
no. yj-xo-mr

IN THE

SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES

fiAiy — PETITIONER
(Your Name)

VS.

UKITTZJ) ?,•rAY — RESPONDENT(S)

MOTION FOR LEAVE TO PROCEED /V FORMA PAUPERIS

The petitioner asks leave to file the attached petition for a writ of certiorari 
without prepayment of costs and to proceed in forma pauperis.

Please check the appropriate boxes:

□ Petitioner has previously been granted leave to proceed in forma pauperis in 
the following court(s):

H Petitioner has not previously been granted leave to proceed in forma 
pauperis in any other court.

Sf Petitioner’s affidavit or declaration in support of this motion is attached hereto.

□ Petitioner’s affidavit or declaration is not attached because the court below 
appointed counsel in the current proceeding, and:

□ The appointment was made under the following provision of law:________
■» or

□ a copy of the order of appointment is appended.

—-

/ (Signature)



:

AFFIDAVIT OR DECLARATION
IN SUPPORT OF MOTION FOR LEAVE TO PROCEED IN FORMA PAUPERIS

G&Xtf fld&fL—.----------------, am the petitioner in the above-entitled case. In support of
my motion to proceed in forma pauperis, I state that because of my poverty I am unable to pay 
the costs of this case or to give security therefor; and I believe I am entitled to redress.

I,

1. For both you and your spouse estimate the average amount of money received from each of 
the following sources during the past 12 months. Adjust any amount that was received 
weekly, biweekly, quarterly, semiannually, or annually to show the monthly rate. Use gross 
amounts, that is, amounts before any deductions for taxes or otherwise.

Income source Average monthly amount during 
the past 12 months

Amount expected 
next month

You Spouse You Spouse

n 5 0— $£l
$ rs $__D— $ 0
$—0  $ o  $_o

Employment

Self-employment

Income from real property 
(such as rental Income)

Interest and dividends

■$.

$. $.

$_iL
$__ Cl

$__n $ o $ d $ o
$__ c> $ 0 $__cx_ & 0
$—D— $ Q $ f) $_£L
$___D_ $ 0 $_Q__ $_d
$ n $ f)

Gifts

Alimony

Child Support

a $_£>Retirement (such as social 
security, pensions, 
annuities, insurance)

Disability (such as social 
security, insurance payments)

Unemployment payments

$.

h r>$_Q $ f)$. $.

A $_Q $ V) $_Q
a o 2$_QPublic-assistance 

(such as welfare)
$. $. $.

Other (specify): $. $. $. $.

Total monthly income: $. $. $. $.



2. List your employment history for the past two years, most recent first. (Gross monthly pay 
is before taxes or other deductions.)

Employer Address Dates of 
Employment

Gross monthly pay

$. A
$.
$.

3. List your spouse’s employment history for the past two years, most recent employer first. 
(Gross monthly pay is before taxes or other deductions.)

Dates of 
Employment

Employer Address Gross monthly pay

$.
$.
$.

4. How much cash do you and your spouse have? $__________
Below, state any money you or your spouse have in bank accounts or in any other financial 
institution.

Type of account (e.g., checking or savings) Amount you have Amount your spouse has
rfArndti hcceium . $ $

$. $.
$. $.

5. List the assets, and their values, which you own or your spouse owns. Do not list clothing 
and ordinary household furnishings.

□ Home 

Value
□ Other real estate 

Value

AlA□ Motor Vehicle #1 
Year, make & model
Value___________

□ Motor Vehicle #2 
Year, make & model
Value___________

m
□ Other assets 

Description _
Value_____

tUAa



Ti-

6. State every person, business, or organization owing you or your spouse money, and the 
amount owed.

Person owing you or 
your spouse money

Amount owed to you Amount owed to your spouse

$. $.

$. $.

$. $.

7. State the persons who rely on you or your spouse for support. For minor children, list initials 
instead of names (e.g. “J.S.” instead of “John Smith”).

Name Relationship Age

*

8. Estimate the average monthly expenses of you and your family. Show separately the amounts 
paid by your spouse. Adjust any payments that are made weekly, biweekly, quarterly, or 
annually to show the monthly rate.

You Your spouse

Rent or home-mortgage payment 
(include lot rented for mobile home)
Are real estate taxes included? □ Yes □ No 
Is property insurance included? □ Yes □ No

a a$.

Utilities (electricity, heating fuel, 
water, sewer, and telephone) 0 $_0

$ f)0Home maintenance (repairs and upkeep)

h $—0.Food

$_QOClothing

o  $_aLaundry and dry-cleaning

0 $ 0Medical and dental expenses



r'

You Your spous

oTransportation (not including motor vehicle payments)

Recreation, entertainment, newspapers, magazines, etc.

Insurance (not deducted from wages or included in mortgage payments) 

Homeowner’s or renter’s ,

a
& c.

a $_Q
a $_Q_Life

0 oHealth

$__ Ci $_a
$..0

Motor Vehicle

aOther:

Taxes (not deducted from wages or included in mortgage payments) 

(specify): A $__Cl
Installment payments

$__0 $_o_Motor Vehicle

$__£oCredit card(s)

$_aDepartment store(s) $_Q_
$ f)
$__CL

nOther:

$_aAlimony, maintenance, and support paid to others

Regular expenses for operation of business, profession, 
or farm (attach detailed statement) A n

$__n $—Q.Other (specify):

aTotal monthly expenses: $__0>



'£■

:

No. ft -m<r

{.

IN THE

SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES

6A8y yr\(\Hi____
(Your Name)

PETITIONER

vs.

UMX7?A S7A71& — RESPONDENT(S)

ON PETITION FOR A WRIT OF CERTIORARI TO

ftF ftPPZALS fhQ 'TM nrxsTjPirr ftp r/sUJ/nAjA_________
(NAME OF COURT THAT LAST RULED ON MERITS OF YOUR CASE)

PETITION FOR WRIT OF CERTIORARI

Gary
(Your Name)

flA 43J/sm
(Address)

(City, State, Zip Code)

urn
(Phone Number)



QUESTION(S) PRESENTED

■ IsfctfL ft/1 tounsdl______________
jJ lAte rLlt/yifi/y/ {Jfflf/sJ i$it,4liSf A-$A /r7^A// ft/£A/JA&/J?

9

fa / A rjJoLAJl'^lAhhA... pt Ol//rPr^Z<S fit ItiA*_________
3?-0/>/ Mk Tr^/-^vi</ emad m pa^t/nk^ DiA^J^ni- 4af 

i)Ajjnk\^ fliftt&k/jfU-ft' lAkk Ar/n/J 4- /Y)r, ( A/i</k
Rohktftj pufojf/J' +h/ C^pfrA/y Cfawl______________
Ht-PiA Hf -JrfcbCmd' k/jr FrAm! fr&k <k> <jjk<h/rk^ 

dhtoh&l ^oLtfU^ t*)/AonJ4 /hr. rkfo/k PALy?
$1* ti C&frW\hk ~k LJjJuL ihd <;,/»/kdt hs C-iArr fc

Jr> S/jksklA^/ rs\^lifr'J?AA T

Cqa

&MZ<X’7£ 719/nfUTZ*

4Lc^ aMWal kh rtcArd-b
JhJi/vk/Ak fxlltjfj cn/nlkaLcJ^k ^ * ^a^Jaa//

h khi ftshrA Cn,,rj

*]) hV\& ^J^Ag-knJk &/jfjkj p}//(

%) Phi A ffTrtr' P{r\//u)f

•r/0

Qj^/Jfl

ZAitol/j/i-k/y?..

£?“7fW Clouds. frr^/il^rpeer'd/tfril errors_________
U- bid kk( £Xr/Al -SsUf/. fkh £rcAr/d ly -h _______
*^j*A»±oud tit "MtsfK hfjmp&i-hu a/ <*Aa„<Y



LIST OF PARTIES

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:

c rsfjf/

/ W M IL
»£.C*fjrtdAffi/Ak krtb PkfoA dCsJ/JAihk
dtd krCjxjrk Jlk 'X/Jk A. C/adf/Jk

La)6sJoiA A 3A<#? m ZZfrtJ jJja
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befkifi/iVyi/ /A/ "Z/LC.lf// _______

iiAmjlodnk Ay. JU./A fin<HL
ft L gUC?/) ^/ws /

RELATED CASES

JJnU/yi £rh'rh<. \k. Gr/inf fftfajJ} fJr,.(iPZ~3JS'$i4<r'/Ojp&.ncX' C/vid Ar kl>/

hishtC'f dt tnhimhk ttnhr/dz L~intfi?A;te^<r

rmtt Lk.

Jnr kk Ktsktcd aP Cabj/niftA /> ^ r/J* 3 > aA-Ort
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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

[XI For cases from federal courts:

The opinion of the United States court of appeals appears at Appendix /} I to 
the petition and is
[ ] reported at ; or,
[ ] has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or, 
D(] is unpublished.

The opinion of the United States district court appears at Appendix l)tf to 
kthe petition and is
[ ] reported at ; or,
[ ] has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or, 
[x(l 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,
[ 3 has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or, 
[ ] is unpublished.

The opinion of the_
appears at Appendix

court
to the petition and is

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

1.



JURISDICTION

QO For cases from federal coarts:

The date on which the United States Court of Appeals decided 
was ________ .

my case

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

1X1 A timely petition for rehearing was denied by the United States Court of 
Appeals on the following date: _________ , and a copy of the

[ ] An extension of time to file the petition for a writ of certiorari was granted
(date) onto and including______

in Application No.__ A
(date)

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

[ ] 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).



CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS INVOLVED
1/.A. (J'k.l KAjh}- Jh Aft CA/JAS/J______

~£uL</JPa/ fj'jL fcrv\P/vlm//vl-j /\ti ac r^Ali
(dbsJfti/ OJ^kk/M rtf mn^/IA/inA^ n/lphr, <j.<. /J

Ij.'f). [i/J/- PrASSAX ftJ IsiLAS ________________
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j-h, iL/^ ■Pr/shrJlrsit, /)/1A, a/*
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A
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~/J/s} tAr^hr&t)/7>

cveo Lit
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STATEMENT OF THE CASE
-^XA fh priAfn-j- n&Al. *A/J--Fgjp" ( ^/jASAl< *nT.<ArJtf/Wy ?e.4lh&ntf

Unhudi/jlLj mniwteA nf 3~niviliU C p/srz/j/nJ' Hit CoA<cp*rAnj 

~Tji (’.AHj 5 l )<sJ/j/)JAfj /llAA&kjjghhr Arsn^ 4' P,\Uhpry.

&J£tcL&--fA6tder)i&/y jtoymJA6.i/f^

r„ M<

)J] fiffJbr/j H/ fi-rf/.<JyA^
lAptfmoifbA. Pc acP. Hi/ Pr&e/'/d&r c<snh>H?J HpAr c./Atieri/H

rn/n?A/il pfnreH/jf/A A-a rdf>r H pffistr/A? titikhner he lArii/As. *

fthTi 4/Y)r, rj'iASj'^ &shbtfyf__________________
fl/ c.rcJPy nndntpuUj/J $rfi\PontH prAncs/p/AA Inj

AAl/s^_.k^] tA K. a a Jlnr fco/jif/J

nkmcrrh ls\ th/ C"Tbon^ (j3hf/fAal /iaHiJac m 4h/ cp/aA 

inJi/ai/JlAlyA P^HkiAn/>r (\to/jI<aA Pa -fj/Fsiliy/dJ

/ til iteiy kerf /a <Plrf rJrfA

Ll

con

CMis
KIa^ PJ/J PtJrkortr pnAistpAb, AC a

cJ]LaZ£&.
—-LjAt -k/ni a/ /flcC-rrljftAk Ho/n7/_iPiP/Yir, Ck

'£i.-j'fi/CinPf <^J6£> Mp^inthi i/n/ntPrAb. arM."Pt>md

Amjs

P ti&y ~f,F

'ij&J) m dilaif--------

f/f o y/ Ij/sJiAjt P/trfJr'ipM/AA

aaAinf ArP/an m AurPiiPfA*// A-P'a Ih/r/sJrn/n/. Pcac/, <SuA pms./{//P/M

h/JpJ til/ "Vf/V/TST/yD U7£*f Pa pAPApePh Cc^rffA/j T^/dlf-
-hiAll sibj£

>• •

'-fk/J&i A ’thrsfA/J/jk fPcifhjS aP pAl/ ft/SSfA C\PaH

ph ..C MJATS.lk rPcAlc i?.Atij; ptJ/J/Aiyr Aide /VYij/sf *a/kL a Afi ^ r 

[Jlt/jrf con HcjtJ*

AAA

Ajj/twvP/aa)

H-



REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION

__Za c,Amity...et-the but.-Pr&t&$XJ£ut& tv/y/hr jbc. jyffiLqkir&ttbk
of. 'Xti&hr/r-£. UA JYaf/l/.<A/ ikf A/l6a)t/^ 
±A.'>6£f6-A‘‘t- --------------------------------------------------------------

4—ih. frt/iUitf (\4 (ire.g-L P/jhli/- ^/aa^/'W /A j)s.jpjes\cz a/

—f.udhu: -Xa^yAt------------ --------------------------------------

<s) ~df ^oAefH/ /)P 'tIj/ <^o/)hs\r/—(x.^ 1af fn&AA(>i' Aif

—uzaiuy)pJ.6uA^ C\.Ad.j\JwtAhkd^-.saU.-iy)dfi^(>/^J.t

2)—irJu.. Am>-sdsr)/>/}ls'G/jArA/il?A<''?fydLy /kcic^/KZ />/
■_fn/JAZ/J. ±kfLh\f ZaUA6J.iL cmklj C/jaaIa^_____
Jtf\l&Il&d,. JLljjjjQAt/' mk>_PkfdtA/^ Cfuljhj In XAcYiy cl,

l&.JXrdik&fy of 'Saslla '
(spj f?li/n6.\

SL
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CONCLUSION

The petition for a writ of certiorari should be granted.

Respectfully submitted,

Date:

:

L
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MAR 26 2020 ;;Nos. 18-CO-1275 & 19-CO-602

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
COURT OF APPEALS

GARY MAYE,
Appellant,

2012 CF3 20345v.

UNITED STATES,
Appellee.

BEFORE: Fisher, Thompson, and McLeese, Associate Judges.

JUDGMENT

On consideration of appellee’s motion to dismiss, or in the alternative for 
summary affirmance; appellant’s motion to compel appointment of counsel and for 
writ of error and/or review, appellant’s lodged brief and limited appendix, and the 
record on appeal, it is

ORDERED, sua sponte, that appellant’s lodged brief and limited appendix are 
hereby filed. It is

FURTHER ORDERED that appellee’s motion is granted to the.extent that the 
orders on appeal are summarily affirmed. See Watson v. United States, 73 A.3d 130 
(D.C. 2013); Oliver T. Carr Mgmt.. Inc. v. Nat'I Delicatessen, T'ic., 397 A.2d 914, 
915 (D.C. 1979). Appellant’s claims that he is actually innocen: ana his guilty plea 
was not supported by sufficient evidence are not supported in the record. To the 
extent argues that he did not personally commit the offense, he is not entitled to any 
relief on appeal because he pled guilty based on aiding and abetting and conspiracy 
theories of liability. Specifically, in his plea, appellant acknowledged that he 
brandished a gun, said he did not personally hold the knife but agreed that it was 
reasonably foreseeable that someone could be killed. And although appellant argues 
the knowledge requirement in Rosemond v. United States, 572 U.S. 65 (2014) is 
applicable to the offenses of conviction in this case, this court has held that “[i]n 
determining whether a coconspirator may be held liable for the commission of a 
substantive offense that the defendant did not directly commit, the government must



Nos. 18-CO-1275 & 19-CO-602

prove ‘that an agreement existed, that a substantive crime was committed by a 
coconspirator in furtherance of that agreement, and that the substanti ve crime was a 
reasonably foreseeable consequence of the, agreement between the conspirators.’” 
Tann v. United States, 127 A.3d 400, 455 (D.C. 2015) (quoting Collins v. United 
States, 73 A.3d 974,982 (D.C. 2013)). Finally, liberally construing appellant’s brief 
to challenge the trial court’s denial of his motions that raised issues under Super. Ct. 
Crim. Rules 11 and 35, D.C. Code § 23-110, and the Innocence Protection Act, D.C. 
Code § 22-4131, et seq.,*we conclude that the trial court did not abuse its discretion 
by denying appellant’s most recent post-conviction motions. See Cook v. United 
States, 932 A.2d 506, 50/ (D.C. 2007) (stating an appellate court reviews the denial 
of a motion .for the reduction in sentence for an abuse of discretion); Bell v. United 
States, 871 A.2d 1199,1201 (D.C. 2005) (explaining in determining whether to grant 
relief under the IP A, the trial court is required to consider specific statutory factors, 
including the “new evidence” that is being offered as proof of actual innocence); 
Alston v, United States, 838 A.2d 320, 324 (D.C. 2003) (stating that the trial judge’s 
denial of a motion for collateral relief without hearing is reviewed for abuse of 
discretion). It is

FURTHER ORDERED and ADJUDGED that the orders on appeal are 
affirmed.

ENTERED B Y DIRECTION OF THE COURT:

ft. Uyfa/l
JULIO A\)CASTTLLO 
Clerk of the Court

Copies mailed to: Copy e-served to:

Honorable Ronna Lee Beck Elizabeth Trosman, Esquire 
Assistant US Attorney

Director, Criminal Division

Gary Maye 
FR #46583-007 
FCI Beaumont Medium 
P.O. Box 26040 
Beaumont, TX 77720 cml



A
IN THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

COURT OF APPEALS
Gary Maye Appellant

VS. Case No. 18-CO-1275
(CF3-20345-12)UNITED STATES OF AMERICA Et. Al.

Appellee
)
)
)

MOTION FOR RESPONSE TO ORDER
FOR APPELLANT' S’BRIEF / LIMITED APPENDIX

COMES NOW: Gary, Maye, Appellant, ■ Petitioner, pro se, for request 
of entrance, respectfully, into this Honorable Court pursuant to the 

Order dated June 28, 2019, to ' apply''the brief And appendix pursuant 
to D.C. App. R. 30(f).

Gary Maye, avers that the claim(s) within this document are of 
the veracity and for necessity, sincerity, and severity, so that the 

claim(s)/document shall be construed as an;Affidavit, so help me God.
I, Gary Maye, further aver that the Court shall prayerfully 

review the contention(s) within this brief under the well established 

precedent of Haines V. Kerner, 404 U.S. 519,520-(1972) wherein the 

Court construes a pro se brief liberally. Windland V. Quarterman, 578 

F. 3d 314 (5th Cir. 2009).

' L

TABLE OF AUTHORITIES CITED
Francis V. Franklin 471 U.S. 307,309,105 S. Ct. 1965 85L. Ed.2d 344 

(1985) Due Process Requires the government to prove every element of 
a criminal offense beyond a Reasonable Doubt.
Henderson V. Morgan 426 U.S. 637, 49 L. Ed. 2d 108,96 S. Ct. 2253 (1976) 

The Supreme Court held that the judgment of conviction was entered 

withOUT Due Process of Law. Since the Defendant/Petitioner's plea of 
guilt was involuntary in that he did not receive adequate notice of 
the offense.
In re* Kinship 397 U.S. 358, 364, 90 S. Ct. 1068 25 L. td. 2D. 368 (1970) 

The Due Process clause protects the accused against conviction except 
upon proof beyond a reasonable doubt of every Fact necessary to constitute 

the crime with which he is charged. '
Fiore V. White 531 U.S. 225, 148 L. Ed. 2d 629, 121 S. Ct. 712 (2001). 
The Supreme Court found lack of evidence
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The Supreme Court found lack of evidence supporting the criminal 
offense violates Due Process and Reversal of the Conviction.
U.S. V. Borders 992 F. 2d 563 (5thCir. 1993)
Counsel induced petitioner to plead guilty to a plea that was AMBIGUOUS 

which amounted to Ineffective Assistance of Counsel.
Woodard V. Collins 898 F. 2d 1027 (5th Cir. 1990)
The court held that a remand was required to determine whether 

v petitioner was prejudiced by his counsel(s)' Failure to Investigate 

v ^(Emphasis Added) a crime to which, upon counsel's advice, petitioner

t.f plad suiltyi Th“s> RW9C#ed and Remanded-
| £ Herring 422 U.S. at 862, 95 S. Ct. at 2555

•Petitioner- ■ Ga 1ovich failed to review the evidence and point out the 

weaknesses of the prosecutor's case,
U.S. V. Valarde Gomez 269 F. 3d 1023 (9th Cir. 2001)
"Physical Evidence" includes a person's Fingerprints, Handwriting,.
Vocal Characteristics, Stance, Stride, Gestures, and Blood Characteristics. 

UNITED STATES V. Rivera 58 F, 3d 600 (11th Cir. 1995)
Defendant was sentenced on the WRONG count,
Trezevant V. City of Tampa

* A standard amount of 1.6 Million U.S. Dollars of account is Due and 

Payable to a Claimant per each Day of unlawful incarceration. This 

case may be utilized to establish Damages in the, following complaint 
under actual damages.

FAIRNESS/OBJECTIVITY AND EQUALITY
Gary Maye, points out that the Washington D.C. Metropolitan 

Police Department has a necessity for exposure to Rapid and Senseless 

Allegations against young black males for violent alleged crimes, 
without any sense of objectivity at all, resulting in a GROWING 

HYPOCRISY OF FAIRNESS AND DUE PROCESS, ANDAA COMPLETE LACK OF FAIRNESS 

AND OBJECTIVITY. ALL OF THE PREPONDERANCE OF EVIDENCE, CIRCUMSTANTIAL 

EVIDENCE, HE SAID, SHE SAID, IS MOOT WITHOUT MY MENS REA. PERIOD.
The person, Gary Maye, (Not a piece of merchandise) will further 

illustrate why an Evidentiary Hearing resonates of utmost necessity, 

because the ambiguity WREAKS HAVOC OVER THIS CASE FOR CORRECTION OF 

MANIFEST INJUSTICE.
SUBSTANTIATION FOR RIGHT OF PETITIONER

The VERY same video is EXCULPATORY EVIDENCE FOR Gary Maye*s
Page 2
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behalf, that the prosecution utilized to illegally convict Gary Maye 

which results in 'correction' AND to enter into record the mind set/ 

Mens Rea of/for Gary Maye because withOUT 'that* (Mens Rea), it is 

IMPOSSIBLE TO CONVICT THE PERSON, Gary Maye, because a conviction 

is IMPOSSIBLE when someone did NOT Knowingly commit an 'act*. Then, 
here, we have Exculpatory Evidence, Emphasis Added, which further 

pr6Ve& bfeybind’"any arid' aTi doubt (s ) , thSt ^aifi/5l^y^r NEVER robbed anyone, 
NOR "killed" anyone, for God's sake. So, correction via an Evidentiary 

hearing is imperative as erroneous charges and falsehoods have been 

pronounced and propounded upon the man, Gary Maye. Defendant, Gary Maye 

states that while a plea of guilt was entered into the record,, the plea 

was out of threat, duress, and coercion, DESPITE an 'understanding' of 

some concocted consequence unbeknownst to the petitioner, Gary Maye.
At the time of such a plea, Gary Maye was of an adolescent stage of 

maturity, ,pTbeit intellectually.,, emotionally, or otherwise- Furthermore, 
the attached Motion by the Honorable Judge Beck, states that Gary Maye 

was armed with a knife. Emphasis Added. Video Surveillance will, beyond

. -t.

any doubt, prove the contrary. Additionally, a very bothersome 'phrase* 
continues'to pop up' as has surfaced again in said Motion, which is, 

reasonable foreseeable outcome. Oh Dear Lord, help us all. Not only did 

Gary Maye did NOT have a knife/NOT, *NOt) He also did NOT ever Rob
anyone. (Emphasis Added). Video confirms such a statement. There was NO
gun, knife, etc... and all of the subject of robbery is pure speculation 

and purely assumptive, and holds no leverage whatsoever and so Gary
Maye, objects emphatically as thereSno evidence to substantiate the
charge(s).

Maturity and state of mind are critical to this case. Gary Maye 

further implores the Appelate Court to subpoena the 'D.C. Holding 

Facility' (jail)., as the housing or medical records shall retain the 

evidence of medications prescribed for the physical and mental well 
being of -the majr, Gary Maye, further proving the state of mind of the 

Minor (Emphasis Added) which was that of instability,to say the least.
COLLATERALLY REVIEWABLE

When realization of Gary Maye's case is of serious consequential 
recourse pursuant to error from an Invalid Plea, Prosecutorial Mis­
conduct, the Brady Violation, purppsefully evading the mindset of the
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Defendant, and Phsyochologically, and realtime Exculpatory Evidence,
NOW EXPECTED, for review, and all subsequent contentions, discovery,

: discussion(s), and Gary Maye's strong, yet respectful, prayerful, 
statement that inter alia,
(2014) that Gary Maye -is-actually convicted of a wrongful conviction 

of Armed Manslaughter; Hence, a Non-Existent offense because the indict-

under Rosemond VS. United States. No 12-895,

ment and the Government were hot required to prove that Petitioner had 

Advanced Knowledge" of the alleged charge and subsequent conviction• 
Gary Maye, further reveals that his responSe(s) within these documents 

and specifically, within the category entitled 'Standard of Review', 
Gary Maye emphatically explains" how Theoritical Implications are tossed -
out based upon a specific requirement of the law, which is to have cross 

examined the true mens rea of Gary Maye,f conducted a.,^and- ordered a 

Psychological Evaluation by a professional Psychiatrist for Gary Maye, 
especially when he was under Psychiatric Medications and of Adolescence 

Immaturity, AND had he known his assistance of counsel had possession
of surveillance video profoundly exhibiting Gary Maye's lack of knowledge 

conduct conducive to an act of. Armed Manslaughter, then Mr. Maye NEVER 

would have, pled to any such charge. Theory of Armed Manslaughter, or 

the act of aiding & abetting and conspiring to commit the crime does NOT 
j 'fit' here under. Rosemond as Mr. Maye is allowed tq implore this Court 
to review Gary Maye's contention under the well established 

of Haines V. Keener. 404 U.S. 519,520 (1972) wherein the
precedent 

court construes 

578 F. 3d 314 (5th Cir.a pro se brief liberally. Windland V. Quarterman. 
2009).

THIS SECTION INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK

Page 4
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STANDARD OF REVIEW
THE,EFFECT OF ROSEMOND V. -UNITED STATES

Petitioner, Gary May.e, avers that the decision in Rosemond V. , United 

States > which is a Supreme Court decision, No. 12-895, addresses the 
federal aiding & abetting statute 18 USC 2, which states that a peraoh 

who furthers-more specifically who aids, abets.., counsels, commands, 
induces or procures the commission of a federal offense is punishable 

as a principal.
Now, on the ,17th day of October.., 2018, The Honorable Judge ROnna 

Lee Beck, respectfully, stated that under District of Columbia Law 

defendant can be found guilty based on the conduct of others With whom 

he is acting in concert under aiding & abetting and conspiracy theories.
As we see attached of Judge Beck's 'writing/response' , respectfully, "the 

government' s prosecution of Defendant was based on those theories".
However, since Gary Maye was unaware of any murder, or manslaughter, and 

furthermore, had no intention whatsoever., (Emphasis Added) of a horrific 

act/incident occurring, then one must, as this Appelate Court be implored, 
without bias, lo further -realize' the very Effect of Rosemond, in this 

instance, for the specific charge, and subsequent conviction of 'armed 

manslaughterf.
v

Petitioner, Gary Maye, respectfully, contends that trader Rpseriiond 

V. United States, No. 12-895, (2014), the Theoretical Presumptions that 

the government's "basis" was theorized upon, must be extremely examined, 
for error is prevalent, because the Supreme Court decision was of a recent 
interpretation re. the federal statute, namely, 18 USC 2, Aiding & Abetting. 

The statute has substantively defined what constitutes a violation of 

"INTENT", as required in 18 USC 2 directly affects the petitioner in two 
ways to wit:

Since Gary Maye, in case # 2012 CF3 020345, had never knowingly 

committed an act of murder and or manslaughter, OR, HAD ANYAADVANCED 

KNOWLEDGE OF AN INTENT TOCCOMMIT SUCH AN ACT, which NEVER entered the mind 

of state of mind/mens rea of Gary Maye, then all theoretical views, 
basis, presumptions', e-tc.. are erroneous, beyond any reasonable doubt. 
Additionally,. WITHOUT the mens rea established by Gary Maye, the conviction 

of Armed Manslaughter is an Impossibility. Thus,. Gary Maye, stands 

convicted of a NON-EXISTENT OFFENSE.
Invalidity Of Charge & Conviction-

The federal aiding & abetting statute, which derives from common law

a
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standards for accomplice liability, has two components. A Person is liable 

under "2” only if he (1) Takes an affirmative act iri furtherance of the 

underline offense. (2) With the Intent to facilitate that offense 

commission. Gary Maye never committed either of the two, or conspired to 

an act of giving directives to commit manslaughter and or murder. In 

answering the second question, the Court stated, (Rosemond) In addition 

to conduct extending to some part of the crime, aiding & abetting, requires
extending to the whole crime. The Defendant must not just associate 

himself with the venture but also participate in it as something that he 

wishes to bring about and seek by his actions to make it succeed. Nye & 

Nissen V. United States 336 U.S. 613, 619. That requirement is satisfied 

when a person "actively" participates in a criminal venture with FULL 

KNOWLEDGE of the circumstances constituting the charged offense. Here 

Gary Maye, is actually innocent of armed manslaughter.
Petitioner, Gary Maye, .strongly contends, that upon application of 

of factual circumstances surrounding Gary Maye's ADOLESCENCE, at the 

time of 'offer' of plea agreement, MEDICATIONS, that Gary Maye was taking 

for SCHIZOPHRENIA AND PARANOIA, AND, the LACK OF KNOWLEDGE THAT A 

SURVEILLANCE VIDEO EXHIBITED ALL ACTS OF CONDUCT OF GARY MAYE, despite 

Gary Maye's^ attorney possessing said surveillance video , that Gary Maye 

would NEVER HAVE PLED to .any such charge(s) of Manslaughter, because the 

INTENT was NEVER 'present' in the mind of Gary Maye for such conduct, 
and the EXCULPATORY EVIDENCE within the surveillance video further proves 

WITHOUT DOUBT OF REASONABLE NATURE, that Gary Maye never committed nor 

had any ADVANCED KNOWLEDGE of such a horrific crime ever taking place.
Since the government must prove "Advanced Knowledge", under Rosemond,
AND the Plea Agreement was erroneous, based on the underlying circumstances 

regarding Gary Maye's 'knowledge', or lack thereof, and understanding 

consequential ramifications of such ‘'pleas', pleading, waiver of rights, 

etc... because Gary Maye has the right to the proposed hearing herein 

requested, respectfully, for the at a minimum, a PSYCHOLOGICAL EVALUATION, 
for the mind ofGGary Maye, for Due Process.

"INTENT "

?

DUE PROCESS CLAUSE
"It is well established that the Due Process Clause requires 

the prosecution to prove beyond a reasonable doubt every fact necessary 
to constitute the crime with which [Petitioner] is charged". (In re 

Winship, 397 U.S. at 364). Therefore, when a



CERTIFICATE OF AFFIRMATION: COMPLIANCE: & SERVICE
;

I hereby affirm that I prepared and have read this Affidavit and 

that I believe the foregoing statements in this Affidavit to be true. I 

hereby further affirm that the basis of these beliefs is either my obn 

direct knowledge of the legal principles and historical facts involved
and with respect to which I hold mySeif out as an expert or statements 

made or documents provided to me by third parties whose veracity I 
reasonably assumed.Thus, the statements are made under penalty of perjury. 

Further the Affiant sayeth naught.
Date: January 31, 20)19

Gary Maye
COMPLIANCE

I certify that the foregoing brief is not more than 1-7 pages 

in length. I also certify that it is in compliance.

SERVICE
I, Gary Maye,. Affiant, herein!certify that I have read the following 

brief and: that it is true and' correct- to the best of my ability. I also 

certify thatf; pursuant to 2.8- O.-S.-C. Section- 1746, on the' day of 3l ,
q

, 201$, I. have placed a copy of the 

foregoing, pleading in- the United States Mail with U.S. Postage pre-paid 

and affixed thereto^ to. be mailed’ to the following below by placing said 

pleading in the hands, of prison, officials here wh’ere I am located pursuant 

to the 'mailbox rule' ... I am at F.C.I. Beaumont (Medium)

Reg. # 46583-007 
c/o PiO. Box' 26040 

:: Beaumont Texas 77720'

IN the- month, of January

DISTRICT CLERK
U.S: Court House

January. 31, 2019
Distyrict. Court of: Appeals 
430 E. Street:. N.W. 
Washington, D;C. 20001
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. JUN 2 8 2019 I iJBtitrkt of Columbia
• j. *

Court of Appeal#
'} '■ i

No. 18-CO-X275

GARYMAYE, >
Appellant, .

GF3-20345-12v.

UNITED STATES,'
Appellee. -. :

: *.• « '
ORDER

>i

It appearing that the complete record on appeal has been filed with this court,
it,is ;

ORDERED that appellant's brief and limited appendix including the 
documents required by D.C. App. R. 30(f), shall be filed within 40.days from the 
date of this order, and appellee's brief shall be filed within 30 days thereafter. See 
D.C. App. R. 31.

FOR THE COURT'
( 'OiMi (A •

t •

Copies e-served to: i.

JULIO A. CASTILLO 
CLERK OF THE COURT

Elizabeth Trosman, Esquire 
Assistant US Attorney 
555 4th Street, NW 
Washington, DC 20530

• 1

Copies mailed to:

Gary Maye
FR# 46583-007, FCI Beaumont Medium 
P.O. Box 26040 
Beaumont, TX 77720

pmg
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SUPERIOR COURT OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
CRIMINAL DIVISION

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA ) CASE NO. 2012 CF3 020345
) \ : ■:... . •'

;) JUDGE RONNA LEE BECKv.
)

GARY MAYE )

ORDER bENYING DEFENDANFS MOTION

Before the court is Defendant’s prase“M6tiori as Appellant for Actual Innocence;

Inquiry for Evidence as Only Appropriate to Wifc Motion within Appellate Court of District 

of Columbia Entitlement for Petition Discovery for Evidence.” Although Defendant’s 

motion is addressed to the District of Columbia Court of Appeals, no notice of appeal 

from an order of this court has been filed. Moreover^ the new issue raised by Defendant 

in this motion that has not been addressed before is his request for a copy of the video 

surveillance film that captured many of the events that underlie the crimes for which 

Defendant pled guilty. That request is properly addressed by this court.

Defendant seems to contend that the video will demonstrate his innocence 

because it will show, for example, that he personally was not armed with a knife, and 

that he personally did not rob anyone,: although he pled guilty to and thus was convicted 

of robbery whiie armed with a knife, robbery, arid voluntary manslaughter while armed.

CentraLto Defendant’s rationale For production of the video surveillance film is a 

misunderstanding about the controlling law: Under District of Columbia law, a defendant 

can.be found guilty based on the conduct of others with whom he is acting in concert 

under aiding and abetting and conspiracy theories. Indeed, the government’s 

prosecution of Defendant was based on those theories. See Superseding Indictment,

A pptsJk 09
1



60/Z>
;

04/09/2013, at 2-9 (detailing the conspiracy). Thus, it does not demonstrate 

Defendant’s innocence that the video does not show that Defendant personally was 

armed with a knife or that he personally stabbed the decedent, orthat he personally 

robbed someone. Accordingly, it is this 17th day of October, 2018, hereby 

ORDERED that Defendant’s motion is DENIED.

tikes j&cAj£
Judge Ronna Lee Beck 

(Signed in Chambers)

Copy Eserved on:

Special Proceedings, United States Attorney’s Office 
through Jessie Liu, United States Attorney

Copy mailed from chambers to:

Gary Maye, 46583-007 
FCI Beaumont Medium 
PO Box 26040 
Beaumont, TX 77720 
Pro Se Defendant
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DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA COURT OF APPEALS 
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA OF APPEALS

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA I
V. ) Case No. 2012 No. 2012 CF3 020345 

18CO-1275)Gary Maye for GARY MAYE )•
MOT-ION AS APPELLANT FOR ACTUAL INNOCENCE

Inquiry For Evidence As Only Appropriate To Wit

MOTION WITHIN APPELATE COURT OF District of Columbia
r "ENTITLEMENT FOR PETITIONER '

.DISCOVERY FOR EVIDENCE,

Gomes Now: Gary Mayej petitioner',: pro se, for right(s)' to 

bring forth secured evidence, as'direct relation is apparent by" 

surveillance video, which was iitilized to convict petitioner, Gary 

Maye, and the possession of prosecutors, U.S..* Attorney’s office, or 

other governmental offices known',, and/or unknown to be discovered1 is 

of the right(s-) of Gary Maye, for further, evidence on behalf of the 

Defendant, Gar^ Maye,'and at a minimum an HONORABLE JUSTICE is 

respectfully requested for prosecution Oversight within case/cause 

stated herein, to be Case No. 2012-CF3 020345 in the Superior Court, 
of the District of Columbia.

: •

. ;

Title 28, Section 2255 is, as Gary Maye understands, to be applied
for serious constitutional violations and petition the Court to vacate

{

Or set aside sentence pursuant to Section 2255 and new rules of law 

and newly discovered evidence. Thus, Gary Maye, further states to the 

Appelate Justice for the Honorable Judge of said Court, that IF the 

document herein is to be construed as a Section 2255, petitioner relies 

on justice for which it stands, according to texts within grade school, 
as there is a very perplexing, or peculiar 'air* surrounding the entire 

federal judicial system. (See attached * Order Denying Motion' from 

Judge Rortna Lee Beck).

SUBSTANTIATION FOR RIGHT OF PETITIONER

The VERY same video utilized by the prosecution is of utmost 
necessity to view by the petitioner, Gary Maye, and an evidentiary



hearing is imperative as erroneous charges and falsehoods have been 

pronounced and propounded upon the man, Gary Maye. Defendant, Gary Maye 

states that while a plea of guilt was entered into the record, the plea 

was out of threat, duress, and coercion, DESPITE an 1 understanding' of 
some concocted consequence unbeknownst to the petitioner, Gary Maye.
At the time of such a plea, Gary Maye was of an adolescent stage of 
maturity, albeit intellectually, emotionally, or otherwise. Furthermore, 
the attached Motion by the Honorable Judge Beck, states that Gary Maye 

was armed with a knife. Emphasis Added. Video Surveillance will, beyond 

any doubt, prove the contrary.. Additionally, a very bothersome 'phrase' 
continues to 'pop up' as has surfaced again in said Motion, which is, 

reasonable foreseeable outcome. Oh Dear Lord, help us all. Not only did 

Gary Maye did NOT have a knife, NOT, NOT, He also did -.NOT ever Rob
anyone. (Emphasis Added). Video confirms such a statement. There was NO 
gun, knife, etc. and all of the subject of robbery is pure speculation 

and purely assumptive, and holds no leverage whatsoever, and so Gary
• .•

Maye, objects emphatically as -there no evidence to substantiate the 
charge(s).

Maturity and state of mind are critical to this case. Gary.Maye 

further implores the Appelate Court to subpoena the 'D.C. Holding 

Facility' (jail), as the housing or ..medical records shall retain the 

evidence of medications prescribed for the-physical and mental well 
being Of the man, Gary Maye, further proving the state of mind of the* 

Minor (Emphasis Added) which was that of;instability,to say the least.

ACTION. REQUESTED

The very evidence utilized to convict Gary Maye, is the very same 

evidence necessary and rightfully the property of Gary Maye, to prove 

the very innocence of the man, Gary Maye..Thus, manifest injustice is 

exhibited, or demonstrated because such evidence is imperative to illustrate 

the right to Life, Liberty, and the pursuit of Happiness, and further 

illustrate the true mens rea of said petitioner, Gary Maye. Therefore, 
such audacious statements as stated within the Motion or Order Denying 

Motion are in dire necessity of correction, and further proves an 

evidentiary hearing is quite frankly, imperative. Presumptions and 

presumptive statements are inadmissible as evidence and "reasonable

Page 2
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foreseeable outcome" is mind bogglingly ridiculous,: as only God can 
foretell tomorrow

Conspiracy to convict the petitioner, Gary Maye, is well within 

reason if Gary Maye conspired to voluntarily 'manslaughter' someone 

when there was absolutely NO weapon possessed and NO robbery occurred. 
So', an emphatic request for. oversight, correction, and and evidentiary 

hearing is more than.welcome for demonstration of innocence, mens 

and mental state of mind, heart, and: soul;, and further prove what 
really conspired in.the setting of- this: case.

;

rea,

Defendant, further requests, for,, the Clerk of the Court - to forward 

a copy of the Court's ultimate disposition:of: this matter to him at the 

address F.C.I. Beaumont (Medium);
Reg. #:<-{6S%3~001 
c/o P.p. Box 26040 

Beaumont, Texas,77720
Respectfully .submitted and pursuant to Title 28,,United States 

Code Section ,1746,. I ^declare under penalty .-of perjury that the 'foregoing 

is true , complete, and:correct to ..the best! of my knowledge.

Executed this day of.:September 19 *. .2018.

Without'Prejudice/ Without Recourse 

UCC .1-308 for Gary Maye
Authorized Representative,- Attorney in Fact 
in. behalf of GARY MAYE, Ens Legis, DEBTOR ,

18-CO-1275Page 3
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;

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
CRIMINAL DIVISION

) CASE NO. 2012 CF3 020345 
)
) JUDGE RONNA LEE BECK 
)

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

v.

GARY MAYE )

ORDER DENYING MOTION

Before the court is Defendant’s second “Motion for Credit for Time Served, 

Demonstration to ‘Correct Manifest Injustice/ Conduct an Evidentiary Hearing.” This 

motion is identical to a motion previously filed by Defendant and denied by the court in 

an order dated September 6, 2018. Nothing has changed that would warrant granting 

Defendant the relief he requests. Accordingly, it is this 11th day of June, 2019 hereby 

ORDERED that Defendant’s motion is DENIED.

; .

Judge Ronna Lee Beck 
(Signed in Chambers)

Copy Esetved on:

Special Proceedings, United States Attorney’s Office 
through Jessie Liu, United States Attorney

Copies Emailed to:

Special Proceedings Division 
USADC.ECFSpeGialProceedinqs@usdoi.gov
Margaret Chriss, Chief Special Proceedings 
T. Anthony Quinn, Deputy Chief, Special Proceedings

1
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,- SUPERIOR COURT OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
CRIMINAL DIVISION

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 1 CASE NO. 2012 CF3 020345
vs

■ - JUDGE RONNA LEE BECK
18-CO-1275

:GARY MAYE

MOTION FOR CREDIT FOR TIME SERVED 

DEMONSTRATION TO "CORRECT MANIFEST INJUSTICE"
CONDUCT AN EVIDENTIARY HEARING

COMES NOW: Gary Maye a living, breathing man, in behalf of 
GARY MAYE, a, fictitious entity (corporation) in the above named 

Superior Court in the District of Columbia, to bring forth petitioner's 
right, pro se, pursuant to the Constitution of the United States, and 
the United States Supreme Court decisions specifically, Roper v.

Florida, j.D.B. v. North Carolina, and Miller v. 
Alabama. Gary Maye, at the time of alleged crimes committed, 
to records in Case # 2012 CF-3.020345, C^ry Maye, not GARY MAYE, 
fictitious corporation, which, not who,

Simmons, Graham v.

according 

the
was actually charged and 

convicted of alleged crimes, and. when Cary Maye was of an age,
phsycologically known to be of immaturity, impetuosity, and failure to 

appreciate risk and consequences of specific behavioral conduct,: if 

Gary Maye* even committed such actions in.!the ..first place. Emphasis Added. 
Be it known, Gary Maye, further propounds to this Court, named

herein, respectfully, that the alleged crimes were NOT EVEN committed
by Gary Maye. Emphasis Added. Furthermore, Proof beyond any and all• 
reasonable doubt(s), shall be evident within an Evidentiary Hearing,
whereby Gary Maye shall testify to the veracity of what is under God, 
true, correct, and complete, for justification of such a bold statement.

For the record, if one were to assume that Gary Maye committed
for which the mart, Gary Maye,. is confinedsuch a violent act of conduct

to DeHumanizing. incarceration; 

remained oblivious, with prejudice,
the Court in the case 2012 CF-3 020345,

to Gary Maye's inability to interact 
with law enforcement, prosecutors, his own assistance of counsel, 
INEFFECTIVE, (and Gary Maye will whole heartedly attest to that very fact) 

enter into an appalling contract, (plea agreement) for which Gary Maye 
was of age known to be

albeit

an adolescent (Emphasis Added) and of Rule 11, 
Colloquy, despite Judge Canan presiding over such a proceeding, because

PcppiAdii G!
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Gary Maye was under EXTREME duress 

prosecutors) coercion, and threat, (of life sentence of which Gary 

Maye will attest under oath, EMPHASIS ADDED) of which proof will be 

sustained in. an Evidentiary Hearing,
Such Reversals have been upheld in The Supreme Court.

confusion,(designed by the

The Court cause/case in this subject matter failed to consider 

the mitigating qualities and circumStances of "youth", and, br was
biased, perhaps by prejudice pursuant to, or concerning media coverage 

of said case, to act with unjust and quick decisions for quite 

frankly, fraudulent conviction(s) of the Defendant, Gary Maye.

Culpability of a class of offender and the severity of the 

sentence is further necessity for an Evidentiary Hearing. See Kennedy 

vs. Louisiana 554 U.S. 407, 128 5 .Ct.17iC.Ed2d525,

Roper vs. Simmons, Graham vs. Florida established that Children 
are different from adults in relation to sentencing. See Roper S.Ct 
161L Ed.2dl. As stated, "under developed for sense of responsibility, 

recklessness, impulsivity leads to more vulnerable and negative 

influences". Graham •emphasised that the distinctive attributes of youth 

diminish the penalogical justification for-imposing the harshest
sentences against juvenile offenders, even .for the most horrific crimes.

The 8th Amendment prohibits cruel and unusual punishment, which 

constitutes cruel and unusual treatment, and guarantees the right not 
to be sentenced to excessive sanctions. See Roper S.Ct 16lL (2d.2dl).

Petitioner, Gary Maye, further implores this Court, respectfully, 

to call upon a psychologist with expertise in the field of adolescent 
behavior and cross examine the true mens rea of Gary Maye, within an 

Evidentiary Hearing, for the purpose of fair and equitable treatment 
and rights, and proof that Gary Maye will establish that an observable 

error occurred for cause of an involuntary plea of guilt. Hence: 
Manifest Injustice. (Black's Law Dictionary-Tenth Edition).

'ACTION REQUESTED 

Page 2
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ACTION REQUESTED :

The Defendant, Gary Maye, in the above’ entitled matter respectfully 

moves this Honorable Court, pursuant to the order dated August 4,. 2017
signed by Judge Ronna Lee Beck, whereby the theme so states that 
the Defendant may only withdraw a: guilty plea after sentencing 

order to correct manifest injustice..'' Therefore,, movement by the 

Defendant, Gary Maye, is pronounced: by and through, this: motion for 

clear and obvious demonstration of several points of manifest injustice 

to do one of three things:
1. Grant Defendant, Gary Maye,. Time Served, and allow the Defendant 

to exhibit recidivism as a. NON Existent term, as it relates to the man 
Gary Maye.

Him

2. Conduct an; Evidentiary Hearing for right(s) stated within 

this document,, which allows Gary Maye to completely demonstrate his 

true mens red AND manifest injustice. Emphasis Added.
3. Release the Defendant, Gary Maye, to probation via supervised 

release for a period not to exceed twelve months. Thus, allowance for 

Gary Maye t-o focus on his pursuit of life, liberty, and his pursuit 

Of happiness. Make the example right now, Gary Maye, WILL have Zero 
recidivism.

PRAYER
Allowance is granted for a full Evidentiary Hearing for Gary Maye 

to convey his literal innocence and demonstrate his True Mens Rea,
further explain to fhe court that the legality of a signatory of a 

SEVENTEEN Year Old Child on a contract (Plea Agreement) is indeed Illegal 
and furthermore that was of a person at the time under Extreme Duress, 
Threat, Confusion, and Coercion, and so consequently the 'contract'
is null and void. So shall it be done.

\ Without Prejudice/Without Recourse 

UCC 1-207!

Gary Maye on behalf of 
GARY MAYE Ens Legis

Page 3



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

Gary MayeI I , Petitioner, pro se, 
§1746, :that on this

I have placed a .true 
and correct copy of the foregoing Motion & Demonstration to Correct

do hereby certify, pursuant to 28 U.S.C. 
8 th day of August 20 18t

Manifest. Injustice 

located herein at the. Beaumont 'Medium
in the legal mail, system for. ‘prisoners

Federal Correctional 
Institution, to be forwarded to the. foregoing party(s):

Motion for Credit for Time Served
& Demonstration to Correct Manifest
Injustice AND Pronouncement for
Evidentiary Hearing for Correction .stared
above. SUPERIOR COURT OF THE DISTRICT
OF COLUMBIA ---CRIMINAL DIVISION _______
ATTN. District Clerk 0)00 AVyAxniMLi.

Oy^o\

O.B M\ 1^ , 566 voor-V'asi-
ac^63o

Respectfully, Without Prejudice UCC 1-207
&

/

/AGary Maye in behalf of
GARY MAYE 
Ens Legis

V.

Page 4
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F rom: "Dillon, Justin (USADC)" <Justin.Dillon@usdoi.qov> 
Subject; RE; Gary Maye

Date: September 9, 2013 11:04:03 AM EDT 
To; Betty Ballester <slaml3@aoi.com>

"Flynn, Kevin (USADG)" <Kevin.Flynn@usdoj,g 
cKathleen.Connoily@usdoj.gov>

Co:
ov>, "Connolly, Kathleen (USADC)"

Betty,

ArT a T lffida! Ple\°ffer f°r Mr' Maye; 'f he pleads 6ulltVt0 Voluntary Manslaughter While Armed 
we wl dKm V °lijaW0" 6riffin' b*tb* Exxon), and Robbery (of Isaac Chase, on the platfo^
*7 l i t 3 8rAe,ater 3nd remaininS counts' reserv/e stepback, waive enhancement papers and 
serve allocution. Also, as with the earlier plea offer, we would agree that his liability for the Armed

the fery aCC°Unt rUid be the applicab,e Suideline range for Armed Robbery and would not include
standard?^ "7^ ["'"T™ ^ aCtUaliy h°,ding the gUn‘ The °ther terms ^uld be the 
standard terms for any plea-both sides would agree to aflocute within the guidelines, etc.

Let me know if you have any questions.

Thanks,

Justin '

From: Betty Ballester [mailto:slaml3@aol.com3 
Sent: Monday, September 09, 2013 8:04 AM 
To: Dillon, Justin (USADC)
Subject: Gary Maye

Justin,

He - iso 

3i - 

IS - to

lh- (5 

3 -7

7a~- xi
to

^.6 2>

V'iO.
*

Could you get me an official plea offer. I want to make sure that Mr Mave knows all hk
SteToon wJTTt.1 pr°!’ably wj“ 8° see Wm either tomotrow afternoon or Wednesday 

1 ^now r°u faeI<eve that he started all of this with the robbeiy, I would
SThe one 0^^“^ he.di<!,,,t haye **'•iacket or *p 8™* *e end. of the day,

.was ”ot °"e of fliree" and actively saw what was taking place and went back down the 
escalator. I hope that counts for something. 1 think that his Mom, wants him tn or, t„ tri.i she 
has been monitoring all the hearings and.variortpbM and apparently doing some invention 
°" her own- Ican't say that Mom's always know best althn £ a mother I cSy “0VeStlgat,0n 

tib* fn«nsr/ AhsnrMBB

Betty Ballester

fippbjnyax

mailto:Justin.Dillon@usdoi.qov
mailto:slaml3@aoi.com
mailto:cKathleen.Connoily@usdoj.gov
mailto:slaml3@aol.com3
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What made you out with themDETECTIVE PARTMAN:1

2 today1?
:ISAIAH GANT: Becaiise I ain't .had nothing else to3

4 do. It was Friday;

DETECTIVE PARTMAN i Did you know what they wered>
6 going to?

(Z> No. ^ We just was on a train and.

8 went everywhere. We went to Gallery first. Vfe was

9 cooling. I didn't know they had that,

DETECTIVE PARTMAN: All right.

ISAIAH’ GANT: f'th dead serious.

DETECTIVE- PARTMAN:'- Prints come back on that gun. 

ISAIAH- GANT: I'm telling you I didn't touch no

ISAIAH GANT:
J-

10

11

12

13

14 *gun.

DETECTIVE PARTMAN: And'you don't know who did. 

ISAIAH ’GANT: • I- don't know.

DETECTIVE ADAMS:: All right. So it was just you 

18 and Big. Ant . The rest of them

[Detective Partman left the room.]

ISAIAH GANT: The rest of’ them (inaudible) . 

DETECTIVE ADAMS: All right. Is Big Ant"related

15

16

17

19

20

21

22 to you?

23 No: He live around my way though’.ISAIAH GANT:

DETECTIVE ADAMS: Okay.

[Detective Adams' and Detective Washington left

24

25

Jvg.fiik hsti^ty

i.'l kwJiedjl
df CbKSptTdlV

-frtcfkpi&fo*"

Diversified Reporting Services, Inc. 
1101 16th Street, NW, 2nd Floor 

Washington, D.C. 20036 
Phone: 202-46' 9208 

Fax 202-293 254
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1 ISAIAH GANT: I think it was Gator.

6 DETECTIVE ADAMS: Who is Gator?
3 ISAIAH GANT: Gary..

DETECTIVE ADAMS: Who's that?G> You didn't mention
that.5

6 ISAIAH GANT: Yeah, chipped tooth.
7 DETECTIVE ADAMS: Okay- 

chipped tooth, you call him Gator? 

ISAIAH GANT: Yeah.

So the dude with the
8

9

10 DETECTIVE ADAMS: Or Gary? Okay. So Gator, 
Gary -- who says I kind of want that jacket?11

12 ISAIAH GANT: He did.
. 13 DETECTIVE ADAMS: Towho, who does he say it to?

j I think he was talking either J.R.
s'

ISAIAH GANT:
15 or David, one of them.
16 DETECTIVE ADAMS: Okay. And where are you when .
17 he's saying this?
18 ISAIAH GANT:

19 waiting for them to hurry up.

DETECTIVE ADAMS:

I'm like across the street. I'm

%
So how can you hear him say I

21 want that jacket?
22 ISAIAH GANT: Because he said it when we was over
23 there in the McDonald's at first. 

DETECTIVE ADAMS:(li) Okay. While in
the McDonald's. 

hUtj-ddiftd&ns" -ksb/r^y bfKnlj

j-hsjjfwy
Diversified Reporting Services-, Inc. 

1101 16th Street, NW, 2nd Floor
20036Washington, D.C.

Phone: 202-467-9208 
Fax: 702-293-1254
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:

1 ISAIAH GANT: .Yeah.

DETECTIVE'. ADAMS: .AIL right. .When the dude asked 

3 for some weed,, he said .-what?

ISAIAH GANT :. . He: came , out .there and was. like. I.

5 kind of want that, jacket...

DETECTIVE ADAMS.: Okay.

ISAIAH GANT: ' Then —

.DETECTIVEADAMS: * He to 1 d #- -

2

4

6

7

<b
9 ISAIAH' GANT: 

oyer here so I can serve you • and stuff. 

■DETECTIVE ..ADAMS:

He told the dude, yeah, let ' s step

10

11 Oh-huh.

12 ISAIAH GANT: Then they had went down by the

13 .Exxon and stuff and got down a little bit farther and stuff

14 ‘ and we waiting down there for them and stuff.

DETECTIVE ADAMS:15 Who is we?

16 ■ISAIAH GANT: The people I told you about.

Well, tell me who they17 DETECTIVE ADAMS: Okay..

18 are.

19 ISAIAH GANT: Immanuel and me and Big Ant and

20 them.

21 DETECTIVE ADAMS: All right. So the five of you
22 all were waiting. .

ISAIAH GANT:

DETECTIVE ADAMS: 

waiting for him, where was the curly-haired dude?

23 Yeah, while they (inaudible). 

Or the six of you all were24

25

Diversified Reporting Services, Inc. 
1101 16th Street, NW, 2nd Floor 

Washington, D. C. 20036 
Phone: 202-467-9208
Fax: 202-293-1254

Appesd'd MSS'
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1 had who had the stolen jacket on?
x'ISAIAH GANT: I .think he did.$ I think that was

'/3 it.

DETECTIVE ADAMS4 J.R. ?:

5 ISAIAH GANT:. Yeah;

DETECTIVE ADAMS: Okay. Ail right. Go on.and 

7 describe the other,guys.

ISAIAH GANT: And then, uh;, Gator had on like a 

9 Sweater, like a sweater joint.

DETECTIVE ADAMS: Uh-huh. What color was it? 

ISAIAH GANT: It was black. It was straight

6

8

10

11
12 black.

13 DETECTIVE ADAMS Okay. What did the curly-:

i4 ‘ haired dude have on?

He had on like, like the coat I 

It was like a greenish joint, like a

15 ISAIAH GANT :

16 have but smaller.

17 greenish type joint.
18 DETECTIVE ADAMS: Uh-hUh.

ISAIAH: GANT:19 Yeah, it was smaller. It wasn't
20 like the long one.

21 regular joint.
It came like to right here, so like a

22 DETECTIVE ADAMS: What color pants?
23 ISAIAH GANT: I don't -- i think he had on some
24 blue joints, yeah.

25 DETECTIVE ADAMS: All right. What about Big Ant,

Diversified Reporting Services> Inc. 
1101 16th Street, NW, 2nd Floor

20036Washington, D.C.
Phone: 202-467^9208
Fax: 202-293-1254
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DETECTIVE ADAMS: This is Detective Partman; 
we're clear on things; right; Who Was with you? 

who went to -- like By the Exxon arid robbed the dude? Give

1 So
2 i mean,
3

me the guys again.4

iSAlAH GANT:
. •- . ....

DETECTIVE PARTMAN:

it was Gator.

What did Gato'r have bn?

He had like a regular sweater oh;

5

6

7 ISAIAH GANT;
•. i. ?

like a Black;8

DETECTIVE PARTMAN: "Black? 

ISAIAH GANT:

9

10 Yeah;

DETECTIVE ADAMS: okay. What else? 

ISAIAH GANT: "Then Huntwood went

11

12

13 DETECTIVE ADAMS : : Hiintwood?

ISAIAH GANT: Yeah.

DETECTIVE ADAMS: tJh-huh.

ISAIAH GANT: 'The buriy-haifed guy.

The curly-haired dude. 

. R; weftt;

14

15

16

DETECTIVE ADAMS:17

f~I think^J18 ISAIAH GANT:

DETECTIVE ADAMS: j.R; 

ISAIAH GANT:

19

And David Went. 

DETECTIVE ADAMS: David.

20

21 Who was with you
watching them?22

IsAlAH GANT: Big Ant stayed with the;

Big Ant stayed with you?

23

24 DETECTIVE ADAMS: 

ISAIAH GANT:25 Yeah.

^ Diversified Reporting Services, ind.
1101 16th Street, NW, 2nd Floor 

Washington; D.C. 20036 
Phone: 202-4'7-9208 
Frv; 202-25 1254
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No. /S-r.a^TT

IN THE

SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES

a am maw
(Your Name)

— PETITIONER

VS.

— RESPONDENT(S)

PROOF OF SERVICE

I, Gcuy __
\*X>P*A 'Trfif \€>

------------------------, do swear or declare that on this date,
, 20m, as required by Supreme Court Rule 29 I have 

served the enclosed MOTION FOR LEAVE TO PROCEED IN FORMA PAUPERIS
and PETITION FOR A WRIT OF CERTIORARI on each party to the above proceeding 
or that party’s counsel, and on every other person required to be served, by depositing 
an envelope containing the above documents in the United States mail properly addressed 
to each of them and with first-class postage prepaid, or by delivery to a third-party 
commercial carrier for delivery within 3 calendar days.

The names and addresses of those served are as follows:
11,it, ft/jpf/snL C i a A A "Tj/yCUfi______________________________

CjQAtfAl aP$)/ Urtjb/1 AV- jU/a>. ?J71 i a^

llit. Ci~t/jA iS-PApp/dft Jltr fji/ A-P ! ?Ayfl/J. U. Cl). ( 1 vdiJjptr^ /\f

I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on K*Y:x^XY>?P€>f Vc> ,202^

(Signature)"


