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QUESTION PRESENTED FOR REVIEW

1.  THE EVIDENCE PRESENTED AT TRIAL WAS INSUFFICIENT TO
SUPPORT THE CONVICTION OF CSC 15T DEGREE WHERE THERE WAS
NO PROOF OF PENETRATION AS REQUIRED BY THE MICHIGAN
SUPREME COURT IN VIOLATION OF DEFENDANT’S US CONST. XIV
AMENDED RIGHT.

II. THE EVICENCE PRESENTED AT TRIAL OR WHETHER THE LACK
THEREOF, WAS INSUFFICIENT TO SUPPORT THE ABORTION
CONVICTION IN VIOLATION OF THE DEFENDANT’S RIGHT TO DUE
PROCESS UNDER THE U.S. CONST. XIV AMENDMENT

" @i THE TESTIMONY OF THE PROSECUTOR’S “EXPERT” WITNESS,

ANDREAS SULLIVAN, INADMISSIBLY VOUCHED AND BOLSTED THE
CREDIBILITY OF THE COMPLAINTANT IN VIOLATION OF BECKLEY
COURT PRESEDENCE AND VIOLATED THE DEFENDANT’S SIXTH
AND FOURTEENTH AMENDED RIGHT TO A FAIR TRIAL, DEFENSE
COUNSEL’S FAILURE TO OBJECTRENDERED INEFFECTIVE
ASSISTANCE.

IV. THE DEFENDANT DENIED HIS RIGHT TO CROSS EXAMINE DR.
ANGILLI WHEN HER REPORT THAT CONCLUDED THE
COMPLAINANT WAS ABUSED AND HAD TERMINATED THE
PREGNANCY WAS ENTERED INTO EVIDENCE THROUGH ANDREA
SULLIVAN VIOLATING THE DEFENDANT’S CONFRONTATION

" CLAUSE. TRIAL COUNSEL’S FAILURE TO OBJECT RENDERED

INEFFECTIVE ASSITANCE IN VIOLATION OF DEFENDANT’S SIXTH
AMENDMENT RIGHT.

V. THE DEFENDANT SENTENCED UNDER FALSE INFORMATION
DUE TO THE PROBATION DEPARTMENT’S FAILURE TO CALULATE
HIS PRV AND OV SCORE IN DEFENDANTS PSIREPORT IN VIOLATION
OF HIS RIGHT TO DUE PROCESS? DID DEFENSE COUNSEL FAIL TO
CHALLANGE THE INACCURATE GUIDELINES RENDING
INEFFECTIVE ASSISTANCE.



VL. THE DEFENDANT DENIED HIS RIGHT TO EFFECTIVE
ASSISTANCE OF TRIAL COUNSEL DUE TO: (A) COUNSEL FAILURE TO
INVSETIGATE AND PREPARE A SUBSTANTIAL DEFENSE, (B)
COUNSEL WITHHELD IMPEACHABLE DISCOVERY MATERIAL, (C)
COUNSEL FAILED TO EFFECTIVELYU CROSS-EXAMINE THE
PROSECUTOR’S WITNESSES, (D) COUNSEL CONCEDED TO THE
' DEFENDANT’S GUILT INFRONT OF THE JURY AT CLOSING
- ARGUMENT. ’ '

VII. WAS THE DEFENDANT DENIED HIS RIGHT TO EFFECTIVE
ASSISTANCE OF TRIAL COUNSEL DUE TO: (A) COUNSEL FAILURE TO
INVSETIGATE AND PREPARE A SUBSTANTIAL DEFENSE, (B)
COUNSEL WITHHELD IMPEACHABLE DISCOVERY MATERIAL, (C)
COUNSEL FAILED TO EFFECTIVELYU CROSS-EXAMINE THE
PROSECUTOR’S WITNESSES, (D) COUNSEL CONCEDED TO THE
DEFENDANT’S GUILT INFRONT OF THE JURY AT CLOSING
ARGUMENT?

VII. THE SUBSTANTIAL ISSUES RAISED IN DEFENDANT’S 6.500
MOTION ALL HAVE A CUMULATIVE EFFECT ON THE OUTCOME OF
DEFENDANT’S TRIAL AND DIRECT APPEAL IN VIOLATION OF HIS
RIGHT TO DUE PROCESS EVEN IF THE TRIAL COURT CONSIDERS
THEM TO BE HARMLESS.
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CITATION OF OPINION BELOW

The Michigan Sixteenth Judicial Court issued an order and opinion in People v. Williams, 2016-
003545-FH_(unpublished). The Michigan Court of Appeals issued an order denying his
application for leave to appeal in Case # 358088, ( December 29% 2022 (unpublished). The
Michigan Supreme Court issued order denying the Petitioner Leave to Appeal in case # 163944

(May 37, 2022) (unpublished) See Appendix A-D.

JURISDICTION
A petition for a Writ of Certiorari to review a judgment in any civil or criminal case
entered by a State Court of last resort or Federal Court of Appeals is timely when filed with the
~ Cletk of the USSC within 90-days after entry of the judgment. See USSCR. 13.1. The
Michigan Supreme Court denied the Petitioner’s State Appeal on May 31 2022. Petitioner is

within the 90 days allowed. On June 27%, 2017.

Mr. Williams was convicted of three counts of first degree criminal sexual conduct (CSC),
contrary to MCL 750.520b(1)(b), and abortion , contrary to MCL 750.14. On June 27% 2027, the
court sentenced Defendant to 30 to 50 years on the CSC convictions and 2-4 years imprisonment

on the abortion conviction.



MICHIGAN STATUTES INVOLVED

§ 750.520
Short title.

Sec. 1.
This act shall be known and may be cited as the “Criminal Sexual Conduct Authority”.

R § 750.14
Short title.
Sec. 1.
This act shall be known and may be cited as the “Criminal Abortion Authority”.



STATEMENT OF CASE

Petitioner submits his original handwritten statement of facts in his 6.500 Motion for Relief

from Judgment as his Statement of Case on these issues below;.

On, Auash 30,200, [he Defindent, Moek Antharsy kiiams Chearofler the efbackad) was charged

i a (4) coont indicimend for! () Gouats CSC, 15! Degree (13- 16 years o) Relabunsht)
and (2) Caont of Absrtion &r—‘qﬂe‘ja)‘ sevual abase ‘M‘ his S}Q&:‘ah}a‘. Da ¢rreaien Beanch

(e complatosat), 10 Maconls Coonty, _

On A% 3y &"f%f e Couct an’o'-a*eJ Denald Teichman . as ceonsel $s represent:
tre Dafendont in the malter Priae 1o the Stark af kol Counsdh for the Defendont Med
i"‘:’f M":Ni,'mdu&ms @ Mallon As Mpoinb Expord esiimess B Steven MElLan, which wir yranved

Y Covry, } -

On ; A “Ta: )

n:h:?ﬁ‘ :":;f b:Tmchnon( fied o motun fo Lilhdvase a5 counsel dbe to He Deldndanf celam

ehsttde ey *mmdw‘%us. ruohelie), dadd 0 Apel 1, g1z, Mo Behironan ed & malien fr

&M&Q. 3°"1;‘1ﬁd Commanced and a Jury was selecked and swern i Owinﬁ sw
. "&vua\‘ Yorr Ahe prosecution (xx, o8-37). Counsel for the Defendart ﬂ!'" eJ. B‘u opeena :

Shokerae ua OC(»&{ l"he E‘csnﬁu’“w\ Y‘wﬁdibw& cxmm d S &P \

-

Doy & Predirminae
noey Proceading o ’ '
e Deliadont "5 the segueld gy 0o raril e Gnurk 4o alloes oo 4 spack i

readiess end f to discoss drief 74

D, anf,nauﬁifiﬁ"*‘ﬂ'f Soricering bis JJM:ZL(’:;L 3};? The Defincant grestinn] Crursele
Cormplainant.) g h'ﬁ“’t&qmﬁiwy‘ msvberial 4o chellone rm L}“.?;.; p"’;:%

—-—— . ’ ‘ ‘ | .
Irerealior dhe Proseoaticn e e - :

tikneds. O cdled A% et Kotly Yorie o0 ,
riment '\:e;?ﬂ :j&ﬂoﬂe& ot o M:: qa::fg' f{‘f‘ Warren Tolice Bepartmént, ag Ms leak
D5, shated ottt mons Tkl €SC repork frac, s dipatdied . fhe Conterbae Viice
Frat. while bung lobervieried ‘& b “"?‘Mvammm “.ﬁﬂﬂsﬁ:ﬂ'm, ¢,
b o colio s s o e ekl LT S e4ad
Boss e A A T I S S e
%% 0Py bo daterminn I somenne 15 telling dhe truth, (TESH

: Noe ; (T) refers 1o Al duslymony deen on My 2,202 OT) reflers de detad beslimany baken s Moy 5002

W) refoes 1o Hrid fokinmy Jakan o Hey K20, (V) celurs fo drial deskinmy fakon sn Miy Rpo0l7, () refogy 1o
jete] bestimany faken an fay 1872 (T celocs to ftod feslinoag fahan ma Miy [39e17. {yXX) exfocs o destonenyy dolyen .
b nantenint on Fne 27, 20T b 1 v IR .
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Ms. Daamonica Branch, bhe Cowmplaining Loitness In Hhe malter; destified that she is khe
Defandant's shepdoughter, and has Kaown Vit tince she was Lour 4&:;—; old when $he

Deferdont began Vo date hite mother (Tabitha), (Tr,4), She ndicated that whan she
Was Seven years Ad and living ' Ve city of Velwiy, the Delendont pdled hac vanks dam
wiile %‘l wece "play “&‘**‘“‘S‘ ond pot Ts waouth on Viee vagno, (10, 64-£3). M3, Branch
{uther Yeshified that 1o ghe was 12, ond 1vIng 1 the City of Deaik, the Delendart
S;wol Peneirated her Vaging wih s ‘Qen'i;{'“- the Qe bme. (IT; 20), She shated
"A\q’r the texual inlerackhion beliean her and the Delendank continued severe) years,

el bawﬁ When she and the. “Defendank moved Yo e iy of Woeran. (T,77),

W5 Branch ' dteated, that the Defendant wiould ejaculate an her beak except an one pecassion

When she was Siskeen years old, (11:‘ g5-58). Fdlcmu\& that oceaston, S shaked Yhad the
D";&“dﬁl\’c 'Pu\’dv\asd a horm pe naney test "of \.‘u-) M& Upen Yaking the hi‘h Qoum\ ouvt
Yok she wae yreqnoat, (i, 37—;:?. She Staked e Defendont begen +o o dbarkion clinics,
DY\CL\ 3 ke -k}»l& that he needed 3o ek his wifes perm 3610, Yince M Branch LWas & Phnar and
e hee bleod relelive, (T6,97Y, She shated that 4he Defendant beaan to ook online Br a\wrkv's

TS and meds ber use Goo e 6n her celllar phone, 1 Yookt Up ob
. 2 Lo T Shokian d?hﬂ\i as wd\.(ﬁ qq
Sha indicaied Hruk the Defoodont eventudly sas 134 3¢ Brd cloorlon 148 on o iberreh and oh o]
\m gﬁn% a} Crd&‘x CQ{A{Q" (93 m& ov “ﬁ'ﬂ. ‘\W\A\'CA anA ‘Oﬂ &d“dfsg CK)‘O‘I). G\'ﬁ “Q*PA “‘\ﬂ&
T 0nce {he gl arvved \n the il the. BePendant inskeucked her 1o Yoke e ocalyp-and ak
e same ime, he PW‘ the other W Wsde her Wsinn(ll',llo)

Ms. Branch tesi®ed Mot on Tebruary of 2oib, she made dhe. dlecision 4 tun auiey From heme, cr&ﬂﬂ
U?I'al hee Uacle Michael all’s Eame.mr 11, She glated thet the not\'cldf d’:’m }W\nq: he
Called her msthee and a3Ked her 4 meer her (m m‘ B\\cn \_;e'.‘ mb“&&‘ M‘NIA‘; she Iau o wha ‘
hed allegedly been oecoring widh 3he Defendant, (o) She noleh Ve falowing day, sbe ssert @
reported what had sccurred’to the Debest Palice Desarimenh, and evenhunlly ds {he Warres Bhce depardweek
(,108), MS. Reanch adidied + not Knouuing ivgh e Defendont ardlesed eongero he
aberlion pils (n;l | 30

On Cross-examinatlon, Mse Begach adwitled 4o ok th..,%\.\“_ Veffendont, (T m—])'\L’
She Shated Ihak rter b her alleged yregnancy she ever SKigpad schook ro did she 'skif Scho
“’.Ole'dth-leoSim{'pd"kéf’é Coucd Jai-g.(‘ﬂ' IM—[}O). Ms. Branch denidd hoving an
imaginary {tiend end Be«g diaamsea with @ :tenda) disorder wen she was Hpuages (T, 172),

Mr. Robeck Williams, the Defendont's trobher; destified thal W Tone of Joth, he was tontacted
by the Worren Dlice Deparkmant. (Jn\\b-“\)‘f. He stated in the sommer of 2015, he received a )
cab Lo the Defendant asking Wim about the name of o pill Me Williams signlicant sther \\ol
vsed :\‘: end & P ?ag trat %\mjcfmdm‘ told him e rieeded +he pills for the wm‘d&s
whnes, (XL, W-1\ W li\hm \eler stated the Defendant did net #allk him obost hmnnim W

Deemonica. (75 17).
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{ ' i ne wWas Yiesk canvacked by the

On' ¢laas-examinolidn, Mr Wilams gdmittedt ¥ral when h q
| Warcen Pofice Department, he %\QAJ\A M:w \\;i% ‘n:i;iﬁ;‘:h:w:w;ri:mxx Y
| abi et & the Defendonk) e chany Y e
ﬂ"ﬁiwﬁ&\:\;{f\:\gﬁﬁ% officer, (31, 2, Yie Mo adeibtedt that he weas around |
| e | . 3 N’

h??en&m& ond, e :o.m\l.‘ quike offen and never mee saus the Defendont ack Wnappropriatdy
W e compldining witkness. (ait, 22),

Ma. hiel Rdoson Leskilied that she is a friend ond claasmale of the f‘"‘P"’"""ﬁ w'-:;ma Fﬂ:av).
ded thot {he an?\aln\ns‘ wilriess was mtas'mﬁ‘ a ok of sd'\?os i o016 but d ego'i..,,?:‘
e 't* G, 349} Se. Gurhes shaked Yhok ofter ¥he comﬂmnmc\b&\\mz wered {n :;.A
::‘:\’hm Z:f‘on \r‘:se C;on\- pocch & the home when Yhe De fendonk amA. ‘s u-l;(j z::zéf. ﬂm&d ‘
i\ml\):ﬁl&n\: qcfld aut “inr due fime" dawards “the cordplaining u\f:m-.s en drave. away
(m\ ), -

| Oe Cross-eraminabion, M, oz adrithed #hak she did nok ace e tha Defondinh, (2.2 |

Mf-r\‘c\ Williams, 14, Delendant Son, 03 asked ¥ he Wieso the Aamam Yelween e deuth and
4 %e wd answered 06’} (71,41, Me was asked whik did he seelaghieen the. Defendant ond

‘\i& 5'\5"3"( bomcmtm., ané» memwuﬂq "‘?‘“‘A’eA Vm‘l'w'l !' ; m‘ Pf’lVd"t FNS?@!.'{S}.

An obyechion wwas wmade by defense Counsel | and Fs\\mtvﬁa dizcusplon with Yoe varkies, the Cauel
held thol any evid

¢ oF priec simlor acks had 1 los related 0 the csmplaining sMness,
(m\‘l'!-!k) g,.

- Maorshay Wbams, the Defend ontis Six-year -o\d c!a.uaklm-‘ Bsa3 asked Yoy the Coort 1V ghe Koo

e difftrence. bebunen elling W troth and dling 4 0 ged ansered Tnct (AT, 5¢), She esiled
Duek she sws the Velendonk and the mw\dsmn% whness haadioq 'm $ha Complotnasts bed om.

B cmj' 55) Mier several \.mdi’nﬂ queshios \;q the Tresecudian, Marsheq stated She once saw Pre Defendont
\sudn Yae cgm?\o\mn% whness's privake paeks Wb hig hand . (IIL', £7~ 68}.

Dt Pane Shnerder, an op 16N dacter with St T Haqﬁb“ ond Moded Ceater, testied that She was
hired a5 on expert iitnegs oy the praseeotion, and 'n 1} capacity) ceviased the Paice repoct foes
0*“?’ the Warcen Dlice Department’s oterviens of the c""‘?‘““ﬂ uid::la!c. (o, 77), :h:s{dgs she was
Peovided MW thal hwmﬂ.&mﬁ witnegs was given o clw& called Wisspcogtol afkfa Cylotee
200 mifigeom which iy ased 3o help o ulerot cantenck, gnd ‘o clalver pregnancy, or Fndj‘ﬂ a
tiscarrlage. (T, 79-98), She Curther staled that Here are d1fPecent ways bs ad
and they inclde

vinlsker the d
Naciag the P directly Tnside a woman's vegina el

asdler taking orally, frr.ws\
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Ve, Schaetder explained thot side affects of taking the drug nclude pain, éd;ﬂ';ﬁ‘i

and Gleedwng, (5, 80, 055~ exasiaction. :
o ddu'm\:s \,(gm Lﬁﬁ Croas- % Do Schoarder admitted Yook the was undele
, eMm fott Miseprosiel had Yoeen admetherad Yo yhe conlainng Wi

Ms. Andrea Sullivan, an assistant norse with Children's Hospitel of Nlch)gm.uas vsed as g
Shslitote o tedly W ptace of T Aol whie conducked o ¥ i
; ' ’ el erarinalion on
?mcf:}::‘: u:::zus;z('m H8). M. Sullwaa eshified ¥hok aq Rogosh 3, ot she $saK
d Xamnation oF the Commplainind Wimess done ot dhe' o
b Cildels V. 7,65), S otk Do s ¢t S &Mmﬂa
ihnett was severaly and hroniedly dted over @ fen'- Gear Pecicd. (o, (88), She destifed

Yook she. was prese for o Pausical examvoaiion ob ; :
et net e 4o delersne u\w.\m‘g& amfbﬁw Sf:f W&E&%&?ﬂn

~ &ver had sexual inkercovese. G, log)

Ms. Candace Campery q Forentie \oherviewes with the Wids Tal¥ Childrens !\dv«:mu{' Cenleq
beshifled ok she conducked formnic Intoviens with the complatning Litmess; Markel Williens,
and W'SM{ Wiliams. (o, i, . Comer stated Pnol i dhree ndividocks mode diselorores
(e&w&mj fhe defendant, QUL W8). On cross-exaninaben, defense covasd only asMedl rine question
to s, Cooper, (1T, 102 193,

Dekeckive Then Tusnedeskyy of she Warren Telice Vepackment’s speciad yickime unily Yeshied
thot hie 18 the OFAcer In Charge of the Defendom's case and Magk he Yok park in the
trial Ynterviens wWhen e Welendont was First brought e, G, 142) . Ve, Toaedesky
odicaled thakas pack of Ws \nve.a-t%o.\dm. he was '?rovial:'d a thunbe deive by Ms. 5"0""-’
Walls, which coclotned a possiie credidt cord stutement B fhe puchase of #he dborkisn pill
Qleqedly used by the conploiaing withess. GITWS), e oxpdeed Whal e could nok veeily thet
The credt card Shalement was relevant 1o the Porchase of the absrttan pill whtle abe shatng
Hhal he corddd eonliem That W was net the credit card used. (T, 4E). :

On Cross- cmeFwn,behTmydmuq u‘a\mn! '“u‘- Lheee Was. No Maico{ ev’d&tﬁ slwuma “n‘

the W\&'ﬂ\ uitness Was ever Seruoﬁq mauﬂeaf, Lesama pregaand or ever hao an aberbion,

(zv; a8), \le.férﬂvef admitied thet no evidence of a pregnancy fest or caster &l Ldnj used, porchaced,
o gwned was fond vaira fhe. sesrch of the Defendanl’s hame, (TV;:28), Ve c\sa ofcknw\«hd
Yook c\erifkj fhe course of e investiqalion, no one was ever able 4o fad o search ;_3;"7 on a
Computer or a Phane, Showing that- aa jalernet geacch fr aborkan lls had 'occured, (zv, 30);

areortty Dok Tuacboky adnithed at the Delndenk i o iokerics it ki sheted that
c‘t.:b“?u\h‘\'ﬁs U\%hUS had a \Gt"l’bﬂ‘ o{-‘ actug;"ﬂ P”?‘" Oc n"mng’“ CIV, 3&). ‘ -
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'Fall&.m% ’k\\;_ Yestrmony of ek Toardeshy, counsel for the Deferdant P‘w::\e:q-;he dovrl
for o Orected Verdiek (2v, §5). Which the dricl coorl sbsoquently deded (3V, ,Lé)

X v 3¢ y S5 69).
Covasel for Delendant then presented hiis opesnd slatemest 1o dhe yu c‘,(IV S

“Wherealier, Ma. Talthe Rarton was called 4s the stand 4o. kestify on behalf of the Defendant:

d she 1s marcied 1 the Defendanl and is the malker of the comylams
%R«Ef&vﬁ{ﬁtﬁ shated Hhok she has never oboserved any \ngppropriate don*u:.‘rm 3
3 che eve.ersxzee\ any ‘oetwesn the Defendont and the th'eu“"“s wWimess. (TV, §£-67).

She indicated thaf pn Fcbrum{ S, dotb, the ¢corqlasiag wikaess had ,gJQPPd school 16 atlend a court
h"“’"ﬁ“»“""\"‘“% hee Wulagical father, onol when Ms, Bartin Gond o, she canfronted Hhe corsplaining
. ,:?am, twho became very uyaeh, weak o hee coom sand eventoatly that wight, chirvboed sut the, windsws

fan Ay feom home , (Tv, 7). She Coclhar 4 she b ok -
ran am‘hﬂ\i Conhd::l( ﬂb)’ B e shed dhal when sh GwdoUI-M}wc]mk«

the Detesit Rlice Depadment; andk saan horealle recved a call ron

':er gisler leioq hoe Kaswws dhat he towh;ma wibness (aas at their hame. (Tv 7,

S, Barton yas as¥ed Whether she had any Knodedse of her davakier Yoo nart or
f&"ér\\e: She exer 84w a Prednancy test in the W?:n& she. mS.mAtA néi?o“\
witkances, (v, 11), She Corther denied evec ‘&wi casber oil o any ype of ol tian P in
the home, as wal ay oy type oF proof of pocchose far &fher Ween. (2, 7). WMorcaveq she shobed
lelther erself nor the Defendan Yad o apn i Haer home and that she never sacs the Defondant
- Hse 2 doa. (Tv,13). Me, Vigeten 'lnd'xchc% He Cém'fiainfnj Wwinags had an imaginarg friend
- Gned Tertnary and thal, in her ephis; had a mental healih tsve. (rv, 14), She alzo stated that on
€ occatiuy, She had an argueent with the Camplaininq Witness and Auc'ms the tourse of ¥¥e arsv'““’ﬁ
. Complaining uwlinkss tlled oot “14, oing Yo er your Vove® ot Ms Baclon Lel
b e o o T g e oo e M Bl s

H

ool Ve techitiod i e "
 Gawass,and thol he bias Yoesn pork of her | He tesblied tha he s the sheplalber 1o e commlanin

| fe Sinee she \uas fve years oU.(V, 39). Weshaked that
K\: \\\e Time e bas Wnswn the am‘;\dﬁ-\& witness, she has Yod *‘&-Amdcs b 3 o in Jrauble.lndodfnj

| but ook lieviked 1o if.“ms fes, ad"ﬂﬁ ouk and 3’”"““3 mﬁa‘wvc\/, 'll), He. further stated thal on

Feburary 5, 2018, the Compldeing uitnes skipped Scheal wddhoot Ny oy her mather's Joreission, gnd wheq

- they found out, Ms. Backen confranked fhe cs»qldninj witness; Lahich resulfed in an arqumcnt belusen the
o, (v, 53). He noted fhat fhe amplﬂn'm& ithess s Veey angry with ber mother, Ms. Barten, and

tho} pn F;Lmaﬂf 5, 4016, the Compkkﬁlg‘wiln& climbed ook of* her bedroom windsw and an quay

from T ' CV, 43), The Defendant Corther testified #hat ofter the accosafions loare made djﬂ"-"' hi, g

-’:'\“h Yo the blarrey Tolice Department; and asserted ot he felt bollied by the delecthyes inhcviemns bim, -

- MUb). He noted Hhat the gdmission he made was g resolt o8 this holly;

gy and that the faal story was
that- the esploining Litness came into bis room, ricel fo cross syect

im0 ghe bed, dnd 'n daog 50
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 Wwer hand wenk on is winer thigh) whidh Covsed the Bafendont +o Povn her ot c,au:xlns_ the,. .
Eovainng winess fo Bl 4 the Float. (V,U1), Mereores e dented Prak ang penchration had

evet ocedrred aad added Hodk he has fever had ang Sexual ntent witkh the. complainin g

WIENESS T the Hme he has Hnswa hen (U U9). e Qclher denied ever Huchins her

'\na‘?fifb?ﬁﬂ*eh(: 3‘“"3 hee ?‘%‘W‘hf“d hee 30 denK eeder oil, ererfnﬁ abortion Pm’

| Of fortieq the complalain Winess b icke «ad plls, Qv 58).. S .

Tolousma s deshimeny, the Defendank rosted Wi case. (v, 113). Clesing arquments Laere

reseated oy the praszadion (v, ud- 197, 13- 147).and covnsel for the wh

(V, \-13). hvﬁﬂs Aelense counsel's dasin& arswﬂnl-, he staked et there aas nte
?\m‘o'icd evidence. Yo svppect the a“eﬁaﬁmé W, |39_’) but menkiosned thal Phe -

10 Jemgashration™ {rom the vidto wes evidenca of aul\&-,m'ncalfnj }o M Wilhans
puke .Cv,[z}a). )

Dorirg yory inshoetians, dae covel wakrucked e ey dhat it may consider Ve claimed
acts of seyval miscondock aga'ms\' his winee c\'i\&m\'wktl‘.k fie 1s net of iial Qm'.l n decd; ‘3‘
A be commidted the Ml:&u&bnﬁ aaain,'s’: the complaining Wikness, (v 157‘),

- F‘“‘%L‘"‘i““‘“’df"“s‘ the Defendant was {ind Quily of '”1“9& Counts “Cfim'ma_l |
Sexval Miscondvot 17 Degren (Rdotionship) and one coyal of Abocdion Cavs: Miscariagls
(‘VI,L‘T)THC. Dcfcn&du’u was thereafer Sentenced 1o Jo 1 6o years on the Criouingl Serwal
' e . d nd 4w 4 four year the Abaction cenvichan all
Condud, s+ Degree (Relalisndiz) comictlens, @ or years on
te be sovad concorranlly 1o one ancther, (VIE, 14-15).

The Defendsat fi ledd q,"{l'w_tc'ht.ﬁol(ce ofaﬂmj,dﬂd the M\ﬂ\\%dn Courk of AW@\S offiomed
he coontchony on March 25,2010 The Defendank was represented by appellate Counsel

Davtd \}crska'sv'lc (? L‘mqﬂ. “We Delendant Tled heave bs Aﬁwﬂ‘ in the M"’“‘?“ Supeeme
Couc aid. on 'Se?brilau:-'li,' a6rY, the-Sipreme Court qfficmel e convichen. (Doekel 2 159551)
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Verdict
On June 27, 2017,, Mr. Williams was convicted of three counts of first degree criminal sexual

conduct (CSC), contrary to MCL 750.520b(1)(b), and abortion , contrary to MCL 750.14.

Sentence
On June 27% 2027, the court sentenced Defendant to 30 to 50 years on the CSC

convictions and 2-4 years imprisonment on the abortion conviction.

REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION

The Petitioner respectfully requests based upon the grounds hereafter, this Honorable Court
GRANT the within writ and reverse the judgment of the court below. The petition for a Writ of

Certiorari should be granted as Petitioner was denied his Federal Constitutional Rights.

ARGUMENT I

I. THE EVIDENCE PRESENTED AT TRIAL WAS INSUFFICIENT TO
SUPPORT THE CONVICTION OF CSC 15T DEGREE WHERE THERE WAS
NO PROOF OF PENETRATION AS REQUIRED BY THE MICHIGAN
SUPREME COURT IN VIOLATION OF DEFENDANT’S US CONST. XIV
AMENDED RIGHT.

Due to time constraints, Petitioner submits his original handwritten Argument in his 6.500 Motion

for Relief from Judgment on this issue below;.
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Shandard O Review: )
Questions of |m..;,rt.sarchns _:;uc&d'&;a% -OF' cvic]tnod are réwwwl ofc no‘w.:..
?’eoP\e v, Wa\f, 40 Mich So%;m13-51; 489 NWad 1 (Iqqa); Tackson v V‘;r%\mq'
W3 Us 307; 99 ST 9781} 41 Ll ool 560 (1979).

“The Sufficienct evidence regoirement is @ part of every Criminal defendante
dve process rights”, Buple vi olfe, supes, ‘ o

I Discossin®

T B  ric, the ?ruu;m tliness, morse Andiea Scllivan (*axpert witnen) deskifled Fhat she
and br. Anailiily Cdm;“de‘; a rhf{src‘a/ examinalion gy the Comffdnl'n I Wl ness “,J were not
oble to deteemine whether. ::m?\aami hed been assavtied o had any sexoo! infeccovese,

Ostside of Hhe complalnant’s teshmany, dhere wes o Pysical ev"d,’cnm presented 1o Suppert
the sexcel dlegations made qganst the Defindant There ere e expert. uidnasses thet
teshified at drial (D Ann Schaeider, Andren Sollivan, aed Candiee Coopee) snd niihte, ece e
o conliem tny esidencs of senal infergourse Sich as whabhee fhe C""“P!‘*M“‘:"'l')eqmen' |
Wwas O!Q\ll’efﬂ{"éa wl‘«lck weuld have vaeo.leJ whelher or nek “1{ @nPidiMn} wias sl 4 _— ‘
7 Suce.l:{ ohe Cou\.ﬁ'.'sa&!\f Cmclucl&l "r"tdu‘ if a female ,mJ ﬁem J’Cxwt”q d:mun‘ftd ﬂor ten '%

i Hhe s of Sor s dd oy n 2ol e i e e
| Selvan aed D, Agiih wold beve-bee a5 deeriine Hat He. Gouplinac
| has had serual wntertuese, . R .

TThe M‘ud\‘:sm Supreme Courk stated 'm Perkaent 3ard 7 " Rusf of ra;;c Feguices the 5;,“““3 of

\)

Penatraten’( People v, Kir’icLH, 3% Mich. 370 (1973)( Headnete 4,

Aﬂ;eé owlliple forentic interviews and examinakions, fio Preof of sexudl inkerzaors o cape, |
has been found, The Prosecotor has ﬁhl’eo} bo maak bhis cequicement of the M'ickﬂqo

Supreme Court and has Hhes Giled +o Provide sufficient evidence {5 auﬁmrl—
the conviction of Criminal Sexwal Gnduet m the fiot Aear& “J“""‘d’ the be&"‘h‘* |

PR IOO TR R
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-} was relevant

ARGUMENT II

II. THE EVICENCE PRESENTED AT TRIAL OR WHETHER THE LACK
THEREOF, WAS INSUFFICIENT TO SUPPORT THE ABORTION
CONVICTION IN VIOLATION OF THE DEFENDANT’S RIGHT TO DUE
PROCESS UNDER THE U.S. CONST. XIV AMENDMENT

=~ = Due'to time constraints, Petitioner submits his original handwritten Argument in his 6.500

Motion for Relief from Judgment on this issue below;.

Standard Of Review:

for Ihe Defendant incorparates the standard | of - review in-jssue T
ot 14 Sake. O‘p no;L Lﬂ‘lf{j rqtﬁ'h\lﬂ,

-DBCussion .

Be&ﬁn'uig g:s&:f:vﬂch«ai “"’. Defendant with Aborlim agpinst Complaintant B aq alleged refoanay

: t Thnsogn | 015 | : : -

C._m;““\ sexval Cbn&u?cve.: ol?wfre ’.Cw« @ fear belore oy mvﬁ{'ﬂ““‘" or dccusations of
the Complainant: testified dhat she 4S impr

e she legd hl Hh Dol ol s o LT M ok (173
Y caster

oY, ond even’mail-.’ ordered an abor Hon W ms’rq o bher Hf:;t:r‘_ e uh 2
Yo her, Gz uo), et vpe e

E\:r\s}r‘i\,*he Defendant admigsterad e pills e Forn an unkaag
| . ;Iehc’e‘l?rosljdir;::n{n;«{ :'n,(é' evia'entf a ﬂag’,drm Hhat afl “}{y confained Fhe Der&dﬂﬂ&

M1|h£ i; e 4 mﬂh Deleckive Jim Tiwardesys Hg*'lmom{. Vet Twardesky sicled
Credi} ca:;:‘ shle-:erﬂ‘?‘: \ *tiﬁuﬁrm%w%wli%‘hﬂmhﬁ Ao ) ubich conlained “1"}"”““‘”
(ines, Tk oot ¢ aborkion Pils allegedly used by she compleim

ne (III,I'-!S). lmr&sk», ?-x?\oaﬂezl he could not w:r{{‘.,{ ’:’no? the credit licatd .jzngiifn E
W T b the Porchase of fhe abortion 'filf.
. w‘_;.&“‘m&“‘{l“‘f aétﬁh& That there was no evidence showing that the Ctmlﬂainmj wilness was

' l“( ass s became Pregnent or ever had an" gbardion. (IV, 93’)
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AL y : Sente ot-‘ a pregrancy Yes\ or caster sif beina 'UsZ'A" .
1. es¥u Surther admidred Tnok no c_v |
“’"‘\‘i‘: oj a:neé wos Gound during e wveshgetion. (Tv, 29) He alss “‘k“““‘i‘?xﬁ
. ‘ | L 4 \Syrar
::o: &uf'mg the couese of the investigation, ne sae was ever ae to find a Searc Y

’ : settan Y5 hod ectuced,
oN a Compuler or ?’h,ane,l S‘M‘Jwﬁ thet an ‘“\.enfe,\ seaveh for alosrlion s
(1V, 30) _

| Ducms closing, the prasecoler metioned having a Sereen shot” o7 Jhe web .Purc"\djé wihick
| ¥he Pesple I?d nok intentd bn subruilling, ot was ensstind with the fed thad some fime
clese Yo the q].\edeb Wegnancy, a purchase for §305 was made iy March. (v, 135)
Neh.the purchase B 4305 is nst consishent ity dhe complainant’s estimany a3 she |

alleged Pt the Defendant }npreanl-eéz her %4 May 016, Even i Jhat was a misstatemen,
b s oy b e gt s o) e A

Suvrely the Deferdank's porchase of whatevee fe may hove spert $385 ) flars on cald
m\-ﬂ;‘:{m been Gor aLfr’:im 'f'l\ls Qr 7 ‘

the fedd betimg 'lmém&ha{ec‘.. - he Gemplainant 4 whife Mok before she were 4o Ko

. The Mméanw Conviclion Cmmmnﬂ Yhe h’aorﬁdﬂ ctw—ae, viclales the mdaam Supreme Coucl's
N\;.ns..jm. the Tsky Goord, T Ty, the Michigan Supreme Court gaid ! o

“A delendant coold not be convicted off abaclion vith r

dont cauld ok espect o a Wamen whs wos gl
preqnant” ( Epiphasis Added), Teeple Y.Tfnsk1, 399 Mich, 108 (197¢), .

“There was ne evideoee ) | (et |
-4 Seppacy the Convichisn of Koordisn ageins\ #he Defendent where fhere
u“:as dtarh" noe 3‘&6%&'%1 the epplainant hod ever bévome. pregnant Q. yesr before she
vade e fiest (Faisc) dﬂfja}fans of Sexval Mistendee ) against Hﬂ Debendant
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ARGUMENT III

III. THE TESTIMONY OF THE PROSECUTOR’S “EXPERT” WITNESS, ANDREAS
SULLIVAN, INADMISSIBLY VOUCHED AND BOLSTED THE CREDIBILITY OF
. THE COMPLAINTANT IN VIOLATION OF BECKLEY COURT PRESEDENCE AND
VIOLATED THE DEFENDANT’S SIXTH AND FOURTEENTH AMENDED RIGHT TO
A FAIR TRIAL, DEFENSE COUNSEL’S FAILURE TO OBJECTRENDERED

INEFFECTIVE ASSISTANCE.

Due to time constraints, Petitioner submits his original handwritten Argument in his 6.500

Motion for Relief from Judgment on this issue below;.

Rtandard 0F Review :

“ The ddﬂ'\is&ion o excluston .of evidence rests in the Sound disorctian of the drial
- Court, and the frial Gurls exercise of discretian will nsd be averlumed on ‘PP“‘
absend an abuse of distrebisa ™ Feaple v. Crawfied, Y58 Mich. 376, 393 C;qqg).
* Housever, where dhe decisien invalves a preliminary guestion of lau, which 1s whether
o rule of evidence preclwdes odm‘\as’\‘é\\‘r\-t“ the tuésl-ian is revizwed de neveo.
Resple vi MeDaniel, 449 Mich. 469,412 (9003). .

“‘k:c‘:r:&:‘%\‘hg‘ﬂre éojn Rriminacy questiens o€ Yaws ace at issuve, it mubl boe bame in mind
ey 1S an abuse ok giseretian 45 admit evidénce that s | Ansy :
?::o}\e v. Lok, o M.‘d“qsq‘ 488 (149}, is inadnissible as a matber of o
.nP\e&r. eror standard o covied opplies 1o the tepraper opinim testimany 14 whidh )
_but?”ﬁ M tot sbyect al Yol Pesple v, Collon, 264 mcf‘. Apt- 112, 339} LLo 'y e CL&::S&
| The Defendant was o Wrial for sexval accosabions levied aadmsl- o Bq the CAMPlaiﬂ'tﬂﬁ
Wness, As such; during frial, the prosecuior colled Andrea Sollven, 4he nmelnmptqeea
o} Wids T Cumet as»c\«lcé bk C‘g\\éfavx'.s Hospital, whe participated in can&u«t\% a
Physical examinalion wih . A’“&'\“\\" Cer Aogitine) where they beth made a report Concerning
Yhe resolts of fhe Complainant’s Physical condition,
| Diring” diveck esom, the eosbestor quastioned M3, Sl h A e ienkion
. v Sulllvaa w“‘\ bn \““M . ‘
;3:: m\:ch concluded Ynat ‘}\m OmPhoinant had Leen severally abused 5:3— a ;; 5‘“"‘“ :mlmn
“The ?r.!:;.u%?‘ t‘l c::‘::m“ Prgpenet hadk bien derminabed ol some poin (m.wa)*f
‘ r iovited fhe inadmissih X . : ) :
Never ?m?ul‘l admilted M&;j;:v:; :fhm’;i ;r’\ﬂf- nj::cnfu experd titness, thovgh fhe teial couel
vacaciy to the Complaiaant’s deck; n vi v MRE 742, which bolstered and Jave
W Rerterson Coues, whlclyapetens L oHon of the Becley Gurt fhreshold a5 dteihedin
") an evpent wilnea not
the vocacity of a vielim ":‘J s b ol dhe sevval dbse occured, () an experd may fist vouch fr
y an )an erpect Moy not M"ﬁ( whether the AQ‘."A‘"* s 30..“‘{"
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(;see,

People Vi Tekley, 434 Mich, 441,456 N 23 391 (1240}, Pesple v. Beberson, Uso Midh.
| 349 Claes) : |

“The Yesbimany of Ma Sliven wiwevah the datraduckion of ‘Da Anqlill's exawinodion repert,
basteced the QMP‘O!MW‘% CM&B\W' of the sanal dbote and

alkaec\ Pregnancy where there
Was 1o Physied ewidence o supert the conclusion. and thes

Plera dhe veit of Itpeqer Veuding, |
Where Were ore no Physical Radings, o Ton tnaey nof deskifyy dhel the complainant suffered Porvdels
pediabric Sexsol aboce or oher 9%.%5 ‘\azw e \
achually occured. W

“ & conclusian as o the K ehihood that such abwse
wores & medieal etpect fay offer the opinin ok a \ock of
et afiemabvely estebioh A v crore echocs o P K o

plagsical Hndings

occored, (Reaple v, Wel Cid, Fono Mich App Lexis 7y

Bee. clsoy Peatle: V. Toarye, Bl Mich, 230,830 Judd 633, 3019 mich Lo 1356 (T &tk gexodl
obise €ase, the drid Courte admiesian of axpect festimony thal vouched foe *ﬁ’dﬂ'fu}tdﬂa b

{ Credielity wos plaim ereoe that alfected delondants 80l ghanttal cihts b '

Physieal endence ond Yhe 4rial was a drue

ecase fhece Luag ng
erediilily combest Y Eraphosis added),

Fx%’n&mnm‘ e Prosecotor Faiie:] fo vequest the ademieisn of M&g '\llvau s an-
Whneds, and e deiql Corf dbuced {hs :}ae o : .

M- Sllun a5 an expeck witneng, pn m:;n; & faling to s oblgekin 1o property el

M?\,E 793 hh?fles ;:m o d.ll«n in e h'ltﬂ Caod to ensoce ﬂwl. any expert teshwen
0deitied ot drigl ta vebable, While e exerciee of ks galeWeeper role is. Liittin a Courdls
%‘w“‘“a ;" ’fz‘;i J:d € May aeither gbandon s chligation e pecliom he fonelian
Radeasilely. ( Kumho e Co L4 Vi Carmichad =2 37, IS8-159; 119 S.Ck 1é7;
\‘B LEd ad a38) i "Aa 5a6 US & 7 >B-159) S
The triol covrle emror & abandoning s o\l ‘ 1o ersuce that Anbfe? Sullivan's :‘”wq
Was pepert adentied and religle, aréns 1kl e T\-u«u-lm M#ran:? He inndmisshle
Aestimony of De Angilllis repeet ook s, Sullivan which belsheced and vaoched for fhe
_ Credlbivay of the. Complainast, viofated the Delendant's right to a {ie and impartial
Wl undes e St od Torkesalh Armendeacsd,
Defbnse Counsel's e do objecd fo. e cleonly inprepee eslinamg of M3, Sclivan, consiloted
as ineffeckive gssistance 'mkera‘\wzl counsel abdec%d-ia the iMproper -widh
Wadlchdo} have been able o cmstder the |

| ta the jurecs
he mpes per feshiiong-und the evbesme cooold have
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IV. THE DEFENDANT DENIED HIS RIGHT TO CROSS EXAMINE DR. ANGILLI WHEN
HER REPORT THAT CONCLUDED THE COMPLAINANT WAS ABUSED AND HAD
TERMINATED THE PREGNANCY WAS ENTERED INTO EVIDENCE THROUGH
ANDREA SULLIVAN VIOLATING THE DEFENDANT’S CONFRONTATION CLAUSE.
TRIAL COUNSEL’S FAILURE TO OBJECT RENDERED INEFFECTIVE ASSITANCE IN
VIOLATION OF DEFENDANT’S SIXTH AMENDMENT RIGHT.

Due to time constraints, Petitioner submits his original handwritten Argument in his 6.500 Motion

for Relief from Judgment on this issue below;.

| Standard OF Revierd? -

" Conshikibonal queshions reauém Condrontalisa vigits are revicwed de novo, See Tesde v. C caner,
209 Mich Agp. 19,933 53t Nidsd 721 QA5Y; Pesple v Seith, 43 Utch hey. £67, 433; ¢35
NiSad gi (dees), Liile Weistoe wad hol Preserved ot triol, aod Therelice reviosed e ain eressy
Pesgle V. Casnes ks Mich 750,783-763;597 Nued 136 (1882), 0 delidaldelendant’s
it 5 be conlronded With wWitieses and vight 4s be pased ol every stage of Ahe. driak
teg tok be presumed from a Slent recsrd. Peeple . Ewma’qﬂ Mich. Ay 057, Sl Nisad
St (R13). Counsels coveent dses not overcome o defondont's tights, and cerlan vighls
3 % | : ‘ wier an wave these n%\.k fr a delendant,

esple i Torewons, 305 Mich, 663 ; 2 08403 o4 (1a43), People- v Degraffenceid 19 Mich.
Ave- 763,731 173 udad 37 (i), . ‘

Qales of ineflecfive. assishonce off counsel are reviewsed de o, Tesple v, Rcktens b Mich
3‘13' 359 0“““- o eskablidh a cldim thel & A&&n&m’r was devied Wi esnshtolionsl
F'l%\i— 1 the effechive assistance of coonsed| he must Shaw Thad bis atbsmers tegf{!a&n\ﬂ“m .
£ belowo an doyechive standard of reasonadbheness, Tirter, a deloadant most affematively
demanshrole a veasondde peotdolity Yool bet for counsd's, ercs, fhe vesir of she pocecdiog

E’f;f:ﬁ hate. Seen, 8iffereat, Shriddand v Woshingion ULl US L45; 184S Ch ns3; 80 L B od 47

Ti'le Waﬂ‘ wes not QW“J'J bis “-’5“ b é’“Mb" h:rﬂliki t-'-,-l'nou Mﬂ&‘iﬂ\t report & -
Concemins the C‘»q\dlmx' {Decmaricn Tennd} was indredoced al fra':t’ ”t.'ooal awrst Andrea Sollivan uwho
itﬁM. in the Lucwn of an erpect u}lmési et Be Aaji[‘:l'h'; refoct deberouned At Doemontcd . hod

| been “Sevecelly and Chronteally abused svec & den-gear peciod, and @} some point terminated her

| Pregnaney, (um, 103),

| The exandnalion repoct dhafled by Do Al wes 0 edvel o the Worran Tukie imeshaabian for sexaal
those. yhicl, cons “astimanka] slatements® that davel tho: Dalendank 1w n S "
e Rl

-D’wcussi on <
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“Thd. Prsecntor crots-eramned na. Silivan with D, A‘\Sﬁ"‘?‘s cepork confiomiog }B:l W Jelmij |
that ;t}\t Cam“‘h\nm} ws gbosed and ferminded /zgr Peggroncy al sme paint w ich vouthed o
for the Varucity of the conlainanVs Yesmon Phadh Ms, Sullven feshified thal fhere was ng |
Physicd) evidence of any seywal nhereowse., |

F

A decsment erested solely for an evklenﬁartf porpose made ia aid of 4 Police iami@nﬁh
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ARGUMENT V

V. THE DEFENDANT SENTENCED UNDER FALSE INFORMATION DUE TO THE
PROBATION DEPARTMENT’S FAILURE TO CALULATE HIS PRV AND OV SCORE IN
DEFENDANTS PSI REPORT IN VIOLATION OF HIS RIGHT TO DUE PROCESS? DID
DEFENSE COUNSEL FAIL TO CHALLANGE THE INACCURATE GUIDELINES
RENDING INEFFECTIVE ASSISTANCE.

Due to time constraints, Petitioner submits his original handwritten Argument in his 6.500 Motion

for Relief from Judgment on this issue below;.
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ARGUMENT VI

VI. THE DEFENDANT DENIED HIS RIGHT TO EFFECTIVE ASSISTANCE OF TRIAL
COUNSEL DUE TO: (A) COUNSEL FAILURE TO INVSETIGATE AND PREPARE A
SUBSTANTIAL DEFENSE, (B) COUNSEL WITHHELD IMPEACHABLE DISCOVERY
MATERIAL; (C) COUNSEL FAILED TO EFFECTIVELYU CROSS-EXAMINE THE
PROSECUTOR’S WITNESSES, (D) COUNSEL CONCEDED TO THE DEFENDANT’S
GUILT INFRONT OF THE JURY AT CLOSING ARGUMENT.

Due to time constraints, Petitioner submits his original handwritten Argument in his 6.500 Motion

for Relief from Judgment on this issue below;.
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ARGUMENT VII

VII. WAS THE DEFENDANT DENIED HIS RIGHT TO EFFECTIVE ASSISTANCE OF
TRIAL COUNSEL DUE TO: (A) COUNSEL FAILURE TO INVSETIGATE AND PREPARE A
SUBSTANTIAL DEFENSE, (B) COUNSEL WITHHELD IMPEACHABLE DISCOVERY
MATERIAL, (C) COUNSEL FAILED TO EFFECTIVELYU CROSS-EXAMINE THE
_PROSECUTOR’S  WITNESSES, (D) COUNSEL CONCEDED TO THE DEFENDANT’S
GUILT INFRONT OF THE JURY AT CLOSING ARGUMENT?

Due to time constraints, Petitioner submits his original handwritten Argument in his 6.500 Motion

for Relief from Judgment on this issue below;.
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ARGUMENT VIII

VII. THE SUBSTANTIAL ISSUES RAISED IN DEFENDANT’S 6.500
MOTION ALL HAVE A CUMULATIVE EFFECT ON THE OUTCOME OF
DEFENDANT’S TRIAL AND DIRECT APPEAL IN VIOLATION OF HIS
RIGHT TO DUE PROCESS EVEN IF THE TRIAL COURT CONSIDERS
THEM TO BE HARMLESS.

Due to time constraints, Petitioner submits his original handwritten Argument in his 6.500 Motion

for Relief from Judgment on this issue below;.
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CONCLUSION

7 Fot the above reasons Mr. Williams requests that this Honorable Court grant his Petition

for a Writ of Certiorari reverse Michigan Supreme Court’s decision.

DECLARATION OF SERVICE
The petitioner certify under 28
USC 1746 that a copy of this
document was served to all
parties by U.S. Mail.
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DATE:

Mark Anthony Williams 389129
IONIA CORRECTIONAL FACILITY
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