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.QUesTioN () PrEsenTED, |

L Is thee & comslibubionad clam ot double Jeo porday,
ceinstakenent of (onvickons after acquittal, whken a Fedornl
o Make bl cowet Fescmds T4 granted oveler. oF new

vl loased o Msuesicient evidence o guilt?

2. Has The Supreme Cowrt o tue United States. |
overtumed its oun precedent in Burls Vi Uniked States,
98 5.k, 2141 (1978) or Hudsen v. Loursiana, 101 5.¢4. 470
(1981) 7 where this. Court holds Hhat i e convrchon s
vtvsed for MsueRictad wvidsce o guitt, double jegpmedy
bars rebad s Because a Fndmg of msustrerent e
0F quilt means fhat 1he fviad court should have tatered a
Judgment of acguittal; Where thrs primciple agplies fo
State as well as fedeval prvsecutraas.

3. /ﬂ/as The 5u70rme Kowf.mc ﬂw Mmzed J;éz,é’s' |
OM&VW i55.00m pirecedent in Buck v Davis, 137 S.¢cf,
154 (2o1?) allowmg a United States Lowurt o l%mm/s
Luteed its statutey authorty uwnder 28 4.5.¢. § 2253
()N(A), by Considlermg Tie mersts or a Constitutonal
Aaim withaut jursditon, while determmmeq Ha reasmasle
deboataloility oF at claom !



LIST OF PARTIES

¥4 All parties appear in the caption of the case on the cover page.

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

OPINIONS BELOW

-

B4} For cases from federal courts:

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

[ 1 reported at ; or,

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4 is unpublished.

The opinion of the United States district court appears at Appendix 8 1
the petition and is

[ 1 reported at ; or,

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

#4 is unpublished.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,

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[ 1 is unpublished.

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

[ ] reported at ; or,

[ 1 has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,
[ ] is unpublished. ‘ 4




JURISDICTION

4 For cases from federal courts:

The date on which the United States Court of Appeals decided my case
was FLBRUMY (F, 2022

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

W4 A timely petition for rehearing was denied by the United States Court of
Appeals on the following date: _/HdlcH /4, 2022 , and a copy of the

order denying rehearing appears at Appendix _ €,

[ J 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. § 1254(1).

[ 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

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

appears at Appendix

[ 1 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 SThTUTERY PLOVISIENS INVOLVED |

THE FIFTH AMENOMENT - S S

No persem shall be held fo answer foy 2 Capital, o ofhtrarse
Mfamous Crime, umless 01 a preseapmeat or matmect o 2 Grad
Jury, except m cases arisivg m the Lavd or naval ﬁ’aﬁes,. ov m The
MIlITR, whea M achual stevice m bome of War ov publeé damger;
nor shall any person e subpect for e Spvne Hofose fola Fevrze put
M jesparely of Lite av Limb [ nor Shatl be tompelled i ey crimmal
Case 1o be & witness dgamst hpmsels, nor be deprrved o¥ Live, Libeck,
O property, withaut due process o lacs; nor shall prvete papert,
e Aadeen. fov public uUst, withat suest Comipen sartsrrr.

THE FOURTERNTH AMendmenT » o L

Secrion [ Al persens borm or naturalized rn He United
States, and scbject fo The jurtsdiehivn (heveat, ave cittyens oF fhe
United Sttes omd o¢ the State wherem ey reside. No Shte shall
make.ov onfovee omy law which shall abridge fhe priviteges or
Mpmunitres 0F Citraoms gr fe Uniled Shtes ; nov shatf amy Stk
deprive duy person oF Live, Litesty, or propecty, withod dece poo-
LSS oF law | stov festey fo Amy person withm #5 Jurdsdreon fhe
Lfued pevteetron of fhe Caws.

16 5.0 3 1254(1) - | | -

Cases M e Courts oF agpenls magy be revreved By e Siprena
lourt byt followme netrods - By wnit of corfioac Grancted cpon
the pehitim oF auey pacty fo sy CRAT or ermmimal case, beiove

3,




ot Aftev remdifren o judgimet ov deeree,

28 Ms C. § 2253 (c)(/)m) |

Unless a civewit jushee ov judge sssues a d&f#%/e o
Appealaoility, amn agpeal may not be talen fo the Cricrt of appects
prom = The frvad ovder i a habeas Covpus grocedng m wihich the
dettation complaimed 0F artses st of prcess /5suedd by a Shibe cnert:

28 U.$.C. § 225 (a) -

The Suprecna Court, a Justze floreot, A tiveuit judye,
O A Aistet court Shall enbertam am agplication for a anr?
0F hadeas Corpus 1 Debals of a jpesson v tustodey persiast Fo
ﬂwjudgnmd oF A Stake st onley on ﬁwjﬂuwl Yhat he 15 m
CUustodey D Vidlation oF Ha Consttation or Caws oy Freatres oF the
United States.

7/9 M S. C $ 27/54( d)

AM dp}ﬂ lrcabsmn ﬁf A uvyt oF habas W/u&' 1 bebnls o a
[ersen N Cushodyy pursaant /2 the judgment ofa Stak Court Skl
pot be gravted with respect fo aney clamn that was adjudivated
tn the merits m Stade conrt proeedings wless e adjd reation
0F fn Clarm — vesulted i a decisim That was conbrarn, fo, o
mrlved om umreasraabole dgplicatrnn of, Cleacty ¢stiblshed
Fedevad law , as determmed by He Suprence locert o Yo Uniteo
Shtes or resalled m a decrsma that was Gused o am emrtasorable
Aebormmatmn oF 1t facts po Ligit o Fie erilevee presenteod

Y.




N Tae Stake covrt proceedmg.

Texus 2udes of Aygpellate fvcedure, Cule 71.3 (h) -

SECTION TWD - APPEALS FRoM THUAL COURT TADL MENTS AND ORDELS

TRAP 2t. NEW TR2IALS IN CrRim/nac CAses.

21.3. Grounos, Tie Aeterdant puust e grzu%ey/d/ww
/*rm// W&LW%‘MM/&W)B/’W for daty OF The Folloeng
reasons ~ (h) When flu verdpt 7s contrary to tat Laws aad

The evideuce. (onty mueans or Challong s The Suthle revey OF fhe
evrdenee).

STATEMENT OF THE CASE

on ﬁ% (Gt duy o Februany, 20/7, My Townley ats frund
gaﬂ by oF Cawse Lalle-0l1d , Covnt T amd NoT Gunzy o1 Lonnt 7.
We was found Quilhy o Cawse CRIL-O(S, sole count, and Stutue)
P Stulred LiKe sgubiuces. My 70wt ley Fovmely preseted a mofina
for N Torad. (D +2-4; 8-14)

On the 12nd day of Febany, 2007, M7 mmz&, fomaley bt
O Motee v Lypead onied & Londhned Motn for New Zorad challavgang
The Sukticiency oF fhe Lvidicee /0 sypoct or Wamtam his towrhoms.
The Stade did pof peawe 4 gamst fle nefroi,on fle grvwnd flat fe
vordith is Contbyary fo the Law Guol He eordocce. Toap R 21.3(4).

On The 2441 daey o¢ btbruany, Toi7, He trsal tovert Lonsidered
omd Granded /Y75 Zawmleeys WMot fov New Tond, in Chanctaers,
wit wntten ovider and phipes bamg. (D5)

In Hu 174 ey mf,lébmw 2017, the Gravhed d/dw 723

5.




[ ted ! The. L3rd Teudivrntd Orshiret bovert esa tlecdorme ricans.
and ubsegueetly [Llled ) tht SeconA &W'/‘WW el
techvuic measrs. The Stple Aid nof Combrovet Fhe ém/z/ﬂ)e(u
(Tt.C.P 4t 401 (2)(3)).
| ﬂn The Gtn dacy or Wiarch, 2017, 11 5&4071/ &xzoffaf%m/
Arsmrssed M. Zovmlegs Gogreals a3 oot Aee # The Gravted
Ovder amdd emniles! atl piréres r» fhe 10t [E+]-5) |
In ta 104, p{a@ oF Marcth, 2077, wpmr fEceipf oF fhe Fivst
ﬂﬂ/yz/pw ool Jud gneescts, fre fral Court gijgd i#s. oveler amedng
the precivns oveler rescpndmg H# and remstied Wy Zoumleos
Comvrenis as beirng Mn&au}@ amd conmtentavratly’ guuted.
The trrod conrt liad allegedly gired Hurs rescondmg oveler on.
The 224 dacy v¥ Ftbtany bey meaes oF o omaton rebber
Settabile Sty i The Aishret Corst and theo filed 77 by
ltchorce mueamns on 17 5€iomdl Conert oF upeats. ((F+ 1-3)
On fe Vet dacy o Wareh, 2007, the Second lnuct or
Aipeals (einstaled My Towmleyls appeals At fo Fhe re-
Semdmyg ovder oF e AIad Court, wnbekanunst’ fo thew.
Bepweers Marcts letn amd on or aboid fe B de,
0 Decesn ooy 2020, Mr. 0umley dilrgentty pursued fors Livet,
Interests by wWany of Diveet dppend, PPR, W riT of Certfrovac,mmd
State Hobtas Lovpus. See Habeas record. |
I ov atoout Ha B4 davy oF Dectwiber, 2620, M. /dwnlgq
frmely Eled a Merthorrous 29 U.5.6. § 2254 Zn his Mofoon,
He partralariipd that tre Stake foral court crdlated fe Dncste
Je eopardy Clavse ox The FrEd Mtscclnent whan, (Lseprdng s

o




post-vevdet grauit oF a pecw Frral bused on Msuscrerence oF fie
evtdeaee , (¥ remsbated his convretons, _ |
On the (95 4/4{7 ¥ Jm@@ ) 2024, a vew Cause Order wns
Cutecked Dy Fedeval DRATES Thdge Mark 7t buas, ; T St
Judge who, asa Second Lowrt of Gupats Tustree, attrmel mr.
Townleys eonvizhings. o o

On the /9t day o June, 202/, the Arshref covert rssued
115 ovder bo Aoy Mr, Zovoaleys $ 225 sithnd a e mono
(AT adelressrmg fhe merits o 475 Comshutomal cloim on &
7%&55277 0% Laes, de/ﬂfﬂ)oﬁ fo /ﬁlﬂnﬁ;’um//ﬂn 7¥ Covrrechress, (B)

- Onov abwut fhe UUstday of Seppucher, 1021, M. Trunten,
Pl fled A mobn pthe (1S, (et oF dypeals, Epeth liveas?,
Seeleimes +he iSsuance o¢ 4 Cerfreieatk oF Dy 2aloboslity oo d
In frmra /ﬂﬂu/l&rﬁ.

On Yie [ 2th dacy o February, 2022, 1he Lrert or dppant
3sued am oveler fo deny s, Coumlerss Mot o Intewna
/Wn"g becacse he Dad /M Yo /ﬁ;a/:v?ﬁ cgx;’)7)5 Mmgﬂe and
Lertrtcate o dppeal sttt . (A) .

En fiw 19th dacy oF March, 1022, the Lot of dypeats .
desiied Wir. Tawnlegs #rmetey fred Pebtron o fasl Holearmg
Md/w_ﬂe&w;m%ﬁ én Bane, (€)

My, '/774/».,(@.7 Now seehs b WrtoF Cerboan Lromn
ﬂm [trrevalole Condt,
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REASONS FoR GrINTING THE PETiTion)
FORE WOR D

V" SEmPER  AVANT &~

Lo one o among thousauds or Amerscass Citraous who
And temselves titner 1 Fedoval or Stafe prosecatms . We are
Veleraus, Fivst esponders, /ﬂ&p//é_m‘ bolov Loy adl natrmalities
that make wp trs Great Natnn. We ace Frogessimats. We are
Hushands, wives, Fatuers, Mothurs, Soms omd Ohughdess. we are
e Backhome of this Lowmntry Caught p in the Labyrinty or the
Mmevicann Commal Tustre Systews oe Mass Incarcesatomn. Whave
A persm 1S sociully adjudged Juitty | Stryped of fheir malituabl
yits fo Due Process amd Equal Probechinn o e Lo, all white
%h/nw to prove owr legal mnoteuce ; ds avvaed due 4o gur Jpeor-
mee of e baww; AEDPA 2.0, —for Hhe 215t Contucy,

We nw&@ regreseut qurselves with no formed trammg M e
rtading amd science of baws. We are prose] mdigent, meareesded
Littgants froutmg & Syshwn aitin outdated tools; our own re-
Sources — whith are mmimal af best'; witt, Lxtrenely Lomjted
ALcess 10 lgal rtsources ergaged with fue gr move tpm/{iss/hm/
Lavgers” witn abudant, mexhausfble fesaurces. e are held
fo & Lavapers Stwmdard, mocked, or event ridicaled far hrmng g
cases fo trind = He embodipand ok e Gty Amendmat we are
akeivmed o False Summanies or fact, beginnmg af e Tran(
and AW&IIM(C lovels, faten as frutt,’ fo e nevt lovel ve review,

B




e ave devied withoid poiten ovder, "white cavde! " it absolufely
no explanatiom &s ko whey we were denied. We are §lnned, out-
onst, ignored, and swept wnder The legad caspet i ‘Conrts oF Law
The vty decmitmn of " M3carriage i Fustie - 2505 fov &
Rubber Stnp ~ sin Oug Secondl Hrghest Lowrts.

Frocedent o quide amd ASSISE g P owr Lutile endeavars, Hames
v. Kervew omdd Lewrs v. &d,%% ﬁﬁ/‘ﬂ’ fae 'Litte é’aﬁfa @W@
Chamce ; These frecedents ave Largely Fgnoved by fie "legal [7o-
Gossimals. These Fugessimals, Sonce not €ven hor ddm/Fed 1o
/OKZ«A‘/M , AV MSTE /o//?’/i/w/@ drivesr M /dﬂlﬂ,q_f xﬁnos/u//«e N a
red ov blve whos who m higher ervedes, who get promoted 7 ad-
vance fhe fyramny of The For Frofit’ engme that fas became kettoon
as Crivamad Tustre m berieca y that Js peove aleia 19 JUsT us'!
O modern day Greek Classic oF Prose amd Trageds. J¥ gy tonrt
the ' Assets' we can fond goa WO GUTY

Z, mlo/acmﬁnﬁ thousands, just want a fary shake o¢ Fhe
LAW as 7 stwmds. J¢ e law states that a de neve /prew /s
m order m.oiyue;z%w ok Las, Shoke v. Toxas, Hn that (s what
should fale //Me no matter what /s 'drgwa/'ét/md /. Tle
State does not get a Fresumphom o Qorrectnuss, Miller v Futon
statmg that Sufberoney of fhe dvidadce wis not cta lewsed, whev
0 FACT Fwas and tnat Barks, Greeve pmod Hudson were not
'W/‘gjwed " the process that pollowed brcacse te State clamms

4.



Lhat = [n the lptewest oF Jhsthee = 75funs a second gromd, A
Fiba Fliw in Potitrmers Amgument . Ts pot that Judin! dutlority ?

T wns acguitted by a frrad court oF a Jhrys vevdied of
guilt when +hat samu Court gruated 1 motrvm fav new Hrinl
Dased on 1 insaieicioncy oF ot wvidlence . He /5erydled 475
Der 15 days Later ehins it Stcond Court o Gpuls o
Texas drspassed mey agoeals as 'moot . He cemstatted my r
vickms it jurisdiction, m vtolatim of fie Druble
Jeopardy Clause, wnder Hudson vi Coussiana of Fi Brertes

Double Jeopacdy Prmdple.

| Grr legal systemr /s based o The groveple That an e -
/szdewf/ tair pmdd Cornpe tent judpeinrg will v kerpret md dply
ﬂsﬂ Laws That Govern Us. The rote of ﬂzjmyl/z"m /s etvityal
to Amevivan Comeepts or Justne omd T rile 0¥ law. Judges,
maraduslly amd Collectrvely, must régpect amd fieor 2
AL A5 A /wé/)z bust anAd Shve 7 wtlinerce anA miamvitaiy Con-
frolewce - our (egal Seysemn - Tl judge /5 an arbiter of faets
ot Law fov Hhe resolution of drsputes ol @ highly L7575
Symbol ot Jrvernmend wnder fhe pule of bonv_ for Mdependlet
omd honovable juditian /s MASpenable o justree m ar
Socitty. A judge Should puttierpate m Lstahlishing, Mg,
omd o foremg high Standardls oF crndeet, avd Steowld
/)mwm/{@ dhsevve Trose Stavidards 50 frat He /»;éjn‘ﬁ? o

Mhdependence of Toe Juddieinry /s resevved.

}0
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This (s exactly what onr Federed Syste wvns foundtd o1 =
Oui Aphesrs” = Cor Frtdom from 79 ramng. I am a U-S.
Ny Submarone Vebevam, T am a T gerreraton Eoish -
Aerizon, I am a Sen o e (levdltron and a Sov o One,
T om a Fatter of Three, I ant 4 Tirce Fast Maskr oF a
Blue Lodge oF Texas, I owm FPo Se amd Zndigect. T havt
bees Froressromal sy cmder stamdimg oF Yot law cmd
Prestatatrvr o fhe courts, J bawe betu Actively flursaing
My P/%dom_'&;//&wmg Y Redes ov a Failed Systene. T asm
i1l o Awterican Citrapa enbitted fo my Lonstitufiomal
Nigits Z have Aeiemdled.

 Thee 13 a reason wihey Cade Justize 75 blpod folded,
fov P She conld see ahat /2s Digpened fo Her Systen,
516 wonld droy her Seales add fate qp ber Sword fo cut
Hhe Mead ove o¥ fu Snatke o¢ s for Procst Engine that

Wecame ‘TUST US|

T am Rumbly veguestng a call for ant tkererse Vg
, this Homovable Loverts Sepereisory Fourer over a Fidead
! Buostoon that showld be settled b turs Locrf do remove alf
W{ Mmgﬁ‘ S Lower Cowcts pretudivg He States. T
now present ). Guestrovrs and 4/74mmaf:.

Ji




|, T ueshon Oue] Ts fare a Conshitutomal cladm o doudle japuidly
| einstatomeat o convithvas AFler acguitfad, whoa & Federad or State
Friad court (e3cmds ifs Gramfed ovdec oF & naw frrad based aa psats
frerend evydonce o6 guilt?

A The had ot reseided its grambed over after fru Seconsl
Lowrt o¥ /les 0¥ Fixas dismirssed fla dypeals 25 oot Auwe
fo the g rambed oveler, clarmmng he granted ¥ ervmmenusly and
winfabtnally’. He remstated fhe coneredams. The dppeals were

 femstated. (Agpendives D, €, avel £).
The agrellate crurt afcroms e bonvietoms, Acknowbedging
Hudsom lnt not 4)/&7/149 it bt cause fie Court Stated Vaat a
 Challense fo He Sutpdeiensy of Hhe evidence was ot siitstted by
- aypellant. That 4 seeond grovwnd, the Mnterest oF Jushice |, was
 included. That & bad cowrt coulod resemd TFs new frad
 ovder tmy fiwe # ctwse fo o so. (dppadx G).
 The Tevas lowct o Commed dypeals fefused amd dendec
 withewt uvTHen ovdey on fhere qwn /Wée/amdwfﬂ{/f&d ~no
| The United Shites Drstriet Court gawcﬂ-e State prtsump -
i oF correctnese on & Dowble Jespasdey Clamm, a guestiov
ot Lans, Stibng Hat Bukss, Greene omd Hudson wire wot
“Triggeced " oo that a steomd Grovmd of 't . mterestor
jastize” was a "Fuded Haw' m Appellats anguoment. T4
denied A pollant his § 12594 Wit of Habeas (o rpus withadt
a de nove revrew ox the Constitutrrmal canv 0¥ Donible

1z,




The United States Lourt-or 4//%/5 for the FHEf Civeadt

 dbaied o Motron for a Cortreicate o8 bypoalabolity on 1475
 Constitutioval claim oF Dpuble Jtopuly Claomms, on f2e
- nurits, that feve aas pot a substarrtial Showing, unth-
ot hawrng juarsdnton aitn a sulbstguend deurnd of fie

Abition vov Puned Hebearimg [ Hebeormo €7 Banc. (AudQ)

- Thure Is a yivlafom oF fhe M&jﬁ@%@@ pliiise evhess a
brind judge gramts a new triad motrrm o fha qrvnd that He
ovidence 7s msubbtiendt o 56{//41# a jurys veveli! of gu/’/@
dud Han mvolves o defeud ant ma 5a4;eprm¢m
Mivlvng Yo Samee ofresesds). A o |

 The Dowhle Tespady Princple eepunded on Burttes v,
Uniled States, 437U.8.1, 7% S.ch. 241 (1978) holel it " e Donihle
Jeopurely Clause precludes A secondd brral oice 1he sevreanig
Lowrt has found fio evideuce (2gally msuttiereed 4o sagroct
fhe Quilhy verded . Td., at /8.

T Hudson vi Louiztana, 450 U.s.4o, 101 5.¢4. G70 (198!) Fhe

sk was whetter Lowsiaua iioladed fie Donble Jeopert,
Lhse as expoumded » Buerks, by prosecatvyg Hudson a
Stcond i after e Friad judge at e fovst fral grasdded

Hodsons motam gor new hriad on the Grnwmel that fle unduee

wits msueccied fo sugport Hlu jungs vevdid of guilty. H7s

)3



Wyt 4
R ' r
L .
-

motton for naw trd, chatlengrog The suffferency of fhe 2rfoltsece,
tccordmg fo Loubianas Lode ot Copmmad Aogedere At $5((1)
stuted, " The verdied Is contrary fo toe Laco cvndd Foa entleace oo’
Hudson was held 4 le conbolled by Burts agplrd fo The Stares uer
Gresne v Massty, 457 US 19, 98 5.F 2t (1178). Hudsom wis (el
smd. remtanded with 2 jpdgpeandt o¥ acguartfad.

In Plr Toumleys case, the Gueston is eheflar T2kns
vivladed P Donble Tespaviley Clause as L pruwndeel o
Hudsom by reinstabing 1 Tonnleys conviehoms, atter
M briad judae had Grambed his mobon far et red o Hhe
Grruwnd tad Hu durdeace pas i sabiftreat fo sapovt 70
Turys vevdiets of guilty fhen (esemded 17 = a Subsegusct
Prosecatin.. . |

L My. Toun L&a'.f motan [ new hial C’/M/ij7 7'Z¢ SUF-
Croeenay oé The turdonce. s actording to Texas Hlules 0¥
Dypeliade Proceddiore lude 21.3(h) which Statks "Tha dloond-
gt st be grawted 4 reww P, ov & pe pred o unish-
nund, for auny o€ P followmg reasovs ... [h) N hen He
Vordich 75 eonbrany fo ta laww aud fla svideee. “ hgpomdin
D 1-3.

T Shde condends tnat Burts, /7’/}%4& audd Hodsnn wert
not i voleed, 7/7-975,% " whken Ht foad conrt Gramted Hen rescmded
s Grabed order vemstutig Wir Tovn legfs comichivns. The State

4



vccorded Kirk. %A_J/d/e, o52t S, e 35U, 575 ( Rk, Coim, L. 20/5),.
" Lhat the biad Count has the power #o 1esevd 175 oveles grantng
A Wew tiad amd Fie alome dots nof Lim/it Thrs power Yas /s
Lontrollimg authority.

Tiw Stale ﬁ//?,/’&faﬂ(s The Texas Court of Crommad Aypenls
Doldmgs in 2 1) Moore v State, 749 Sw. 2l 5%, 58 (Zr.Com. 4
199%) , ovevruded m part, Awadel bariem . State, §74 S 24 721
(Tex. Crom. byp, 1998), hat “{he Drulple Jepardyy Clause. . s
peg Lbrind OF R Case ovice A Judge raets & mofr for e trial
based solely on msueereiency oF fhe evidenee . Onee the t7al judge
yamds 4 motiom fov f12ev frad based Solety o1 MStfE Tty OF
The evidlmice, fhe ol binr ther ﬂmh/&rm/ﬂé/ég Fe Dowble
Jeopocdny Clavise /3 the entry 0¥ & judgncent of acgetal.”
Movre cites Burks and Hudson A5 conbwlling. See fpadx
G+ 3-8, rererencing Appellants Bores, gp 120 (Gromel I )
7)) STake v Savage, I, 933 5w 2 413, 03 (7K. Crim.
Lup. 1943), “ o Moore v Stide, 749w, 24 at 59 L7 €-€-A] helel
Hat once havimg gramded a wobrn for neco trind osedl o Lesatly
suctirent evideuce, P triad court Lost " jurisdrtim” fo do
dy g axeept suter 4 Juclgnend 0F alGuittal “ oty cases
Concern Gawedn v. Dind, 59 5.w. 2 524, 528 (72x . Gy, 1980)
(ﬂ_m(.mmmﬂ) [ Concevnmyg juntsdretan) ; andd

) State v Morens, 299 S.«. 3d 594, 598 (Tex. Lrom. dpp.
2009), " Whent o frizd ¢uds, after jeopards bas atfactied, urtt a

Judgmend of atqulttad, whettes binsed o & jury verdeet of not

o5




Guilhy o7 71 o rudmg by the covrt that fhe evideace /5 snsubtieoad
o eomith, any furfler (o sectson, MmcbidVg am dgplal, /s
probilolted lpy the Dovtple Teoparele Clawse.”

Thu Stake contends, Thvsugh jts Aygreals Conert vz s Orits
Swmmany ¥ the Facts, Appedix & at 3, tad . Trwmley
Aed not ﬂ&hdlmye fhe Setfreelencey OF fre trrlevice 10 Styport
s conviehons,” This /s an WW},//&SW/W 0¥ Flt
fots varsed buy Wis, Townleey. This thatlevse wwas varsed s
Wis mistirn fov new Pand, Gppeadix D* 14, twhere the £l
Lovat consideved without a hearmng ond Subsegiently grambeed
te yuotrn, Bypendir D 5 - ($hownrg prdpind veasomg y:
The appeals cowrt Msists that Hudson does nof apply
Decavse Wir. Tovmteey valsed a 'Secand ' grvvmd or "1 12t
nterests of Justiee” = hanr splfttmg = whivh #r. Zaunle
holds amd wnderstards as ' actovdance Pt law "=
4 boad courte authornty fo act (76 graut or deny a mofren
fov e fried).

- The very Nrmeiple 0¥ The Poable Jespnrry Clase,
Aecilsd rn Burks, held 1 MNoove, was Aistngutshed e
Qodf/‘gu% v State, B52 S 2d 516, 519 (T¢x. Comm.4yp. [993).
The State remans wider Kivl, 45% Siw.3d at 511 n.[. " Thug
Wieoves (ontiwed alidity For Ha propositron that a el
Court Camuot resemd o ovdter Gguanfng a rw friad Sokely
o e hasrs fnat ééyaﬂg m subticrend dvideuce Sugoovts

il




fhe Vevdect 1s umclear.” The Knle covrt Ao not adaoess rs.
ﬂbﬂ@ of e Prrad comr? fo r€scriof Supet W;&,f/ LEft el Srelt-
Sleqpng or even [Gnoring Tie calidite or The United Sakes Suprae
Lovrt Precedonit hedd on Brarks applicet fo the Stakes mdev Hadson.
Therefove, am wpdated fplding ;s in ovetes fugm thrs Lovrt fo re-
Ak Phars Foomeiple pmder Dorible Jeoparddy . . .

The Uniled Stites Disbret Corert decovtesd 17 fovo aeels fhe
Juterr ok W Trntfegs 26 U-SC § 2254 Wit oF Habeas Covpus.
4 MevTorrows brnstutbemal Clanm o PDoutble Jeapardey on a Show
Cruse Oder = that a crthatrm o ot Lonshinton had occereed
by () e JFake Covrf pjudgnect dnd fat that judgnct wis
(d) conbawey #o Sipreme Cooert (Fecedont. 26 U.SC § 225
Z¥ devred 007 Towmlegs corit, sidmeg with 12w Stite cnut,
fhat /r%wtm%: ox Burks, Gretwe omd HuAdsrr wer? rot
77 Mhgered  laezacise J# Clapmed it i fhe pterestof pustee’
wis A second QVD'WVW//M 7he 122060 fov e Awl, 2 fatod Ha’
m M7 Zownlegs svgumend. Zgnormg (¥ CvealF Erecedeat
withowt a oo e revrew o o Guestien or Caw. Appondis B.

 Shule vi Texas, 1T F.34 233 (5t Cir. [947) states: "4
Aoegle jespordy clarm 7s a 7@3/7?»0 of Laww. U. S v. Cluck,
87 £.3d 138, 140 (51h Cv. 1994 ) per tunt). T o labeas contet
et OF He dishret cous?s debermmatirn o law /3 e riovo .
Drson v. Whitley, 20634 185,180 (510 (v 1994). Gruwvatly 1¥
a dettudont obtams a reversad o his Coniaetimns, drubole jeopants,
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dsts not bar s retral. Unded States v. Ball, 163 US (62, 672,
[le SiCE 1192 (189¢). T£ (he commretrtr /s veversed for msusceind
utdence gF gudTh, owrints, doubste jtopaly dots bir veboml. 71565
Decawse A Ernding of myisutererad Lurdesee 2F Guilf piters Hoet
T biad towrt shordd biave sotered A juclsnend oF acgalfal, wich
wondd howe barred rebsrad. Burks v UniTed Shtes, 937 U.5.1, 18,
98 S.¢t. 2141, 2147 (1978). This priveple agplies 10 Statke aswetl as
feaored prvsecetrnss. Sudson v Loursiana, 450 U.5 40,42 1.3,
01 5.¢t. 970 (1961). Fov druble jeoparchy puc poses, & Usser-hctuted
Obhenst 15 considencd #obe the Sance cowe as fhe Gréater offeuse.
s v Oltdatioma, 433 U.S, 682,4L82-93, 97 5.C4 29/2 (1492)( per
Liriam). " See also Doviatuct v Carn, 23/ £ 34 /070, (005 ( 5th €.
2000)( Aniple Jeopareey btrs rehtnd follrummg ceversal for st

Zn reviewing @ clamn of msubticient endoace, i1 must be
dedermmed whotper, " viewmg te evidace ' e Light most
favvrable 40 ﬁtc/ﬂm;eam%w ey pationad frier oF pact Coned
hawe fownd The essental elemonts of The Crime begomd a
(taspnable doeht.” Dupuy v. Cam, 201 £ 32 582,599 (5t
Cr. 2o (Guotmg Jackson v. Virgmia, 493 U.S. 307,31, 99
S.Ct 2281 (1979)). Tenlems v. State, 443 5w.34 593, 599
[ Tex. 51’7714.1],1(). 29[&)[ Stamdard of Levrew for jw%fofwfzy
oF flo Evidence). Brooks i Stak, 325 5.0, 30( 893, 894-95
(Tex. Coom. dyp, 2010) ( Mandatmg Jatson). 72 agpty tois
Standavd, the Frere Civeuir looks 10 fhe elements of fe

1%.



OFfenses A5 Aened by Stake Substantrve law . VTler v
Tbhnse , Zov £ 34 274 ((5th Co. Tovo); Fouy o Domnelly , 959
£ 2 1307 ( 5t Civ. [992). The foarteeedh dmendpud Stamdared.

The State reaspaed, m wnreasmatble pppreatrms o tav,
Hhat He Donbole Ttopery Claust /s not muvoked i M1
7;?4/%&4,,3 tase smd hat fhe Prind Conrt 7s enbitled 10 resemd
i#s Ovder whewewer 1F Chovses fo do so in Corrplete s regacel
for e Lo as agplred, withod havrng JurTsdiefin. M lnunley
belrzves #nrs fo be tonbramy to clearly Lstablished f<devad
law., as deformmed by Fhe jbf/%:/u—e Covert ok The Uiked
Stades. 16 u.s.¢. § 2254 (d).

Wit éw@ oc Mr. lowtley's mobron for ruw frind s
ﬁu&/w/dfiflﬁ Lovnd o Mudson o Y Barks HAnciple. //ﬂa’mz
as agplied fo Wi Towalegs case, /s absolutely clear / that
flee fm‘w/‘j‘%dge Jramfed e new frral mofrrva because Foe
Stade had faited fo prove its case as a matter of (o, Here
tre wo srgniEicant faels Thal drsimguish s Caee from
Mudsen and Hhe Drwble Teaparely Clause hars fhe State from
! Jrostectong My, Tovnley a stcondd frmve By remsiatmg his
Conurefans P 4 voiA rescimanng ovdes Wj Jurntsaictim,

Whher he Hral towrt Fhselé &frectively gemmted Wi 7w ley
acquitals, 11 Lause Numtbers CRIG-OIHY omd CLIG -8//5,
based rm 7he M SUFECCreney o e evrcleace durig it
Considevabon amd revieco oF Yt new frad mofrr. (D¢ 2°5)

9.




2. [ Questron Toro | Has The Suprene lowrt or The United
Stakes ovevtwrned /s ouwn precedet tn Burks v. Undded Seks,
9% 5.ct. vl ([978) o Hudson v Lowisinoa, 107 S.CF. 970 (178))7
Where this Cowrt holds that 05 Yiu conoptron /5 reversed
v msaiticiodt evtdvace of Juilt, Howble jeopardy burs
vetrial; Becacse o findong 0¥ sisapcitrnd evidence of gudtt
Means that e hral Coverf shovded lave Wérfz/a,‘jaa@md
0F acguittal; ewherve 1his poncople dgplres Fo. State as well as
frererad frD secect DS,

A The Shte contends that %fsﬁxmaf/na 4«%5./’)&/4//17
i This Case Adue o fere Mg fovo gﬂwzw/: M . Ziwf//éyf
Wiotrwn. for New 7ria/. ) Whin fle verdnt 15 conbmry fo
Hhe laws aud He eviduace (o suteiireucy clallurge ) and 2)
M e terests ot jushee (a baal Gur?s authanty fo act).

. The State Agpeals conrt states that 1) There ams no

Uallenge #o The Subsiciency oF fhe evidence o Suppmt

tre tonnetions (§°3); 2) fhere are fwd Grounds m e
matam (G -3-8); amd 3) +hat /%/‘5’//4)4&/)%6 Aoes not
Ay because the trind Courf Can rEscmd Fts gm/mé/
ovder wheniever i Chooses 49 Ao SO.

The Teras Lowrt o Grrmmed Qgpeals says nottmg
ma (ebusalf denind withond anitten oveer based om tie
pPrevioas pindimgs o e dgpeals omd friad Coucts ol
Heir alleged mdependent revrew - white Covdec "~

%5’/‘7’”7 A /ﬂgwf/@w«f; ¥ /ﬂf‘mm( v. Conney.

Zol




 Te Unfled Stakes Disterct Couct states that 4
Dresumption o¥ Correctuess of e Staks facts are
order — on A guestrrn 0¥ Cavo ~ and et Buks, Greses
i Hudson are net '777“@@/4/ " e Fr 4 Second
QW&( — & Fatid Flas' cin i %ﬂ/égjf ﬂ/ﬁW
Tha United States Crurt o Apects, e Erecur.
Aewiec W, 7,7;%/%!49} Cevbrefeate oF 4/%4,444///@ OF
- twe Drstract Courts” Gy ol Erder evithant 4
Ao nove ceview o & Guesprr o¥ La. 1ty o Fht
mierits ok & Meritorions Clarm of Doubl Jespacdy
withaut fivst Granfng a Cerfieleate for agreal, Sty
that 4 substantial Showing of Fhe Asriad oF & Con-
- Strtabmdd gt was not et Ignormg fa Hrreshatol
- dmalysis oF the réqasmable yééa&é///@ oF that clasm .

Mr: Tounleys due dilligeuce amd wndessthndmg o¥ He lo
is clear. Havmg shepaidrged Both Burkes aud Hetdseon, He
Precedent Helod i Hase fws cases alone have not boes over fumed
M e forty- fonr amd forty-ont gears oF fler Leistevice. The
/’”W abtovded et oy all Coveatt lonrts of Apypeals and
Distyet Crurts 0¥ lommen law Frsclling dnum to fhe Stdte
Couits, 45 agplitd, ave just as errectie as ey were all Hast
years ago. Nr: Town leg htlreves, in hs wmdes Standing, fhat if
is mare of & divect dgplication /ssue epom fle VZATIVS COULLTS
aud professimals of ctedrly esiablshed Federod (g not bemy
Covrectty adheved 4o based 2 fieir o mtespretatinn of g

7L



Prncipte Phad has hepn cloarty <sfablrshed by ttrs lovrt of
lonstitutimed (oo twnder fue Fith Amendnred of fie Dodble
jw/a/zé@ Uause , made futley applicabic fo Stake aswell as
Federad [voseadrons.

) %A[ﬂ/’%&rﬂ({/ thive /s a csvlatirn oF Fhe Dyuble Jeqpuily
Uaust wien & frind judse Grants a4 nd frind peofim on 1he
Grownd that Ha etdeaa bs msofeieiend /2 Supre? 4 Jurys
Verdi ot guilby omd fhen mvolees fhe de fondact 77 2
6ab%7um/,,ﬂ,®5&aw‘fbn VLG fhe Samt FFFELUSLS.
T he Druble Jtopacdty Fnciple 4 xprnded o Busts,
Y3FU S, at 18, helod Spat T he Doubple Teopacetey Claust pre-
oudes & secomol Frrad onee e recieaing Conrt has fand
Hhe tidence Lgally msurtitient "fo Stpport fa gullty
Verdph. The gaestons here ave 1) did the fornd Coerf
Groit Wir Tommilege Wetron fror New Zrad based o the nsuf-
Fretncy o fhe eviclevice watn witen ovdler (Lumctiral
Acqasttals )7 2) ded The Appeals Conrf v reTewing Hat ovdes
wud fre Case 1 accordanice wittr fhe lacs, dismiss fa dgpeats
45 moot  olue fo 1ht Grambed ovder Aftmmg 4clGuftaks 7,
amd 3) did Gotn i Frial Court amel He conet of appeals
iolate Hiu dowle peopacdhy Clause by (estoudeng ifs gramtee!
oviles, witnont jursdictoa, placmg Mr: lownley m a sub-
S%W./Jm%m/rm, Dy remstatmg bis convretos andd
Subsegueatly his &yrtals 5%76 AftArncedd, Slanding a

11



70 _dew;e 749.@...5&%42/“&447 e Sle Crrdlesce?

 Tn WNadsem, 450 U.S. af w2, He guesta oas ohetier
boursrana 5olated fhe Dndole Jeopeceley Clawse as. ko ded
i Burks, by prosecatng Hudsym A stcoad e affer Y1z frinl
Judge At i fovst forad grmo/ﬁ/ Ltadsnns mofrr v e A/
. The ﬁnn/mo{ Hat e toidewce was mseiticient £ Sepprvt e
Juryls Verdlsed o¥ Guilty. 7 Z;W/&fjf grvumdd /5 verbatim
O¥ Hudsons ctatleugpg fit Stbrrerence) oF Yo evidesce — e
VWW /s WW 0 fe laco arid Fie Wd%{&é.ﬁ /—44;&577 Was
Contrsiled Sy Birts . tudson was reversed and remandes witt
4 jadsment rf acqui el Should not Mr. Trumbeys also 7

T Guustron for e Lovrt Hen; was Mr: Zro le
placed v s subseguent frosecetron afler oo Hrad Lot
Groanted his proton fov neew el Gased o fhe Wisubiiitncy
0t te evivlence, A functinat Acquitial, when e Hrind cpert
(esconded Hs granted oves oA remstartd M. Tnrley’s
Lowtthrans T The Lortes /&ﬁ%a‘/ b whict tonbrolled Hudar
showdol also conbrol MWr. Zawulege case — e Dpble Jesparly
Clawise [recludes Hu subsequundt povsecatirn of Yoo (€M~
studepent pF Convretons After am acguitted- A fomad ack
OF Ve friad concts eubry OF judgments — acgulitet.

Thiz /s 2 pialer ‘/%m‘ s Cowrss fcﬁ&/f/fsw Fover
should cecrdle. T+ /s not the (wmveasoatyle &V///MWS

13.




Pt pre accorded #0 The Stke Crts of clearty wstablisted
Fedovad Lo, 6&0’29 Corvect 917 a United Stares Drsprd (rvert and
Crvewit Conits of dppeats. This AECTS /2 IS for el KAorseced
M am 7oolated case. Thrs Case /5 pne ekanyl that 3 Falksng
Dlase acrsss ars Nakon, 4t botn wels ox prosecchom . W
is Ha tome 1o reaterom the Burks Frecedent that hes bees

05 tabolrshed n fhvs Conshimutromal Fmcipl ot lonshubionad laco.

Wit He oy o Mr. Toumleys Wotton for rews frivd (res
Fle holdmg vin Hudson . /v/udscm, as 4////?//0 s Zownileys €452,
/5 dsoludels; elear m that the toind pudge Grated fe pews fond
motom because the Stte bad fatfed o prove /55 case 4s amatts
0 Lo, Thare are wo sgnieseact facts #ut Ai3hvguish
Hars case covvn Hindsor dnd 1re Donble Ttaporay Clause
Dirs the Stake from prosecetng Mr lowmley a second
e by vemstabng Ars comrthims en a vsiAd rescvdang

3. [ Question "IT/LreeJ Has The Swprene Conrt ov 1l United
States tvevbuoned ifs o precedont cin Buct v Davss, 137 5.6
764 (2017) allowmng a Uniled States brvrt o dypeats fo erceed
its statutrny authonty umder 28 US.C. 7 2253 ()1 )(A), by
Considermg fie pants OF 6 ConshHtutrmed clam wittead
JWB&L(DH?/W[ while A&/@/Wnnfry Ho réaspaabile debatalylity
o et clam.

14.




A The Unided Stades Coert o¢ AWS, Firth Civewid, dimred
M Towmlegs Mobon for Coctreieals o bppealability Stdmg
‘h'\ﬁ* a Substantal Shoewivig o¥ vt denin/ OF & Consti -
bl VTGt has wot hewa made, Fgrering i threshad
- amalysis oF rtasmable debataboflity’

Mr. Towndey claimed m his Sechon 2254 Plotom
that Tikas vrlated e Donble Jeopucdy Clause. Apfer o
Aistict conrt dbaitd hmn his regueske relies, tu fted a
potim for Certrbreate of agpealatytty (€.0.4.) p fhe lnited
Stakes Covrt o¥ Agpeals. Honovabile Justee Edith H, Jdnes
Abnied Wiy mobon because she forent s meeciforna
Lonsttudmed clamm fo be nenFless, AW‘{/Y Aat 2
States : O/ke/e,,'ﬂs bere, i Arshret comrl has rEjeched &
Lonstitutnal clanmn pn the rents, a (.04, should r5sueomly
FF Townley demovistrates “ hat J‘MX/J OF reason Conld drzagree
Nt Fa ATl Condts rtsoluton of his Cndlitntsnaal cfarms
oy that JM??‘)’ CoctdA Conclicde fle F3stees ﬂmM&/ Are qduucte
fo deserve encovnagomeent 1o proced furtte,

W wunley dedares that Justiee Jones’ decds s
3 M ervor fobcause i 7s conbrany fo The United States
wholly witnowt jourisdefron wader 28 U.S.C § 2253,

Oﬂokmg A Ctrireftate FO nle on Yt purits o¥ A Consh-
fubrorad clama..

25,



In e recent 5&3&/10/»@ (rrert case o¥ Buck v Daswrs,
this Covat lald That tee Fritn Coreuif evceeded fhe Lomited
scope or the C.0.4. Aaalysrs. The GO.4, Statute Sers forttn a
furd- Step povcess: am mital defermmation whetier a Clam
Is rtasonably zlebwﬁw&, aud 77 s, an 4/,0/;w/ 237 Yhe soveral
conwrse. 128 U.5.¢. § 2253, Mr Townleg belftves 475 case /s

Bucde 2.0.

Lhier Justrce Robserts, writng tor the Covrt, held Mt f
Cortrereate p¢ AWMM//@ ',/hy&o/?y we havt onpliasized, /'s.
ot coerlensive with & mects aualysss.” Accordmg fo He
Chiet Justir, ' the questrom foy the FEA Civenid was pof uhettes
[ Trwnley ] had sl exbnovdmacy efrcumstaces. Those ase
whinmade punt®s defermmatons e panel should ot haie
tacked . e reitevate what we have Sasd besove: a Covot
0¥ appeals Shoedd Lomit s Lxansnrabva aldhe € O.4. g
fo & threshols! MGuy ity e wmderlying menT o [#e]
tlaoms , and ask ontey if Hhe DRAT Crus decrsion was
Aeboutatste. "

M le pavst stage, The phy Quashin is whebhar e
0P ireowd has shownn frat ':jm‘s%s OF 1edgon Could disegree
ittt drskoet courds resolubma ox his Cpashteoral
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'CONCLUSION

The petition for a writ of certiorari should be granted.
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