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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

[ ] For cases from federal courts:

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

the petition and is

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

[ 1 is unpublished.

The opinion of the United States district court appears at Appendix. to

the petition and is

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

[ ] is unpublished.

4 For cases from state courts:

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

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

[y] is unpublished.

The opinion of the Cﬁh@"’“"\ Couck of PArppent court
appears at Appendix _ € to the petition and is

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B¢] is unpublished.

L




JURISDICTION

[ ] For cases from federal courts:

The date on which the United States Court of Appeals decided my case
was

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

[ 1 A timely petition for rehearing was denied by the United States Court of
Appeals on the following date: __ ., and a copy of the
order denying rehearing appears at Appendix ~

[ ] An extension of time to file the petition for a writ of certiorari was granted
to and including S (date) on (date)
in Application No. A .

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

M For cases from state courts:

The date on which the highest state court decided my case was / L6 1 22
A copy of that decision appears at Appendix D .

[ ] A timely petition for rehearing was thereafter denied on the following date:
, and a copy of the order denying rehearing

appears at Appendfk_ :

[ ] An extension of time to file the petition for a writ of certiorari was granted
to and including , (date) on (date) in
Application No. A

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



CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS INVOLVED

Due plowss C}(: Lo.uu_ Qf\Jd:H*:'\c} pe,\-d—w

to a @(Dcmzb:ng Gn whida e may p(es}ank
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of Yhe court g “Pogo\{sPosed o G aunst
i - (Marshatk . decrico, Inc., (1480) kb

U-S. 238, 242, 100 S.Ch. 1610, 6k L.ED 2d.182.)

Both tha oppearenca cnd reabidy OF'IMMQJ\. |
\}uS‘f\'/co. ace. reczssary & Ha puolic. Lq%ucrym,qj
of Juawdiak  pronomcemments andHws 4o the
role of lows drsalf . (Williems v Peangotumain

('ZOlb) S74 U-$.;‘.L3__, 136 S.Cl-,(qoq-\qlo) las
L.Ed 24 u-s.)




STATEMENT OF THE CASE

On Mardn V7, 2024, Pettioer had a lhabaas -

Pe\—(\afon (Pedng in the Los Areples County Soperder
court Challanging s criminal Conmvichon on
tha grounds that, tnler aolia , tha dustreck o’t‘c\prmj‘s
offre enganed in muthple rkahonal acks of
Suppressing Ervoraisla enridanca. and inbroduccng
kenounmglyy (hse &%Wg.Skpp(aSSed dowmants ual:
o) Stok's Cruninckist oldkured cowne scene
éAf\dO_{V(.Q. USEmy enridance. geazad  (ronn
OMrarwsse usodd nak- erdgh, Hhan lesh{lad
fo gudh (e postwe ynako;
b) Shie's crmnalisr gpzeied hordiscbon
| o remeal Ml arunaachisYy dad Aok @A
Eebdiorar wih Uuwe swere ballohes.
Wowener, dwrind @atikonars Coiminak dral
Ol Y deskflad 4o mabeles exighing .

On Mamhh 17,202, Pelkiorer’s hatras pel-i’rtbs;m
. 4.



Was asstgmed o He Honorabsle Lavrad L.

Lacsecke, & Lrmar Eroectsr £or Yhe Same
Sirynek oForray's offeo Hhak proseaiad pdkhmﬁ-

Oon March 24 2021, Pekbionar (Ued & Stedemedt
of dnqualificabion requesting reassgnment of fus
hataoas pekibion on tha grovnds thak The balaas
Jua:ﬁa ,when & formes prosecuter, Used- Saumna. Shete
Climinaishs, Hhal e Ha Shjeck of Kis hoabeas
Adaons, b her former Eroseectons. Pekdioner
olheazd thak “on Rrson caveve of Hthe focks
wolld reasoncbly e~zrtain o doddt Hak
[hooeas Jvdge| uould taa aldla o ke enparhial
Presiding over Cpetibiorars| cae D Becane “a
Conflick of (ntaresk emists, and/for oppesrs to
enidh, and Mt Such cppzars A alct Aha
citihy of [rebeas Judg in har cisiliby o
{mwaN«ﬂﬁ presde aver [pektreds| hotmas
Proceedona s - Svchn bhak dhare (s Focd cause {%r
on Ocdar reasswEning the pekdien T (Exhisk A,
P13, 8,4.)

On duna 2, 202\, {j’\o_ e s . ek
. s hobans ot o




Pebdiorars tedormed of digualificokén
Svperried. by thae b~ Jvdges Iaarodrion
Noting  Sslelsy e~ prrsenad viaw of hec
irnpockedthy - (Exkit B p-21 )

The bhaoexs (wdae A& N consider how oo
(Prrson  owdare of the Fads mughk (rassndsly
e~fartcin o dodol regacding e hRxas dodar's
paietiedidy -

On Augush |, 202, pehitiorar  Eekitiored +Ha
Cohcforrim. Court of Appeal, Second Appeilake
Diskick. FPektionar explained tho abone. and
noked- Fhak “the chjectine. trquiny is not whathar
Lhe |udgp (s achuaily brased , bt whaether b
oxveroog  jwdag s Pesd-mm 'S Uta.lﬁ to =
Nawtad o dere (s G un conskiduonal

Pc‘e"‘w /Fo(‘ bias.” (MO&\V\QQAY\Q V- pexwxs%v&aim
(ta7) koo U-S. kSS, Q1 SCh kad, 27 L .Ed2d. $32.)

On Q\r«%\;s\— 2k 202, Yhae Cﬁ.lxg':fm;a. Covel 'Oc
Appeal ; Second Appzﬂab.ﬁ‘s%wck dansazd +ha

- Petikion - C Exland C. )




On Paocenice (é:», 20721, P X horar SJOWM
o~ Eerkon to Yhe Calefmion S-prere Gowrt
reﬁwduﬂg s pnatder,

On Mardnh b, 222, fa Ghicforrua Spreae
Courd 1Ssved oo Eosteard danial - (Exiobit D)

 Today, Pekibioner pektions 4o his Cov et



Reasons o0 Grooking &ha Petition
FarsHy , 4he Calilorrwn Svprema Courk didh nok
ask the question thak this Covt's prosedanks
requue Whaokher censidering old of tha
i eumstances allaaed, the sk of bias was too
igh o e conshbbonaly tolerbla .

Thstead , the Cadifornia Svpreme Court's deiak
cppfoved Yhe ecroresvs halmas Dudage's danad
of cecvsak baed an har personad  opmon.

Secondhy , Hus Lot Should Uarfy reausak whar
o b LWas A a(%m-\tzr prosawittr as e;gig«)a:ﬂa
Supremz Covrl precedat needs explaiaing:

This Court has 'ndk seb Lth o specife dest”
Of (equired (ecusal AS A pmalher of Course when
adeg has had pnor ttlvemant wdh o
delerdank ©h s role as o prosecstor (Wikléuns

. %n%%vm_czolb) S79 UJU.S. 1,2, 16 s.ck

1999, las L-Bd 2d {32, 136.) Nor has & Rund

thak ‘opunions {rmad by de.d,_,'dﬁq_ on the basts

of ks or evenks Ocanrrag on the course

QF .o @rer Procsz.o.dc«ods a Con'S.{\ivLQ a_ basts
8. o




o recosal in tha ordiony case. (Ldeky v
Unihed Stkes (199qk) S10 U-S. Sko, SSS, 11k S.Ch.
W7, 127 L-2d 24. 4Tk.)

et A contrask Hvs CGourt has also Ckck&w\&\fseo\
thak “B]llowng o deasenmaler 1 reviaw  and
evaluake s cwn prer deasens raiws
ootems > (Whcow v Lackin (1975) 421 Us. 35,
S8, n.25-) Ard this Court has werned Haba
Jvdges perstzr\al tenowledge ande Lmpression “of
case. mawy Soralives oviwergh tha ortzs'
c:m‘bvmfx‘% - (."\ e Mycchison <l455> 34 U-S. 13,
128, 7S S.¢k 623, 94 L.Ed A2.)

Here; tha cramstoaces of this case ) (hare e
Judge's estlalichad. LWorkang celadnship widh skie's
cromunalists who are o tha focus of e haloans
ecaedings, have nok boen addressed by s
Courk for fecusal purpoxzs. Ravias of Hus case
enddes this Court 4o danly whish specfic
setd of focks can alleck A Judge's “gmrsonak
kaswledge and umpression™ of a cose Hwak
may c:)uhuexah ha par\{bs’ CrGarmenks - 610\)
9.




CONCLUSION

The petition for a writ of certiorari should be granted.

Respectfully submitted,

P)%m

Date: dune 4, 2622
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