JUL 15 2022

FFICE OF THE CLERK
SHESEME COURT D o

IN THE

SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES

- ETT
ANHTONY L — PETITIONER

(Your Narhe) :

VS.

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
— RESPONDENT(S)

ON PETITION FOR A WRIT OF CERTIORARI TO

SIXTH CIRCUIT COURT OF APPEALS

(NAME OF COURT THAT LAST RULED ON MERITS OF YOUR CASE) |

PETITION FOR WRIT OF CERTIORARI

e
Andhony Lett ~ Sugso- oo

(Your Na‘rned :
USSP Flovence - gk

%) oy 7000

(Address)

Clofence CO» BlaMe
(City, State, Zip Code)

W

(Phoﬁe Numbef)




QUESTION(S) PRESENTED

1. bid Court of appeals error when denying Petitioner's
Rehaif :v. United States , 139 S.Ct. 204.

2. Was Petitioner 's ineffective assistance claim denied
in error.

3. Petitioner will supplement the fore oing under provisions
established in Fed. Fed.R. Crim.Pro. Rule SZ%b).



LIST OF PARTIES

[X] 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 judgment below.

OPINIONS BELOW

[ ] For cases from federal courts:

The oplmon of the United States court of appeals appears at Appendlx _ﬁ_ to
the petition and is
[ ] reported at : : __.__sor,
[ ] has been designated for pubhcatlon but is not yet reported; or,
~~—Ly] is unpublished.

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

[ ] reported at ; OF,
[ 1 has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,
—>=Q ] is unpublished.

[ ] For cases from state courts: /&I/A

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,
[ 1 is unpublished.

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

[ ] reported at ; Or,
[ ] has been designated for. pubhcatlon but is not yet reported; or,
[ ] is unpubhshed




JURISDICTION

“N] For cases from federal courts:

The date on Which the United States Court of Appeals decided my case
was -8 <2023

[ 1 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: ﬂ';%gléﬁa—, and a copy of the
order denying rehearing appears at Appendix __ A,

[ 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).

[ ] For cases from state courts: N A

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 (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

Sixth Amendment of the Constitution
Fifth Amendment Of the constitution



STATEMENT OF THE CASE

. OnJuno (4, 9050, Pedoner sppested efie ke U-S: Diskick Couh for
| e ordkenn Orstiet of CM(O‘C\Q\J-Q)anA Awision W Celahion with Yee BWars
o May [ 2018, Judgement 2ad Coavickivn, 150 mordhy, bewg ehiaged ey

‘C'Uu\v\r"(])’ yielshon of 8 Ufﬁff%&?/ﬁ)())' Felonin Pregegran of 2 et .

- Count(2), Db 20 Niokshun of 15 0509925 (), Bssession of o Sklen

Fueacen - Pt onecs Q\fchQf;\\}usf of Wi 28 USCEII5S ioece C”fém@f
J}lm‘lj.

Peiwlfower e esemted —PH?;\ e wag &r&w\\:j Sf.N"\w\c)' an ‘-\ )\fsz) sertente
2odl €oaNiThon uSwy Revan' V. US., 139 $Cr 991 (36 L.ed- 04 594,
[ sup[w’)' of Tssue one (), and Tagwe (¢ Al evndente 4o estatohels
Aot e a&«aﬂ\j of'ccms‘,.i’%ek\;iab pusessest aLuealm 25 g}m—&ed b he
60})@%\“%‘&‘, Oﬂ 1SS C?),—Wg* e éj(awds J\,\(S ()).e;\—e(mm'a, A _
DJQ —H,.€ 5‘“‘” pc&‘e(ﬁd\(\ was the Same ﬁ(@;(m nJ\duCQd? du(\}\f’) '\-(\d
Q;Imlbnce ool Serrknc{nj : Iw\éS‘Lte (q)‘ s counsel was -;neﬁﬁcu[;w

¥ evary phase ef Hie ploteedings. Tssue (S), Agpeliate (ounsel

Wy me;(??edu-e, ‘

The Vg \L/\' Co\,w\' d@méﬁ Coacl, iS‘f"'fﬁ Bna

- - ¢ \D‘Q“":“'\()t/\ef; ‘,’V\Q\/Qd ‘Qﬁr
2ppez) mtin he SaH, Ctadt Coudt 0@ Appeals.



REASONS FOR GRANTING THE .PETITION

At Stake in this case are constitutional protecgions of

of historic and critical importance to Anglo-American ;urlsprudence:
The prohibition of any deprivation of liberty without "process
of law ", the requirement in a criminal proceeding of proof beyond .
a reasonable doubt and the guarantee that "in all criminal: prosecdtiigns
>the right to a speedy and public trial , by an impartial jury
after notice and presentment in an indictment by a grand jury.
U.S. Const., amend s, V and VI . The Fifth And SlxthuAmengmgnt.
guarantees of notice and jury trial indispu;ably.entltesaa:Qrimlnal
defendant. to "a jury determination that he is guilty of every
element of the crime with which he is charged, beyond a reasonable
doubt ." United.States:v. Guadin, 515 U.S. 506, 510(1995); See
also Sullivan v. Louisiana, 508 U.S. 275, 278 (1993), In re Winship,
397 U.S. 358, 364 (1970)("The Due process clause protects the _
accused against convictions except upon proof beyopd a reasonable
doubt of every fact necessary to constitute the crime with which
he is charged ." . ' .

This case squarely presernts constitutional issues addressed

by ----see below;
Rehaif v. United States , 139 S.Ct. 204.

The Petitioner concedes thatm Grant Of Wri ertiorari
is warranted in his case where the 18 U.S.C;§9222g9€1§ charges

against him is contrary to current Sixth Circuit law, and the
issue warrants Supreme Court review. See United States v. Luna,
165 F.3d 316, 319-322,(5 th Cir. 19997, "and United States v.
Daugherty, 264 F. 3d 513 , 518(5th Cir. 20017,

Petitioner, Anthony Lett res ectfully moves In Propria
Persona pleading with this honorable Court to dismiss the indictment
against him or reverse and remand the matter back to the lower
court s with directives compeing them to do so because the charging
1nstrumen% grand jury indictment ; (1 is based on an unconstifutional
statute ; 2}, It falled to state a federal offense, lacking in
federal Jurisdiction ; (3), it violates Petitioner's right to
a grand jury finding on the elements in support.

Mr. Lett will show that:

INTRODUCTION
Petitioper i - - .
as prescgfﬁeézgﬁrgéSU?E?EE§32§%§§<?§T?g félon ?osse331n$ a weapon
and the Sﬁf%e t” now a%t%ﬁeingigt%onst%tutlonallty of this statute

iciency o ent based on the Iack of a ici
) 1 sufficient
connection to lnterstate commerce

The thrust of Petitioner's argument is that the co i i i
t nstituti 1
gi 18 U.S.C §9?2(g)(1) 1s doubtful following the Supreme Court's ettty
d glﬁlon in United States v. Morrison, 529 U.S, 598. g27 (2000)
nd Jones v. United States y 249 U.ST 848, 859(2000). And ’

consequently , the FiFfR Circuit's decisio in Uni ¢ ,
Rawls, 85 F° 34 240. 2450 ( : ns in plted States v.
Kuban, 94 F. 3q 971, 9%3f§4§5th Clr.A1996§ and United States v.

\ . 3 ) which h ~Th
statute's constitutionality,..no longer gooé law? ave upheld the

Analys.is

A. 18 U.s.c.

§ ; . .
the Fifth Circuit'35922<g)<1) 18 unconstitutional. Mr. Lett uses

decision where he lacks the means to futther



resarch because the prison institution is on lock down , and no
law library access is provided while on lock down.

In proceeding , Rawls and Kubanj the Fifth Circuit held
that , despite."the Supreme Court's landmark decision in United
States v. Lopez, 514 U.S. 549(1995), 18 U.S.C.§ 922(g)(T)is ,
constitutional and that the statute was constitutionally applied
(in those cases )—because the.'"in.or affecting commerce’ element
can be satisfied if the firearm possessed by a convicted felon
had previously traveled in interstate commerce . But the Court's
opinions_were hardly a ringing endorsement of these propositions. -

In Rawls, all three panel members observed that, had
the Supremem Court not appeared to have addressed this issue
iniScarborough v. United States , 431 U.S. 563(1977), which pre-

dated Lopez, Lopez might well have swung the:constitutional question
the other way .(1) '

1. See Rawls, 85 F. 3d at 243("if the matter were res
nova, one might well wonder how it could rationally be concluded
that mere possession of a firearm in any meaningful way concerns
interstate commerce simply because the.firearm in any meaningful
way concerns interstate commerce simply because the firearm had
perhaps previously before the charged possessor was even born,
fortuitously traveled in interstate-commerce " . The Gun presented
to the jury differed from the gun said to have been possessed
by the petitioner , the gun was an antique at the gun show ,
and the gun presented before the jury was an unknown caliber,
never saying that it provided Mr. Lett's finger prints.
activity affecting interstate or even foreign commerce'
for purposes of 18 U.S.C.§844£i+, the federal arson statute.
See Jones, 529 U.S. at 850. ,
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CONCLUSION

The petition for a writ of certiorari should be granted.

Respectfully submitted,

Date: eyl 15, 2033
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