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LIST OF PARTIES

[\/( All parties appeér 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:

RELATED CASES

THERE 1S ~No RELATED CASES FpR His
(ROUND ONE BECAUSE ANy CoURT NEVER
GavE THE OPINION on MERITS of THE GiRounD

oNE. AND THE GiRoUND ONE iS THE STATE FAILED

To MEET iTS BURDEN OF PROOF, FoR KNGy
HiS MiSSiNG WIiFE SiNCE 4007,
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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

[\/f For cases from federal courts:

The opinion of the United States court of appeals appears at. EXHtB}T _B to
the petition and is

[ 1 reported at ; Or,

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

[ 1 is unpublished.

The opinion of the United States district court appears at . EthB\T_C_ to
the petition and is

[ ] reported at ; Or,

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[ ] is unpublished.

The oplmon of the highest state court to review th\erits appears a

y OT,

The opinion\ of the ' : court
appears at Appendix to the ﬁitition‘and is

[ ] reported a¥
[ 1 has been dekignated for pubhcatlok but is not yet reported 0
‘[ 1 is unpublished.




JURISDICTION

[ ] For cases from federal courts: N

The date on which the United States Court of Appeals decided my case
was PEL 0

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

[\/{ A timely petition for rehearing was denied by the United States Court of
Appeals on the following date: ML&,_Q\O_Z_L and a copy of the

order denying rehearmg appears at EXH| Bi T+

[ 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. § 1254(1).

The \Jate on which the highest state courti decided my case was '
A copy of that decision appaars at Appendy

to and induding
Application No.

(date) on

The jurisdiction ‘of this Court is invoked under ZS\J S.C. §1257(a



CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS INVOLVED

THE DUE PROCESS CLAUSE OF THE FOURTEENTH

AVENDMENT To THE UNITED STATES ConSTITUTion.



STATEMENT OF THE CASE

IN OCTOBER ool PETITioNERS THIRTY Tido YEAR
OLD INSFE INENT MISSING FRoM HER MANTEGO BAY
HOME. PETITioNERS WIFE LIVED WiTH PETITioNER AND 1S
THE MOTHER OF THEIR THEN Two YEAR OLD SON. THE
PolicE INVESTIGATION \{}.ELDED NO EVIDENCE of WRoNG
DoiNGi. IN SEVEN (1) YEARS, FOUR DETEETHES
INVESTIGATED THE MATTER, BUT NONE ESTABLISED A
SOL'D | EAD, MOREOVER, POLICE FOUND NO DIRECT, PHYS'CAL,
OR SCIENTIFic EVIDENCE To SUGGEST THAT PETIT(oNERS
WIFE HAD BEEN KMIED DR EVEN HARMED BY PETITIONER.
RESPoNDENT PROCEEDED iN TS HoMiCiDE THEORY WiTHoUT
EVIDENCE OF FETmeNER‘S WIFE'S BoDy, FACT OF DENTH, CAUSE
Aatp MMNER oF DEATH, oR CRiMiNAL AGENCY OF THiS PETITIoNER,
EXCEPT BY TORTUROUS AND BARE INFERENCE,

SEVEN YERRS AFTER PETITioNeR'S WIFE DisAppeARED,
AND STILL WITHOUT A Bopy To PROVE HER DEATH, TTS CAUSE

AND MANNER oR ANy CRIM_ENAL AGIENCY, PETITIONER WAS INDICATED

Y



_EQR_M:U_B.D.E.R_iN_T_HE_S.ELo.ND_D.E.CnR.E.E.{.ELBR&.D.&;S“IAIUTs‘:,

79 Q_._OM.(3))_.0_[5,_115,S_M.i.S_S.i.Nﬁiﬁw_i.E’_E_(.RQ_(it.N.D_E.&).Q_ DoC.al=i,

EX .D_D_l,‘GE,B)._Rf’SPaNDC‘NT__'EHE"ORnZLD,_A??ARENI_LY DUT_

DE Al HoLF __C Lol H —IH H:LPE TiTioNER _KillE! __H_LS,_;\di.EE_B\{

| Ch&n.KI«.N&_&E.R_Q.N_B_‘I)_AIE_SomE.W.H@,E_AQD_U'( BCTORER,

a,-&oel,

ON_SEPTEMBER, 0}, 2015_THE_CAUSE CAME BEEORE.

THE CIRCOTT COURTJUDGE MARGRARET 0 STEINBETK FOR JURY ~

TRipL. AT_THE_CLoSE_OF RESPoMDENTS [ASE_AND AU THE

EVIDENCﬁ—PETlTWR“T‘MELY MWED“(TN‘LE) FOR™R

UUD&MENT oF_ACSUITTAL, \NHICH DAAS_DENIED. _C_D_oc PIEIN

EXTT ot 183U =183 1 TU=18 15) THE QURY DELIWVERATED

AND__FDUND_?_ETETQoNFR_G\\JELT_Y_AS_C«H'HR@\ED (bo. 3=t

EX-0v1; at ¢0). AND THE‘CtR’C’U'ﬁT"CWRT_S?Nﬂ:NCED FETtTmNER -

',To LEE (MDRxsoNMENT (boe. 2=t Ex.AC ab 61T,




REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION

PETiTioNER AVERS, THAT THE ELEVENTH CiRCWT
COURT OF APPEALS RPPLIED Too HEAVY A RURDEN
UPoN HiM IWHEN DENYING His RE@UEST FoR PER-
MiGSi°N To APPEAL FOR HiS (zROUND ONE (1) THE
DENIAL oF GiRouND ONE (1) His a8 U.S.C., SECTioN 235H
HABEAS CORPUS PETITION BY THE DISTRICT COURT FOR
THE MiDbLE DISTRICT oF FLORIDA, FORT MYERS DiVisioN.
CONTRARY To SLACK V. MChANAL, tae SCb 1595 ab 1okt (Aoce)

AND BueK V. DAYiS, 13T SCE T59 ok 773 (Rot7).

i’. WoulLp FirRsT NoTE THAT PETiTioER wAS/i"S SEEKING
To CERTIFICATE OF APPEALABLLITY FoR HiS GIROUND ONE DNLY.
AND THE (hRoUND ONE, THE STATE FALLED To MEET ITS BURDEN
OF PROOF. ANY COURT NEVER GAVE THE OPiNiN m GIROUND ONE'S MERVTS.

[N SLACK, THiS CoURT STATED THAT .

Y WHERE A DISTRICT COURT HAS REJECTED THE CoNSTITUTioNAL
CLAIMS ON THE MERITS THE SHOWING REQUIRED To SRTISFY

9



1$.2353.00)_1s_STRAIGHT Forlx ARD

THE__,E_E_U:{_ED_&EB__M,\LSL_DEMWSIRRT.E THAT

REASONABLE _JURISTS_ \NoULD_EiND.TH TH;E-LD CT CoURtS

ASSEMIENT_OF Vme-;__cms;ﬁ, _U_I_i-O;NA.L“C_LMSHDE_BHIL\.B.L;E,

OR_WRONGL ... \WHEN THE_DISTRICT COURT DENiES A

IH n_B,E.B.s__gcz,_ﬁ:(_iou_.uuﬁg_cﬁ.&ugaLGRQU_&.D__\IJ.EIHQUI

WRERCHIN& THE_PmsoNER_s_UADC RLym_(;._CQN_SL_\umNAL

_ CLmM,_A__COA SHQ_LLLLISSUc__\AHEN_I.HE_?ETtTmN

STRTES_f \lRLLD___C-LQ&M_O.F_.[HE_D_E.N.iﬁL;QF_&__CO.ﬂS_TJ:(:UIIhNAL‘

RIGHT_AND THAT_JURISTS_OF REASON_lpuLD Einp il

DEBRTABLE‘.WHEIHER_THE“DJ $I_R1CI__CDURT WAS_ CoRRECT

N LTS__PRDCED.URP\L E’uuNGz ID

(EMPHASIS_ADDED)

S E;v_,s_uzrj.—:m_s(.eaaS_LaI_E&,_‘r:a(s__(:.o.u.R_I__iEx.el.aluE,b

|THE LEVEL OF THE_ANALYStS_To BE_CONSIDERED WHEN

DETERMING To_GRANT_0R DENY A_COA_To A PETITIONER




_ iN_BUCK V. DAVIS, 137 Gk 159 ob 113 (R017).

THERE, _THE _CouRT_EXPLAWED ¢

" THE COA_INOUIRY, WE_HAVE_EMPHASIZED, 15

Q&OT__Co;}‘;xlENS_L‘LE_\dilH_A_ME,RLT,S,_A;MAL_Y.SLSA_BI_'LH.E_C‘QA

STAGE _THE_ONLY QUESTION_is WHETHER THE bpplicant

HAS_SHofaIN_THAT JuRiSTS OF REASON CoulLD_DiSAGREE

WG TH_THE_DISTRICT_COURTS_RESOLUTIoN_OF His_ConSTITUTioNAL

— — lclaivs OB THAT JURLSTS Could CONCLUDE THE TsSuE

PRESENTED_ARE_ADEQUATE_To_PRoCERED_FURTHER._THIS

THRESHOLD_QUESTIoN_SHOULD_BE_DECIDED \WITHOUT
JEULL_CONSIDERNTIEN_0F_THE FACTUAL 68 LEGAL BASIS

R
ADDUCED IN_SUPPORT of THE_CLAIMS:

BuGK. ot 773_(eiraTioNS oMTTED) (EMPHASLS_BDDED),

HERE, _THE_DISTRICT_CoURT DENIED PETiTionels

o IGrounD ONE ON PROCEDURAL GiRoUND. PETITIONER Rpisep




 ITHE ConsSTITUTIoNAL CLAIM IN His GRounp ONE €1) i

o ,,,JHAT THE STATE F_m“LE*Difd PROVE.. A y’_ *ét-;' THE

,;;;A;; His ConvICTION. RAN AFoUL OF THE DUE. PROCESS Clause .

N nr THC“E( F"TH“ "54 XTH AQD;EoUR‘[EE,NTH Aé\MEND&:leNTg

jﬁﬁﬁ.é%f‘r THE. \JN LICD STNES CGNS"(LTUao _UNDEE UACKSON N. .

o IVIRGhWA,H93 U.S. 307, Ji-iq (1974).

. o AUNDER.THE._DENIAL OF THE GirounD ONE_FOR .

P‘ROCF’DURP\L GuRoUND THE ])ts(thT CouRT FoUND P,(; TITONER

13 NST_MLERT THE STATE. To THE. NATURE OF Wi$ FEDERAL .

7 } “ CLmM FoR ng G‘lROUND BNE e _ .

] (SEE ENCLDSC]) quie,rr e at G‘] OF.11._0R RECORD DaC. Ui, at &1 oE ll) I
e S o

— IT WOULD BE. AAEUND:\MENTAL MuscARR(aGlC ot-' JUS‘\‘;CE*,,,.%_;

o NST ADDRESS THE MERITS OF THE CLAWM. (GIKQU&LONE) o
T BAtTuN VTURNS °N*l SR F;3d ‘301“ \3i0\ (“TH (,[K \‘1‘18) T T

9
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4

Howeve R_,_.T_H.i.s__.\&_&S;_I.N_c‘o_@RE.CI _B'.t.::.c‘e‘u SE_P ETiTioNER

Filep b STATE HABEAS CORPUS PC_T.a.'l'_wN__eN__‘[‘_HE _STATE

_Ap.(ze.l.l.AI_E___C@QBI_..ZCH.BI THE_CouRT ACCERTED Anb DENiED

eyﬂoeeoca_et—:_ume Co,U.RT_, _s_z_gzhgﬂ_cj‘cﬁ_e_b EX Hascr_#k.,D

_ STATE HABERS__QFTuTmN_SPEC\F\CAHY AMES_IHE

FougTEENTH_AM ENDMENT DUC 10 mqm:mmr va@ms:

SEE g_r_«L:LoS.C—‘..M)LH&B.&L#_;E_gg_E.E.CQBD Dn(t.:}\-\) EX.10,__

_ PETITioNER'S_STATE HABERS PETITioN Plainly

\ / l - ’
"ALERTED._THE_STATE_CouRT To_THE_NATURE OE_HLS

|EEDERAL CLAIM_For_His_GROUND_ONE..

ALSe, PETITioNER INOULD_LIKE_To_ RoiNT_OUT_THAT

_ TH;E__Gt.&‘ouﬁQ_O.NE&Q‘LH\_%jJQ_S_H_w_A_S_E.x_H_Aus_tED.

WHERE, it His_DIRECT AppEAl of His JUbGMENT AND SENTENCE

He UseD_Clearly FESTABLISHED FEDERAL LA ARGUING,

His_ENTITLEMENT _To_RELEE.

10




In_His_ INITIAL + REPL\{ BRIEES, GiRoUND ONE 3

THE STATE_EAILED To_MEET (TS BURDEN_OF PROOE_AND

IiN_GiRound FivE, He speciFically SUBMITIED THAT A

EEDERAL_SOURCE 0F L RiA_IdHEN _HE STATED THAT THE

CoMBINED_ERRoRS CoMpLRINED DE ABOVE, AND (N _THE

WHOLE THIS_iNITIAL AND_RERLY BRIEES, DENIED

PETITIONER _HIS_RIGHT _To_h_FAIR TRIAL AND VicLAT(oN

BE THE 6 AMENDMENT To THE U.S.C

b R

(pocl 211, EX. 2} k14,2335 U7-18__EX. 0, ok 1-9,14),

ALSo., GiROUND_ONE_0F His_§ 3251 \WAS_EXHRAUSTED

WHERE,_IN_His_METioN_RULE 3,850 H&_USED_Viol ATioN o

THE RW, £ AND_\Y R AMENPMENTS_To_(HE .S, C.

(poc.2i-), EX. 21 AND.23),

i




__NEXT,_in_PeETiTioners " MoTion For CERTIEICATE

_ lor appealABility HE Maoe O @ THE MeRTsoE AN

_UNDERLYING_CLAIM. @ THE_PROCEDURAL TSSUE THAT HE.

MDCN\AL&EWS._C S_T;TUI\ONAL_.Ra&HTS__.\LNDER m—r M

SEEK To R MSE ,lm_D_Aj.kiBSlA&iiAL_S_H.QWLEQ_O‘F_J.HE‘_______;_____

| AMENDIM r-_Nr_“ro_Tﬁg__u_mI_E.D_SLM.E.s_cmsxj:;ui.i.cks,.

'SF’E_ENG:LQSE.D__E.X.Hl_BLT_#E_.M,DI;.QNfEb.KMC.E.RI.i_t;K_C ATE oF

APPEALABILITY.

WWEELT{QN(:R*AV ERS_THAT e__HE_SHovLD__HA\( E_BEEN

nRﬁN;EED._A__C ERTIEICATE ofF A?PEALP\BAL\]_YM&Y_IHE

E1E va:N_T_H_chu\T_Coug_T__oE_AF_FaAL 10!

— ITHAT CouRT PLACED 1 To@_.HEAW of A BURDEN uom

| KEIJ_LON:,E_\AH.E.M_QE.N¥_\_Q>_~\.G:1_\:\.&M_&—_€-@_Q.._C‘.e.NTR ARY

To_ SLACK ‘Anp Buck, SUPRA.

(




PeETiTioNER RESPECTFULLY' REQUESTS THiS
HONBRABLE COURT REYERSE AND REMAND THIS CASE
BACK To THE ELEVENTH CIRCUT WITH INSTRUCT(ONS
To GRANT PETITIONER & CoA ON G(RoU&DDNE. |

CONCLUSION

The petition for a writ of certiorari should be granted.

Respectfully submitted,

5/ _Kullar Singb
KULTAR SINGH GoRAYA,Y 58731

Date: GULY L\i %D;\)Q
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