandard for IssuMt*- &fi u Certificate of AppcalaSllfi fco A ];

• — •A prisoner seeking ol CD A reed only demons trade a. "sulcfantlal shoujtnj 

&f the denial of- a. coostilutional njjhl * A petitioner satisfies ftij standard 

by demonstrating that jurists efi 

resolutlon of- k/s constitution*t claims nr Had jurists could conclude,
Issues presented are adequate to deserve. encourojejnentT to proceed further 

-» AM do flat Peptiee, pet/'fie ft to prove., define the Issuance ofi ^ C&tf, 

that seme jurists pJould jrunl the petition fir thdeus Corpus. Jhd&ed 

(joint cm he, delcdadk

could d/'sasjhee. tOlilj district court'srwsw

9 *

CL

ihojjh ecery jurist cfi rcaJon mlphit n<j 
often fhe, CO A has te-en granted and idle, case, has received full 

amsidmdtlon, that petitioner sodtnot prevail.

eve# ree.

Clfinjf 5luck il. McDunlel, S^l US. d73, 484-b<*»\Z/L; /23 -5. Ct at ioli/



statembut OF the CASE

This trapedy o/as happened fa Si Part Joe-, Ol Semiconductor 1C dedp/i 
Startup oompunf, in Santa dm County of California on Pot/ember id 2002. 
Peddle ner h/os then the lend Tester Product enjlneer of fat company and been 

(su'd- ff on fad dap, petitioner njos arrested /Vext dap-on

After tragedy happened., fat polices arrived fat Site Very soon, They 

professfanoUty altered fat site
(.0 Mo/edthe chair map from victim. That chair foes used bp far dicfim 

fa hit petitioner and fans it -tokened petitioner ■$ psychic^prmK.
(2] P/(ed two victims' bodies p/ie. aJoVe another, axt/meniM

that thepite Scene been changed as Murder-//pe crime scene. It /s 

definitely impossible that tajo bodies piled topether, one above another, 
ariMout polices' maneuver, And -fat chair can not to&Iked cuvoy bp ifcef.

bp:scene

So

tiefrz the faid, SeOetd dorters diagnosis ed Petitioner's /nentd andpsycho - 

(spied health „ Prosecution expert foitneiS, fir. Mo hem die, fntneated petitioners 

MM CL-2 fast result and accused petitioner mut/njerfap.
Except fir. Mfaandie „ odd other doctors d/^no$>sed factpet/tiane had severe, 

fnentd and psychatcyjJccdt ifin esc more or less.
Except Pr Mohond/t, aJL doctors /oho tested petitioner's faneftp stated that 

petitioner or as honest and no /naJfajtrinj.
Vr< Mohan die a/as paid $t£o per hour by prosecutionA he made over- 

16Uj ooo for testifying this CAS-t^ representing prosecution.

5



tkll&t
el piled to prenleen aM case, mwheriad^to Men/imJ peldioaer 

in cletoli before He triad 5<? Hot pe counsel filled ft? understmd the cxSt, 
failed to strike and rebut He police -fain coded crime scent darirt^. He triad. 
Counsel also failed to discover pr* Mohan die's fadricdllon of- MMPt~2. 
lest result Choswer Sheet), go Chat pr. Mohendlt’s fabeicodion has nof lewt 

exposed in Surf Quid He court, it ruined petitioners credibility and 

defense case*

defense couns

jhe juKtf phase trad be^an at the eadj of January / 2P0, [Tie nuililple 

poiice officers, who went amonj Mt first cu-rh/ed the Site arid represented 

prosecution, '■C/npipped their- stayed murder- i 1 pt. Crime Scene photos, test/ffed 

and accused petitioner, and purposelp mk/ed and inf/cunedJury.
Then, the dull wltneoses 

Site scene
Men,
/he toh&ie tr/#d was

hchiillnfj. JlPort empiapc.es /riho wifneosed the 

before papal arriving the site testlfyed. 
dhe expe/dj Witnesses teri/fyed M siries.

Cootp/edeJy CG/itajnWaJed Ay the fated Crime Sce^ 

trad proportion expert witness l)r. Mohan dies /Mricoded apeasot/oa.

Varitiff the triad, two Jurors prefudjed 'fftitlooer and the expert 
to Hne$$ei>.

Juror Jprejudged petitioner by proclaim riff ,f pOu is jullfy, kJe aM those itf 

before defideration. JurorS Mso expressed "It Mould be. 

the triad at He enr/y slope cf the. tried- 

Juror 4 prejMjel expert witness by expressly " Holy Pr. Mdjandie 5 

answers are correct, iht other doctors answers are. not correct." trio 

time before deliberation.

. referring tt>cn/er

b>



7/lt sonify phase, keg

On Mere/] 820/$, petitioner was conulcted threz, courts of murder, 
{Catlfornix Penal Code (31) in Catifornio, Superior court, Sa-nfst Clara County.

Oft March 22,103, Jury found petitioner sure to all three counts m 

Cat',ferule. Superior Court, S<wfw Clara, County.

On July 2b, 2o$, the trio\t Court denied the defense /noifen for rrew

-the middle of March, 203,xn m

tried.

On Augjud 1, 20/3, p-dWoner was sentenced 75 years M p^on without 

pos&dH'Jy to parole.

Pfter that, petitioner emptied with side 3 and Fedend /apO, t/meiy

filed direct appeal and Mens petition ,h doth Shade Courts <W Federal 

Cruris.

On June II, lot*/, petitioner represented 6y appettute Ctuufer fo/ed Op 

Brief M OdforalfL Ppped Court\ Sixth PFfMet. M-

On December 15, 2*>/h, Respondent, Deputy ft, foled dependent's 

Prief in cdifornln Appeal Court. A/O- HUfa0A A

On Jemmy 2b, 20/5, fodtdln^er j-llel Appelldjit's A&plf in Odfo 

Appeal Court. A/e. l/u/tPAb

eoinf

ml a.

1



0* TkifUfrryn If 20 df 0piP,o/U AffitM&t tfcjttdyenjeAt £ fiJffrulcL 

typed 0>urt, fo, MW66

Oft F&brUR/j if 20//, Pe/ifiofter ft fed ffetitlnft per PeJ/WfnJ jw /jdtyrftj/i 

typed Court, (Co* Ho^f-OO/t

Oft fit wet) 3, 2,0/6, Order $>e/iy,ty Pe/mrinj /ft Cd/fd 

Coast. A/o, A/0/-PO/A
Opptd.omfcL

Oh Marc// 2/, 2p//> f Petitioner fi/ed Petition for Pevitut in Cdifo/nlft 

Cupr-eme. Court, do. S 2361 to

Order VeJ/yiftf fk/foo Per fejjjiMJ h CdtywltrOk My //, 2oif
Court. A20. (S2331 60Sapre/nt-

On Marc/} !^20tr pd/On/ier f)/ed pk/l/Oft for Writ Of /Ideas, Corpus 

h Cf/tyro/A, Superior Quit, SmOl C/anx. County, A/o, 2/1/90

On June 60,20/7, Order Pentyl Petition for d/2 Pf f/4mr Corpus 

h Cdljofthi'/i Paper hr Court, £m/pl C/aru, County. A/0.2J//F/O

On AiijttC if 20/7, PdiCofter fi/ed Pd/Ooft for kJr't of HdeoS Corpus 

OJifornk Append Court, C/k/A Appefafe O/sfrr'ct, p/o. it0/Co/S'

Oft May /C, 2of% f Order Oenyiny Pedi/wn for h)A1 Py //dtas Grpi\s 

/jdityrftja. Appeal Court, Cist A Opt. A/ft, ^C-Su/S

;n

in

8



On Jn(y H/ 20/B, Petitioner f,’le4 Petition p*r (Orit Of /fd 

in CaJljerni<K Supreme Court. A/o< /52S~oooS

&/? Aipoemler 22,2o/%. Order tienyfafj Pdti/on far tOrf Of Metis Corpus 

fa OJ/frnlu, Supreme Court. AJo. S^sooog

On Veoutiler 22, 2o/%f petitioner filed Petfan far id Hi Of Mens Corpus 

h US. Vht Court, /Oorfiterf/ Dist. of Gd/fornfa. CJo. /7~cfao2o3t> ip/ccpp)

Corpuseat

On Junaouf 23, 20/% Order Pe&ssl^nlyy Case fa U+S*7)ht, Court, 
Uortkem D 1st. of Gdif om,d. t/o. (7-0/- 02053 PVHAipfc)

On Od&ier- 7, 20/ft. HespondM fled Answer 7b Petition far itirlt Of 

fideas Corpus und Memorudkm of p&A?. fa US.P/st. Courts tio. lJ-a/-t>mtWA

On January f 21/20, Petitioner f/fied Petitioner's Pep/y To Ptspon dent's 

finder fa US. jp/st Court, UorfaerPist f Odifmfa. Mo. f7~cy-02o$t> tiHA

tin September JO,2020, Order Denyfafj Pdtilen par (farIt Of //odeAS Corpus 

and COA fa U.2. VTt. Court, ib/die/w V/st *f Cdifim/A. A/O- C(7-20Jb ^HA

tio August f, 202 (, Pdtit0/1er filed Motion per Certificate of AppeniubiPrff 

fa US Court of Appeal for A/fdb Circuit. bJo- ZOHJ/dB

tin J/mdfapj [fy 2,022, Order Denying Petition pur- CO A fa U. $. Court 
of Apped far /Ufatti Circuit, p/o > iofiill 7-2.

1



On Mturck zl, PdftlMer filed Mefkn F*rFxtmd,or *f T;*rt To FUe

dpi?Iladloti of TO It In O' 5. Supreme, Court,

Of} April 1, 20ZZ, Order toe*fa*s!oa of to file. *l (orit~ 

Of Certloraj-/ to aMd ntekdbtj JushL 15,2,022, Appl’caffo/t l!o. ll/$StB

10



REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION

Xa Uury His conduct

after jullty ph&se, th'af ended and before.. Sumify phase. 

$h?ted, Josar3 came f>m)ard /oith a ujh’tig rote that states; 'djunorj was 

SpeJo'ng oat afoot cast dp afout the defendant J/a/j dm tOu, as u)e juror 

entered the elevator for Zurich, id's Is not the M tine. this Jas happen d 

kUth th/s Juror f tht guilty cf defendant, Also; Jittertf mates Comments the 

defense Witness are all Wrong only 'j>t Mohan die's testimony Is correct, T,'m 

and CjtiJ/? throughout iMU !{Court Biklfat 3^: Juror 3 Mote)

Qecause cf H, the trial Court held on Inquiry of dl jurors an March [2 

afternoon and the Morning of March .13, 2jo/3 , (70 ITif (/-oil ~ f/feog 7/ pf 

i/S£>/~u7o$)

On March ii, 20 3,

//

1» Juror J Misconduct

JurorS prejudged Petitioner by proclaiming "oda is guilty, ia)t (dl knox>
" prior tv deliberation. Juror J also expressed "it should be over" referring 

T> the tr/d ad the early stage, of the triad. Juror 5 was been shushed Silent 

when he just started to
expressed his uncertainty to h^e or open mind

It.

nt petitioner by several fellow jurors, JurorS
in the. coming sanity triad- 

hhdly, just after sanity triad ended, Juror S Immediately send a condemn­

ing trmcdl In defense Counsels. [Augmented Clerk Transcript; Page$3)

comme

CL. Juror 3 Testimony

On March 12, 2r/3, in the inyairy cf the triad Count, Juror 3 Sotldly 

testified that JurorS prejudged petitioner by proclaiming " !a)u As ju’dty,

If



Ue all foot*) it,'' multiple ’times from the. ear If dope. of the tried ~b the. Juiltf

f>hti££ deliberation. Juror 5 also mode the little merpinyjs in his note whenever 

Juror £ makes prejudgement comments. (70 RJ K/fOl Cine 2# — Ht/£ linc20)

On March f3, 201$, defter the trial Court's intensive. j.ut$tioninjj and 

$cfzctinidrtnp Juror 3 soli dip confirmed three incidents that JurorS pn/dcJmeS 

"k)u isjldip / hJeall kuouJ it.' outside thejury deliberation roamprjor to 

deliberation. (ifRTfftft
Juror 3 oho tetfied fie distinguished Juror S's Very uiell whenever

Juror £ dialed his prejudgement (/Jell, (uei edd knoh) the defendant Is ^u>'fty £

(It Rl H132. Jut 2 7— U h33 tired)

Voice

also
Jurord^rf irm&d that Juror 5 mode h/s preformed dpirio/j known within the 

Jury deliberation

b&coMse it's Just fan much^P 7/ RT U637 dine. 2-6)

multiple times and jurors j'd try tv -shush him upraom

b. Juror f Testimony

Jn March /3, 2d/3, Juror if testified that JurorS) at the early 9fajje of 

the tried, formed an opinion and expressed * It should be over" ,h refern'nj t>

The trial. (71RTH6sif i-inej-— !/6t6 J*e f)
Juror J testified ih*i Juror5 commented something intense in elevator 

tmd toirybodj immediately 6-bpped Jurors' Just ol JurorS opened his mouth. 

(7/RTU6C3 tine3-/9)

Juror If testified -that at the ear/p of the trial Juror3 expressed to 

her that Juror3 felt that Some fet/ooojurors pad formed opinion atfd he 

(/erf concerned alout that maybe a/ereM

line 2d — !/ 662 line/a)
t ctctlnj properly. ( 7/ PT //66c

12



C. Juror f> JeJtitnMy

On March 12, 2&13, Jurorf> ledfltd that some fellooo Jurors fad 

preformed Opinion odout tic cose and petitioner prior tb del'lejncdloo [70 IT 

(17-21 Sne3-/vJ The triad court ftifed its duty to eJictf who ore thjiavrc 

preformed Opinion.
Juror £ fs demeanor tons atwortnol dttriny Hit inyciiry rejeirdinyj 

JurorS's conduct. Juror £ try to etuoid eye contact, eye looted up 

puts faff, le^ftidrij, t/cry alert and nervous, (7/ij//£JJ Ihe/Sj 7/Jj 

((688 tint il-21) H RT U(10 liaell -//($/ line8; 7/ TTf/11 3Joel/-1/6fe­
line 3)

After \ferdlct, tie Court called every jurors Conf'rmudionf [Juror £ was 

cry (ftp * Jlc k-O&r she- did not tell the aJt truth and juts durkj tit 

Court hytdry, she felt j id(ty udout It, fet/t/oner Aj/fn&Sed aJl odxwe.
(d/nojt

d. Both JurorJ and Jure rtf testified dhot JurorS UMS fee# sheered 

Silent cvhetf JurorS ukrted to c&mmerd petitioner hi tha elevator, 
OftfttteZ luel-ll) 7oRj 1171I JneZ'l)

t. Juror5 Jest/M on f

On March /3y 2o(3r the Court /njyu’rgd JurorS, Xu the myuiry, JurorS 

expressed hk uncertainty to keep an open m/nd through out the tried of sanity
phase. (7/ RJU6( 1 lim 2 2JJ)

The Court: Hone you continued 1b Jeep cm open wind tiro uphold the Junky 

phase repardhp l&ptj sunriy 1
JiArvr S : Z'm trying,

(3



cl early reflected f/fa fas mifa /s not "ope* ", so 

he need "fjiny " in? ppm, Tf his mind fa "open ’' far the trial, fa doesrt i 

peed "trying " to open ■
JurorS, at ear/y

juror5s answer

morning S-f2 AM. /Marc h 2}, 2P/5, just after the Sow tty 

phase ended on the afternoon March 2-1, 2vi3, Send ot condemning 5mfat & 

the defense counsel. The mril states ; "z urns a juror in J/vo HuA fau @3^ 

1 just iritinl To say Ufa Z oppredfae your dyjoroas defense of uJu. Jn the. 
end; you. had tht insurmuntalle disadvantage of a. gritty clfarit.
(they merit Clerk Transcript - fage S3, frnrit from penneth fathom)

fejol fry u merit

Proof t/e Jeesons' ~fedtmales fadufarj Jurorfay pesriMoay a*d A/s fa/hfat, 
JurorS formed opinion fa eru/j of the trial, fag. prejudgedpetitioner tA^opfaat 
fath /hayritfafhttte Parity phouse. jUooe evidences are essential etui
Subfa&ntidf. Juror5s conducts lit vs irfaed^jj biased an! prejudiced 

(petitioner in here flity and cok&tefalp ^

The \fa/fae) Courts and Federal Court completely denied Juror3 s testimony 

nhoid JurorS and claimed fhfa Jurvr3 

Federal Courts
Mistaken* Tie stfae Courts and(vas

ansrieriJuud rthuf< Juror f is -testimony' fa fa JurorS 

expressed "it $/mdd le pt/er " referr/nj fa the tr/fa* The fafae Courts 

and pederal Courts nerikr answer and ret id Juror Ss testimony fajuf 

Some cf jurors preformed opinion clout case, andpfa/dduner,
Jht Stfae, Courts and federal Courts purposely /jnured and sjcJppe! 

those evidences which

never

assent/fa and sfastunt/fa, and those evidencesare
the Stfae trial Court proceeding end petitioner's HaheASone hi



fetltlens Jwn Slnit fb 'federal,-
The sfade Courts and "Federal Courts never answer and rebut ihe-Jur»r6ls 

*frying" Vo &ptn tnlrid dude.
Jht state Courts and federal courts pretended Hod r emove Auidenas 

pot existed* All those evidences are dewrlf amd solidf In the triad Court pw- 

ceedlng and In petitioner's jrldete petition. As required per ABVpd "this court 
required to independently review the rerrrd to assess the reus wad tenes$ of 

Ctode crurt denial of relief which failed to address an essential element 

of petitioners cfnitn? PompillcL f derrd, s4-S US Bid' (2oos). jhe

are

Is

State Courts end federal Courts felted to complied with it. 

* A defendant accused of a crime has s constitution right to e triad by unbiased. 
Imperiledjurors „ (US const* fih end itf-th AmenAmmt) " Zriin V. PowdOftt)
336 US 7/7, 722.

The state Courts'rnd petered courts' decisions andjudgements so ere based 

unreasonable deter/ofnaction of the furti in light of evidence fa the shade, 
amt proceed,'^. Thus* the Side Courts' and FrdersJ courts ' decisions end 

Judgements were, 
by the Sup

C>n

contrary £> dearly established federal t 

Court.
auJr as determined

rent

IS'



2. Hu tor 4 Misconduct

Juror 4 prejudged witnesses by expressing {/,*£ "faiy 2>r. pfe?h*nd'<e.'s 

answers arc correct. 7tc other deepens arts Hers are- nut correct. " 7h/s pt<de- 

fijerit was /node ik/fee. during the guith phase. beware Me de/iheradior 6efro 

"Juror3 and Juror h- done,
eer?

. Juror 3 Tetimmf

Or March /2/ 2-0/3, t Juror 3 Certified that/ between Juror3 and Juror if f
Juror 4 expressed ^ Jhef ‘re twisting tie

Q/)stiers are. corrects. and Outy T>r. Mohcuidie's answers are correct. The 

other dorters' answers are net correct Jand [Juror 4-] "didn't U/ant hertr 

nothing else ccSoui other- dachers J

T>r. dlohandte. was up the Court during the. juittiphase ad the assentiy room 

between Juror3 and Juror J. cdon&.i 70 KTOhoJ lintJ ~ t’oedf)

On March /3y 20(3, the Court scrutinized JurorJ again. Juror3 

clearly and jofid/y confirmed what he. experienced with Juror p regarding 

Juror j- 's prejudgement expressions and where they 

Juror3 just gnured Jurat d'S prejudgement comments after Juror J- did 

that two times* (7/JTfftzstine it ~Ht2l tine l7)

Cl

incvrre.cC/y, Onty Pr, MohunJitkanswers

Those, incidents happened at first time

were

i). Juror4- Testimony

On March /3. Zo/J, -Me Caurf t*glared Juror d-, Juror 4 pest f ted 

that sht and Juror3 had tedhs regarding deeper's Conduct and cot/fade, and 

She had apposite fed'ng f,

These, 'incidents happened in Jug asternb(y nsom or wdhing to the garage.

Juror3 , (7/RJ /l6s7dine 23 ~ fi6f? hinitr)ram

th



b-etW&eti her and Juror $ &/i ( 7/ fl-T H 6t>6> tine. t Hit7 tiine 8)« They Alone 

<fulf& a. hit. (71R7t/h6£T 

tint 3~I°J* they odoffe Walked u fat together, (71 kj K htij tine 2t>-2l)

Juror# also testified i/]d Someone L & fellowjuror] fjnd &_ comment ajoat

one..
hod lunch together ^ the [Jury assembly) room

d doctor's- testimony, jhe Court fried Sts July fa elicit who tie juror /s. 
(71 ZTittfal tineS-/2)

Juror#'5 demeanor, during tte InyWry, was 

Very neruous, tier Voice trios shacking.
very ulnowaj, $#e ujas 

Retiring sentences were broken. 
Jje was hesitating and pausing, tier face Was rush and sweaty, (7/ RT (d>8l 

line I3-/S); (7/kf (tiSt tine l-J); (71 jj Ht?f line2j-2%)} (til TT "622 

tine (2-16)0 Tefif/oner witnessed JurorJ S uh/iormaf Jeff eon or and appear- 

during the inquiry.

tier

ence

Le/ffl Afjmesd

Tftt/g tiere two clear and solid incidents that JJutor# prejudged 

Wtf/iesics fa ‘fm/or of prosecution testified hy Juror J, Those two Incidents 

were happened tiJween Juror# and Juror3 atone. There was no other- 

Juror Involved in these, fwo incidents.
The Sprite cdurfs ‘ and peJerd courts claimed that Juror 3 was mistaken 

hy the reason i (j) A/o other juror knew Jator# d prjudgement comments)

12) Juror 3 seas not con cm tinted, w time or two jeep# at the trial.

These two reasons (doj not rejected and interfwddjj) with Juror 3 Is experience 

of Juror #s prj edge merit comments and they hath waited fogefhnt, had 

lunch together fa/kef together afore.. Juror3 s test/many were, clear- 

and Sol/d, Abo, Jtlror# admitted that jhe had talk with Juror 3

17



rep&rdlyi^ doctor? conduct &r attliude Someth/of / dnd they jet tojciher 

A Cot, emd someone, had a. comment atcut a doctor's testimony.
More nCuteas and Important fact is Juror tf~rs demeanor during the 

inpjry that reflected her Inner slru^in^ to Aide Che true facts.

She was a Senior school teacher, she utes not shy to Speech: in ptfbh'c. 
S>ht Nos not Cakfuj of correct coords and Sentences . she lO&s 

Iyiriy and hiding in fact.
The slate Courts and hederxt Courts' defer/nt nations roere Posed

On cm U/}reasonedfe determination of the facts in iifkt of Me evidence 

presented in the state Court proceeding,
Sven morse, M state Deputy Ads 'Memoruidum op Pile Ah in 

Support of Answer T& Petition for (AJrlt of Mens Corpus" pfje 76, line 

B"/t /t states: -—cornserscotien between juror Mo. J and d, that
fi either could recall whether this happened Jurinf deliberation or outside 

deliberation tomThis statement is untrue . Deputy Ad fdnaded

tt.
The slate Courts and Tedemd Courtsf judgements were contrary to 

this Court's decision hi Irvin V, Dowd, supra, and fcomplKu (i. Beard. 
Supra. It i/iofates petitioner's Ztfjht of j U<S Const, of 6th and Mth 

Amendment

/8



TL. Prosecution Misconduct find Corruption 

1„ Police. Staged The 57/e Scene ds Murder-Site S,cenario

P&fore. Police ajrH\iinj{he crime Site, Cl Port CfiO Mr- Ajj muncd's office, 
three witaesies kilo were. 5iPert employee witnessed the site scene Inside of 

Ajraw&l’s of Ice. They all testified thkti

UJ There was a. chair next to er with? -the victim Mr. Push’s Mf) 

CZJ Victim Mr. Afjm,rucd'$ tody was apart from Victim) Mr. fycyh’s tody.

After police terns (id sgutU, as i&jn, f>/idoj^pher 

Marked fhrmifih the crime Site, the Scenario of Me site scene 

ecdly chwfjed. % 

discovery materiel shows phot:
O) There is no chair next to or with Mr. Push's tody.

With Mood chin was Seen moved ~to the other side of the office ayyalnst Watt.
C2) VictM Aftfuwcd’s hodf find Victim path's tody Mere piled up 

alove mother.

- ~) Meat and/ *

was dnamati-
e crime Scene photos that was provided hy prosecution as

But the chair

one

Cl. lihiness Bdword k)urs Testimony 

Mr. Bdwurd hJu,
(0 There Atas ol chair he

w Pi port engineer, tat fled so/id/y that}

threw at/er fiextfMr. pMjjk's tody, ($vtT 

2l28 tine M ~2tzt Itietf ; 264# Lint2$- 2fhd tine if)
(2)Mr. PytvnDcds tody and Mrpuffis tody 

and Mr> AymrJa/y fady (nos not at where police photos and markers showed. 

(Mijz(>lt One zo - U75 One ?)

en

apart from each offer,were

l?



b- '/hiaisi Mr. Pmom Thlamls /edition 

h)lined Mr. Nation Thleva,
1

dsfort design Moaager, testified ihutx 

U) 7her<cWas a ch&lr /jetf to andwith Mr. fish's Sod/, andMr.fish's 

bod/ forwtxnd slumped,
C2) Mr AfjmrtM'S fad/ dM not pile. up onto Mr. Pugfas fad/, tie/ 

apart, faopf rtSStloe ?o£TIIS'S twe7-&; 3<>Mz7SUMe6 -27$z ilmz)
mere

C. i/Olfaefi MrJef/H;/(y Testimony

k/HneiS Mr Je/jp Hill, u SlPort engineer, testified (hat there 

c/ialr next to and with Mr, Pugh's fad/, and there was to fad/es pi fed up 

eouh other. (3/tTtf 7tn;M2%~zVU;ne% ; fTfTzm tlnell-z\)

d. The

suds a.

Scenario of faooe three witnesses testified Matches what petition 

hold & police after petitioner pdas arrested, and Matches petitioner's testlmotif 
in the triad physlcMd/ and (ogloMlj. LM&T IS it ~ lSz(; £4 faf8t6f - StS, SUz)

er

&. Pros tad On had a. number of police, personnel, Incfudmg thace.

Me first OsrtO/nJ/S an the Mte, represented pr&cecutlon and test/f/ad at 

ifa heplnnMfj of the triad* The/ delivered cartUlncln/j and unfrpettd/e 

testimonies associated with the. ((lustration andpuldan uc of prosecution's 

Crime scene photos projected an sl

among

fag screen.

/le three Zlporf employee Witnesses' ted?moniesy petitioner's (edition/ 
Gnd those staged crime Scene. photos tire ih& sol'd evidences that pdlce 

altered, the crime Scone.

Scenario,

and professlafladl/ stuped It as CL Murder" dipe.

2.0



Levari /jrjtt/Hwi

Because prosecution police removed the chtr, f/Ictlm Mr, puyh USeA 

H tit petitioner arc! cmsed petitioner's shortly And menlod bread dmn, aw*y 

from Mr push's body, then It bm/neslike. Mr puyh simply teen tilted bp 

P&tlthner HJilfoid provocation. That makes petitioner cl 1,'ar fir sohat he 

test'fled about the hitting chair and Mh fuffis provocation.

because praseadlor police piled trio victims' bodies up fcyether, then /t 

becomes that Mr, puyh and Mr, Aymmd been pilled one, by one, bp cald- 

blood murder.

prosecution employed this stayed scenario, built up /Is prosecution theory 

that petitioner premeditately rushed Into Mr, Ajrwjcd'S office, closed shed 

blocked -Me door may, Tad, 0- fmi words exchange., then exeicfed -than we by 

C& id~ blood(y.

This stayed crime. Scene sufficiently altered He crime scene to a, 
p&Int fdhere any theories dejyedfrom It Mere untrue.

cor

ene.

prosecution used dip stayed crime, scene, to mislead ajfd hflame the jurors 

from Me t>ep}*inbty of the tried thracykedt the, triads, 
prosecution used ibis murder-like skjal crime scent accused and 

mulcted petti oner, The chit process did not exit ttny more In the trials.

Phe, Chdr
The Body Cun fdot^Plkd Up 8y Itself

be

times and times

Bun Plot pJoJped fkNxy By Itself

11



The sfaie. Court and Teetered courts ctainn that this issue J$ just

Scene photos And

a. discre­
pancies between witnesses" test'Montes and crime 

jurors tenoto It, and it is rut prejudice.
The frit is that the witnesses,' test/moolei And the photos af rf-tjed

&e effrfenas of p^seaTloo pnfwhaAf fkU/ucfaS Me Owe. Saute, 

ftte '(orrufCm of PreSectWffl. outt/ Su*S enforcement. 
a crrrupfio/J cf &stfa C/ton. justice Sydm bd adso

pat!on toidt. they nnke thtjustice amdJustice system phony.
The Strde. Courts' and Tederai Courts' decisions can n&tjustiff the 

Corruption happened in this case.

crime
Scene are. 
the cdderoL

This is not on/y

this Court should hate action to 

Correct /t. fd/p this Ourt has the -final Sap.

BecMse of this Cottuptm, hath fhc crime scene and prosecution 

theory were
severe}j contoumlnodei and distorted, /here 

It i/lMed Petitioner's ri/kt of us constitution of -tie *M, Wh amendment.
The Stole, courts and Pedem, Courts' decision Were hosed an an unreasorndfe 

detemlnution of the facts in hjfit of euidenoi presented in the Strte court proceed- 

iny. Their judgements Were contrary to U. S. Const, f SO, and (hit amendment, 
ris this Court rated; Pjpution rioiades llt~/h amendment hy knoWlnj Use of fkise 

(evidence. Mirier if. Paste, 32T US 1 (l9t>7)# Afso. fProsecutor Paowinpfy 

frtse evidence deprived the accused the ri/ht tf due process " rtjiia It 
tu>s US /rid /S3f/9/2.)0

d&p ihk feind <?f Corruption and

fade, and Jury njes mis lend, The uho/e tried process was
due process to petitioner.ajus no more.

Use

US,
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2. Prosecution Expert ttJmesS Dr. MohanJ/e Deli deadly 

pal) Haded Petitioner's MM Pi'2 Jest Result And 

Accused Petitioner Medihoj&rin^

Pvseactior 'expert witness Dr. Mdmdit profsilonodly caul del/Cerwtty 

ended. petitioner 5 MM PI - 2 ted result (outlet sheet) and Men 

accused petitioner /nalinjerin^.

The copy of MM pi'2 ted result prodded by Dr. Mo hand/e is in 

(7 CT, Pge.t6j2-/&*/■)'.

Here, MMPZ~2 - Multiphasic PersoncjIty Xni/entwy ~~ 2 

Cl ' Clerk Transcript

In MM PI'2 test, there 

the answer aw U "WJB't

theQuestion by fittiny answer mcrk (?)/ or®, cr ieaj/e them blank if neither 

applies,

art total $6 7 questions, far each ypestion,
FAtit/ or neither. The. UM/ninee answerscar

tl. /he toted number of unanswered (Questions by petitioner 

percent'. (iO-t£)% , fo Pt !Z301 line /6-q ; 7^/' /is/Urhe /z-/S; $$RT
$jloiWeS'S). So the totti unanswered questions are $67XUo-/£)/Ci 

ptl X tio-/tr)% = &J to S$

Phot {were $7 to %$ 6tank answers throughout adt test.

are. co to /sr

mfJrZ,
b- &ut, the total unanswered Questions, ep. Monk answers, art the Answer 

Sheet provided by Z>r MopMdit are Only 10 • (ho. 333, 37^ 377, 030, 43S\ U70,

2$



£20, £38, $6$) They /ire. all Located in Hie 2nd kdf of test. Cl Cl. 1634) 

fit -the &>dof Hit Lett, 2V Mohmdit, using his bdlpdut-pen, selectively 

marked douit !0 desk mriett (Ato. 3)6, 33£ 3ft, 4ol, m, 433, 43% 4J0, £zD, 
5bb) Cl Cl, 1634) Out cf those origin ad (£7 to %£) blank ays evens and demanded 

petitioner to fi/Ci litem. Petitioner ~Ped /tfOjOoty of- those to 6/utJk a/fsriers
selectedby Dr. Mohan fe,. (73 RT )23 02 d/»t2i~ /2303 6jn&24); ( 74 RT )z£/Ui»e 

22. ~ /2C)2 6inc3) } (Sft Rl i^lO 1,'ne l4~2$) Jh-ere Were ~f Hank. answers out op fhwt

met

to marked i>i**k answers hem f filed by petitioner aduedfy (7 CT, i634)(/lo. $/£ 

334, 3U, 4e7, 4o§, 433, 437) The puts of abot/e description were Solidly retognienbk 

on the Answer Sheet. C1CJ, 1634)

So the to tod unanswered l (curt answers, before petitioner filled 7, Of) the 

Answer sheet provided by Pr, Mdandle, are. it/h/Mk Answers) -h J ~ 17,

. jmre, ringi-id
Ihere should be CfiJtoBs) - / 7~Clfitv67) fi/^k answers on hAefawer 

jhetC * these 4o to 67 Plank completely disappeared from the oriyjnad Answer* 

Sheet- C2n/y Dr- Mohan die, hwd chance to fid these 40 to 67 blank answers, 
and he, did.. /7e did If p/vfesttonaJfy ewd de/lfirAde/f.

/Le0ad ^Kyu/nend

Dr. Mohandit WQS a member ofi too) e/ffiuzment of dos Ange/es fP, ih&jjnifhad 

a comeptiofmd fi/s/ory, before he became & professional expert witness, /ie was paid 

p4£0/per hour by Sdia CAro. County PA office., fie aiode around f4S, 

testifying the fid It phase of pfis case,. (£? £i fi°7 7 b2p f 47b#, 77/2). By estiimr- 

fion, He made uiedl over lb>0, too.es fir testifying both the guilt phase and the

■fir000, e?

2d



the sanity phase. cf flits case.

Dr, Mdandle Is the. <9/tfy doctor, dmony p^r doctor aj/i 

fanestf and fndiajerfay , tfccused pelitfo*er flu/f/tjeriy,

Durivj the M/dPZ- 2 test, Pr. M*h*adle provided petitioner or? eras die pencil 

fa fitl the unsure shed, fit c/ose/y monitored petitioner'; progress i>y keep/ny input 

Someth!fj. into his computer. p seems that he

Vsarl^ the teitfylnj and crots-tK&jnindfar?, Dr. Mohandle test;fed 1M he is 

cm expert of nil MMPl -tests* He possesses the, software and ca/npiter of MMPi 

tests. He must h<we the blank Answers fitted fa order fa Mate, the MMPi tests 

functioned. (tsf ftp t/csj hi he 7 ~~ 9itz ifa^Z) Jhe /dMfZ tests oPereJuct cl

puidaie toot for Dr. Mohan die- tte hud the hnowtefe, enpahitfe a£ <sft 

to /naniptddc petitioner's faMfZ-l test, tie teelo He

ed petitioner!?o £K&m

evaduafef ffe teip result.toed

MO-df-

ujare.

in ManPpcctate those, 
do to 67 h(mk answers fa tench his purpose. t/nder DA of ice's £#s» p&rteur 

Dr. Mot and it fabricated the test resuitf, dCCUSed petit fan er /ndfafj 

ruined petitioner's credibility, 
d pfeudjed this case, by expressing 

answers are correct.... " proved thai 7>r Mohan die's misconduct

(HO

incentive 

devafaaded defense case,
&?nfj

Zfurar On/y 7>r. fa/Huh ac/lg's

is prejudice.

/he Mde Courts h&d. cufftmerit fhd pr. M&handie fxln'cMejdpetitioner 

MMPZ~l Zesf resuit. The Deputy Pd onpurposeiy misfaterpfetedpetitioner's 

fupuMent^ mpurpose.!/ mlscdoddedthe MMpj-2 test Maneuvered question timber, 

then, (daimed fad petitioner is

no

wroncj and (here is po error of unanswered Questions. 
The federal 0>tcrfs Sc/e(yjpn the Mate courts and Zfaputy A#'? determinations, 

and claimed there is no evidence, that Dr /dohendie fa.hr!coded ifMPl~2 fast result. 

Both Side Courts and federal court.Sr | didr •f re tufa the solid evidences

reused fa his Hdeas petition* Their dec’s fans OJere hosed no &nfhd Petitioner

zs



Wtmsoiun&le. dderninedlo f -fkrts /m (r^/it op -tfe <£Uidet>6L presented ,'a» £>

ddt court proceed'^. They vio faded fhiS Court's precedent "To/iu/cZ ohtrired 

by thomhp use of perjury testl/»o»y is ftxvidunenteJly unfair, and must be Set 

aside If there, ts any reason^ile likelihood that the fk/se testimony a>u/<J A^ve 

effected thejufjemerit of Jury'.' ^5. V- Illinois, 36# [)$ 2t>? {/?£-?); also 

polecat [on violates ttib /hneedmert by lowusiyj 

P'itQ. / Supra. j arid fros^cuplon fC/ioaoln^ly 

accused the

use of foise evidenced M/der y, 

false evidence deprived theuse
tiyht of due process '' fr;<ylJo 1/• l/-d supra..

Only ibis Court cap stay tht prosecution's fabrication amd corruption 

right nou).ijfht hh ere y

U



J3L. U<fedii/e. Aa/ftvtce. Of Vefatse- Cornsd

1, Counsel f&ilgA To Strike mid f elcdi \Tfo fapsec&d/'o/t 

Sfajed Murd&t like Crime Scene

(jxaisd filed to preview the diseoVery packed provided fi prosecution; 

filed to interview petitioner W understand the case. defat prior to the tr/4. 

fhus, counsel hod ho clear idea oohat ffa crfae- scene shoutd he , So thd Counsel 
filed to strike and redut die prosecution stayed crime Scene, Counsel filed 

U do so even after three witnessed ted;monks implied -fhot crime scent had 

iter uttered end stayed,

Under $uch d ctreumstonaL of counsel's deficient performance, this Stayed crime 

permlssiuely andpussivedy accepted It reboot the fads Ip cdtparties. 
This stayed crime Scene became natural, wormed and read to Jury*

crime, Scene as the erf me scene

Scene was

Jurors
naturally and psychs topically took this stayed 

that they were, Work/ny &n,

fatectet/M f.wpMd*/ /My Mi srimthm, developed its
PUtrder theory, Med ffas stayed crime Scene and humped Jury ad the 

of the triad and thmuyfaut the triads. Jumrs' mind and feriiny fad heen 

Saturated in this stayed crime

nin1
ffnd Jurors tlntvrdty became in paver of 

prosecution, prosecutio/i'5 theory, andprosecution's accUSacpioti and Judy einent. 
M Irtes proded by Tutors' prejufe/neris before ddleration.

2- o Counsel Friled To Discover That Dr. Mokwdie Tadriended

scone

Petitioners MM PL'2 Teit Re-cult

Counsel filed to discover that prosecution prefessienod expert fatness

2J



Vn Mohwdie fdr!ceded petitioners tfMPl-Z ted result (/faster sheet) durin 

ihe triads; failed it> provide, the MMPZ-2 ted answer sheet H petitioner 

fi> review Mid verify} failed* fy be present at MMPJ-2 ted so that allowed 

Pr. Mo handle, hod the chancJL to Manipulated and fkdricocte. Ulhat he (riant.

Jorot-ts pnyufjed expression Only pr. Mohand/eSs answers are correct,__"

/s at so/dprejtul’ce tv /Uscase..

7

jLefjdt- drja/fi&nt

and
because of counsel's ineffective assistancejfjefciend performance,

It aJPnoed He prosecution's corruption; Sfajed crime, scene and friricafed

Midtl -2 test result, U/&nt thro up!) the trials* That cantcun/noted whole tn'afs' 

process and Oury, The. effects 

testimony flat

prior te def/tendfon; C7<?HT(if27 tineS-fo) Jurvr^-'s testimony that at

the early of the triad JtavrJ expressed to ^ fj,ct Jun>r3 frit fhd 

juron hod formed opinion; (1! PJ li 660 fine 2d ~ H6tz t/ne/o) also in 

and Jmrds (Pryudjky misconducts testified by Jurori and Jurvrif- ;H 

Claim 2 cf this petition.

So/idly and clearly reflected in Jurorf > 

fellowjurors had preformed opinion afoot the case and petitioner

were

some

fellowSame

JurorJi

The counsels performance 

prejudice effects* ws sided dove ■

In Jtricf (and (A Ofzsh inytoo, nth US 66?, 6!/.

Two -Part Test: (). fiounself deficient performAnce and

ti TesLsonajfe protubi fify iftd but for counsels 

the result cf tfe proceeding (Ooidd have teen different.

deficient and Ineffective.. It causedovas

*)■

error-

21



side- Coufts fl/id Tfaidj /fa dt/iled jAc &rd claimed /tat td/s ZAC 

Is Merit less, They claimed there- uJere no prosecution mkstmduct, /toJuror n/Js~ 

conduct, so there, ujai

claim

pfaudue fa ZAC, /he. farts & /tart aJl those- prosecu—
the triad Coast: proceeding os 

Petitioner Croup At up w J-tadt&rs petition fan starte Courts To Federal courts 

Th Fe/emt courts Sofa rd/ed. m /fe ${4c Courts' derisions tOl/heut kdefeq- 

d&dly examine tF sAte court proceed,^ as this Court required " This Court Is 

fe^i/red to /mde-pendemtlfy teiileto fhe record tb access the reasonableness of a. 
Side court denial of relief lohrih fated % adJi 

petitioner $ claim. Pomp!Ha. V- Beard, Supra,

Both Side Courts' and Federal Courts' decjUn/ or ere Cased!a# eta 

tinreajo/iedk determination of the. fats t Ay At fa pfae evidence preserved fo

the state Court pnsc&edfa, Mejr deds/ans ulo/A/ted pet 't/oner's fay At of 

US const. of Che III Amendment ■

no

Hen misconducts andJurors' mtsconducts ure m

essenfr’&l element ofress an

2?



3L CuMulatiUe Prejudice. 

tdre& Main dms raised In tpis pet if poo

X. Jury Misconduct
1. JurerS prejudged tie cast and pet'ttiner

2. Juror p pnepudjed tie e/peri ki/fnesfes

If ere. art

X. Prosecution Misconduct and Co. 

1. Prosecution
rrupfio/2

Purposely. profess foody dialed fie Gitue Scene 

us Murdet tike Scenario

pn>fe$i!w<d Srpert Witness Jr. Hohmdle purposely, 

Ptcfcsslondy and delladdy Fedrlccded Petitioner's MMpl~l 

Jest Pesnit

2, prosecution

M. ineffective. AsslsiasioL Off Jeffense Ccunset
1. Counsel failed ti> fltuleoj tie mse And failed sftik and

tedut tie prosecution sicced Murder ~Jfee
2. Counsel failed iti d'cooer tiled prosecution ey&t Jr. Mdcwdle 

■fatrlcoted petitioner's M/tiPl-2 -pest result

cr/Me scene..

Even under al&ve X, % and JSL circumstance that tie trots itiere completely
Coufamlndtd <xnd unfair, tie Jury sM Mk f*/o Me days fir deJtierttiUn, 

And darlnj tie deMeratfen, tic fiteevoman °f J“p SaM'tfed faeti/on 

Ce&rf t? act tiejudf*' & expia/f? tie difference fit men the. 2*d dyjrze. and 

J<t dejree rounder, (Judy, tie Juror'mind OJM net Slrnlcjlttly "Itf dljrte",
(i CT j bS~pT 1£>U!l). f\U fhost three, claims muttered,

t° tie

they clearly, Sefldfy
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Influenced Juror/ derisions >
fys Court fttld /It -fiuxbrn&dtd ^uesfion In determine whether- fa combined 

effect of fried error? it>Waded a. defen fund's fie process r)id is whether fa 

rendered f/re criminal defense f^r less persuusiue and Merely 

fudstunCnd find injlcr,(7us effect or Influence./ on the l/erdlrtf
C/iwkns d Mississippi .017*) 4-/0

Also Ti& f/h a roof pes Concluded /hat tender clearly es fadffshed /am) 

fft COM lined effect of tmdttpk trial error? may j',t>e 

Mmlvtlw f If render? a trial funda/ne/itaJfy confur, ^en where estth error 

Considered thdriideadly riiouid fust restore revers'd

om) 4/i us, C3f

errors
hud a.

US. 2? f.

7
rise to Due process

T/onncddy 7>echrisicf&~

He Side. Courts and Papidy AA denied, petitioner's c/rim of aowof&tli/e 

prejudice. They olaJme/ that cad cirim raised by peritfaner /s meritleH, then tie 

cumedad/ue prejudice is meririefs. The. state court? derisions were based on 

<M cutre^mUk UUer-nhdien tf fa /„ ^ fa ^u/mo. peantat

,H lit SlUe ccurt pn/ceetkn^, Jlm'r were, w/dr/uy fy est/dfohe4
federal Umo.

Jh Paknd courts lately rdfed on tie state. Courts' determ/nad, 

independently examine, fie state courtproceed}*) 

in Horn pi lia. 1/ frewd, supra.,

soidioict 

paired hf th/s Court
ten

as re

Idt claims fetlt/aner presented Ore so/thin tf.s. constitution dimension. Jh 

WMclcstil/l effect A sear ere. owd if olotted Petitioner’s njtf of~ US constifut!o/j

<sf Me ten, Aft, f/pfi Amendment}

Si



CONa Q St oh

Prtii'iWtr, J/Mtf HUA lA)u, t&fedfully petitions f>r a iririt of
tfeJudy meets of us. ®>art of Zipped for Me AJ/ntA 

C/rcu/t And U. 5. 'District Court for- t^e AtortAerrt D/strict cf Ck/dfbratA, 

d&tf'vj petitioner's app/iced/w for Cettif/catie ef AppesriUxCtf

Cert/onor-/ po reO/eaJ

%s /Jf tpp/ccd petseccstriU j/kSticatlen Cncf cohcupttcn 

7%t wporfajnti /s to stop and to Correct prosecutions CAtru.pt/eo /udlo/nu/de. 

Jti's Court A<cs Me p

ease.

f 6Ae fine/ Suy £Utc( oteteroifuct/'or. 0#/p tA/s &tot>oh/er- o

dated foteyoMj, Mis Court should font /Ac fet/fion fr writ of 

CertioraJ-t And Order fcctt tr/ef/Ap.

&/}

Ctirite; Jrune~$ , Z#22.

32


