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QUESTION(S) PRESENTED

Can A Lawyer have his Clienr PIeq Quilty 10 Y5 y€argon
R Statutory maximum OF A0 YEars ? UWDER TEXRS LAL.

Can A Coumr ReFuse +o Howok A UNITED STATES SuPREME.
CT PRECEDENT AFTEr BRING PreseNvted w/th+he PRECEDENT

boes A Judge Have +he Authority 10 G0 Over+#4e S¥atutory
MAXIMyM®

When A Lowver has his Client+o Plegd +0 A Septence
that EXCEEDS THE STRTUTORY ALLOWABLE BY LA IS THAT
PRETGDICE To THE CLTENT 7

TF A DISTRICT ATTORNEY KMOWINEYMAKES A PLEA
DEAL THAT EXCEEDS STATUuTORY MAXEMUN LS THIS A
BREACH GF PLEA DEAL OR COWTRACTY

1 N0 COURT HAS RULED ON THE MERLTY OF THE CASE
How IS_THAT A SuCCESSIVE PETITZON OR WAL 7 OF HABERS

Corpus? |
DOES THE 353 TUDLCIAL CoupT HACE TO HOMOR /7
SuPREME CouRT PRECEDENTZF I T APLTES 70 /7

PERSON'S CASET
DID TRIAL ATTORNEY GEORGE T, PRANHAM CoMmMIT
AUTONOMY,

(1)
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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

[ 1 ¥or cases from federal courts:

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

the petition and is

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[ 1 is unpublished.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[ ] is unpublished.

[v]’ For cases from state courts:

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

[ 1 reported at MMQM&Z%MS, or,
[ 1 has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,

L1 is unpublished.

The opinion of the MO, TRIC court
appears at Appendix _/2 _ to the petition and is

[ ] reported at ; or,

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

[14 is unpublished.




JURISDICTION

[ 1 For cases from federal courts:

was

[ 1 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: , and a copy of the
order denying rehearing appears at Appendix

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

[ ] 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).

[Vf For cases from state courts:

The date on which the highest state court decided my case was 06—39-309 .
A copy of that decision appears at Appendix .

M’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

AMENDMENT : VY, PROTECTION FROM UNREASONAGLE SEARCH

AND SELZURE
THE RIGHT OF THE PEOPLE TO BE SECURE

IN THEIR PERSONS, HOUSES, PRPERS, AND
BEFECTS, AGRIUST UNREASONABLE SERRCHES
A D SETZURES, SHALL MoT BE UZOLATED AND
NG LURRRANTS SHALL LSSUE BuT uroy
DPROBARLE CAUSE SUPPORTED 8y “OATH"OR
AFEAMATION, AND PARTLCULARLY DESCRTBIWG
THE PLACE 70 BE SEARCH, w0 THE PERSONS
, OR THIWNGS TO B SETZED,
AMENOTIENT )l‘/’/?otllzsmﬂs CoNCERNING PROSECUTION AVP
DUuE PROCESS OF LAW .

AMENDMENT 1V, |
NO PERSoN SHALL BE COMPELLED ZN ANy
CRimzunL CASE TO BE A WIZTHWESS AGATNST
HIMSELF, woR BE DEPRIVED OF LIFE LTBERTY,
OR PROPERTY WITHOUT Dus PROCESS OF LA,
AMENDMENT! V.IIT |

NO CRUEL AND UNUSUAL PYMISH ME,
| INFLECTED, PYNISH MENT S
AMENDMENT. XLV,
MO STATE SHALL DEPRIUE Any PERSON OF
LIFE, LIBERTY OR PROPERTY, LILTHOUT ODUE

PROCESS OF LAW,

NORDENY ANY PERSON AITHIN IT:S SURLSDIC-
Tzon” THE EQUAL PROTECTION OF THE LAW



STATEMENT OF THE CASE

SUSTZN TyRowe youws L RS CHERGED WITH THE OFFENSE

OF RECKLESS MANSLAUGHTER: BY ZNFORMATION 50 o ﬂCoDE
SECoND DEGREE FE(omy CHARGE UNDER TEXRS PENAL
Y g MAXTMUN SEVTENCE LS Q0 YEARS TINPRLSow el

N NoT 45 YERRS AS THE Gouerw MaNT CLAIMS, i

O FEBRUARYRY 2026 TN CAUSE Mo, 16 ~2490/ A PLEA

N GREEMENT WARS REACHED WITH THE §‘77)7£ OF TEXRS AND
TRIAL BTTORNEY GEORGE J7 PARWAHAM ATTORMEY FOR ...
TusTIN TYROwEYouns, PETLTZOVER

MAXIMuUM SENTENCE FoR INTOXTCATZon MAN -
SLhueH TEAJr A SEQOVY DEGRES F&lovy PUNLSHABLE
FROM A TO Q0 YEARS IMPRISCWMENT YUndER TEXAS
LAwW, TEXAS FENAL ColE Y4,08

AT THE PLER CollOQuy THE COURT Founp Ome ENAANCE-
MENT PRRRCRAPK A SECowd) DECREE Roggewy CHWEE
PLZSHABLE FRom A TO R0 YEARS LMPRIS on/ MENT.

THRT RALSED THE SENTEMCE FRoy 0 YERRS MAXT-
Mum, TO 85 7o LZFE! YOuNG WAS SENTENCE To 45 YEmRS

TEXAS HAS AMEVDED THE TEXRS PENAL (00E AN, 149

AETER TuSizw Youne's CowvZCrron 7/;5/5 fex;mvce
1) DEFENDANT EXCEEDS THE STRI4708Y

:ggggf{% %ngﬁcr AT THRT TINE A0 BLSO Vo).,

TJUSTI) YOUNES SENTENCE CoulD NOT HAUE BEEN
ENHANCED BEYOUD THE STATUTORY MAXIMUM OF 20 YEARS.,

ACCORDING TO..THE UNZTED STATES SupReme Coull 70
BLAKELY VS, WASHIVETON) BY 1S.296 (300Y)

Lf



STRTEMENT OF THE CRSE

SEE APPRENDT VS, MEL TERSEY, 530 US. Yéh (2cc)
RPPRENDZ VS, NEL JERSEY, 536 U,S. 589 (A0c0)

IN BipkeLy vs, UWRSKZNBTON, 9 U.S,266  (00%)
CONTZNUED THE APPRENDOT. APPROACH:
BUKECY PLEADED GUILTY, JusT LZ#E TUSTZN YOUNE
DID THE! BLARELY PLERDED QuILTy To KTDNAPAINE
HIS ESTRANGED LUTFE, UNDER LWASHING Ton LA THE
MAXIMUM SENTENCE HE Could RECEZUE AT~ THAT
TIME WARS &3 MonTHS IA FRISON,
But WASHZVETON LA AUTHORTZED AN TN CRERSE LF
(SuBSTANTIAL AND Com PEULTNG REASONS” ST/ red
(AN EXCEPTIONAL SENTENCE” SPmE AS TEXAS Lhw! AS

RPPLIED TO TUSTIN TYRONE YouN 6 Chse.
THIS CoulD INCREARSE BLAKELYS SENTENCE 70 90

MONTHS ITF THE COURT Found THAT HE ACTED
wITH " DECLBERYTE CRUELTY, "' ONE OF SEVERAL
AGGRAURTING FACTORS PERMITII 6 THE T 00
TO ZNCRERSE THE SENTEMCE {04 FZNOING THE
FIGERAURTORS , RRGRAVATING FACTOR Y0 &k JRESENT-
LN THE 8% DISTRICT CourT OF JTEFFERsOoN Coynly
TEXRS ON FEBRuARY 9, 2026 PLen Colloguy 77
QoukT; JuDGE Found ONE ENHBMCEMENT PIRAGKA S
THAT WENT OVER THE STRTUTORY IAXIMUM By 35 yehks!
AFTER HEARING EULOENCE, TACLUDING THE UZ.CTZM'S
TESTIMony ABouT THE ZNCIDEYT, THE TRIAL JUDCE

TSSUed 22 Frwozmes OF FALT AmO ImPOJEgT/fE 40
MONTH SENTENCE,



STATEMENT OF THE CRSE

TN BLAKELY VS, LURSHZNETON, 54 U S.296 (R00Y)

THE BLAKELY COURT TWUALTDATED THE ZWCRERSE

BECAUSE Fhe STATUTORY MBXIMUM' FoR APPRENOL
PURPOSES .S THE MAXIMuM SEVTENCE A JTud6r
MRBY IMPOSE "SOLELY O THE BASLS OF THE FACTS

REFLECTED -IN TH§ TYURY UERDICTOR AOMITTED
By THE DEFENDANT,

PPPRENDT BARRED IWCRERSING A SENTENCE BEYON O
A STATUTORY MAYZMUM THE TUDGE “MAYImPOSE

BASED SOLELYy 0N THE FACTS FOMITTED I THE
QuzLry PLER? 593 u.s,aT 303 (EMPHASES. A ORTBINAL)

THES CPSE whS A ConvDITIONAL

PLEA BRRGIN CASE
N CAUSE MO, Lb = RY290

THE STATE OF TEXRS VS, TuST A TYRONE YOUNG

ON FEBRURRY 29 2026 TUSTIA 7YROVE YO4NG
ENTERED nvto A ConOITronNAL PLEA

THE Two ConCuRRING. . | ~

BIRCHEIELD VS, NORTH DRKOTR RULINESWERE nvor
TSSUEQ UNTIL TUNE 3,014 x

BIRCHRTELD VS, NORTH DAKOTA, 136 15,3260 (016) \
BIR CHFLEW Vs, NORTH DAKOTA, 575 LS, 438,476,477 (016)

ALL CLAIMS LERE PRESENTED TO STATE Couk7 FATRLY

sV JubrczAL DLSTRICT Couk JEFFERSoN Couw
TEXAS, ReJeCTED ALL THESE CLAZMS.



REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION

RULE =20 (k)
THE 38M0 DZSTRICT Coup g F SEF

_ FERSON CounTy, TEXRS
HAS DECIOED AN ZMPORTANT FEDERAL QUESTION T A
WAY THAT CONFLICTS WITH THE DECTSTon, OF AuoTHeR
STATE CoukT. :

19™ CouRT OF APPEALS TYLER,TEXRS PETITION CRANTED
(WARRANTLESS BLOOD DRAW )

GENTRY VS, STATE , TRIAL CouRT VUMBER-1Q-13 00168
QouRT RECORD i APPEAL FRom R4Z5T JuDzCIAL
OLSTRICT CouRT OF Smzrw Coun7y,TEXRS. TYLER
TR, CT N0 Q42 - 25490 —2) CASE REVERSED- WARRANT -

LESS BL00D DRA. REVERSED awD REMPKOED FOR
FuRTHER PROCEEDINGS, ¢ \

PANEL OF JU0GES IPMEST; (orTHEN CHIEF TuSTICE
C.J; BRTFELTH AND HOXLE T7 TUDGEMENT ENTERED ON
RUBUST 27,3024, TRIAL Counstl Fep f otzow 7O

SUPPRESS I THE A425T TuprCaat. CoulT THIT MOTLON
WAS DENIED AMD GENTRY PLED QuTlTy TO FELOVY

D, L. LIKE TuSrTIih TYRONE Youne. Gev7RY WAS
SENTENCED TO 99 YEARS ITMPRISOVMEN], Vo HERR-

ZW6" WAS HELDTh TUSTIN TYROWE'S Youns CASE LT

WAS A KEARING HELD AN EXTENSIUE HEARTNG WAS
HELD PRIOR TO JuSTIN Youns's QuIiTy PLER,

THE A5 DLSTRI.CT CouRT DENTED YOUNG's
SUPPRESSTON MoTiow,

THE 237 Court OF APPEA LS RULED THAT THE AtizST
JUDZCTAL CoukT E;ﬂ?w WHEN LT FATLED Tu SyppRESS,

Y



REASONS FOR GRANTZING PETZTZON

RULE 20, (b) "ChARRBVTLESS URTAME Sppmyes”

- THE 3&avd DISTRZCT CourT OF TEAFERS N/
Coun7y, TEXRS JBS DECZOED AN INPORTAVT
FEDERAL QuESTZIN TN A @8y 7487 CowFLICTS
LWTTH THE DECTSIon OF ANoTHER STHIE CourT,

SEE STATEVS.LAR QO Nw, ad 282 1,0, ~ 028 -
SouTH DRKOTR SuPRemE CouRT AlINOYNCES SERRCH
TINCIDENT TO ARREST EXCEPLTION TQ LJARRANT

SuPPEME CourT CRSE LAwW" STRTES LAW ENFORCE~
m EA/;" MUST SECURE L/hRRANT PRToR TO QOBTALK-

INE, A “BLOOD OR URINE SAMPLE FROm AN ARRESTEE,
THE CouRT STRTED THAT BLO0D AUD LRTWE ARE
BANALOGouS 7O ONE ANOTHER,

THE CouRT STATED BoTH (AN REVEAL HERLTH

LNFORMATZON

RULE 20 (C)
A STATE CouRT MHAS DECTDED AN I MPORTHNT
FEDERAL QUESTION ZN AR WAY THAT CoNFLICTS
WITH RELEUANT DECTSIONS OF THIs CoupT

SEE THE CowCURRING OPTMIONS OF ...
BIRCHELELD VS, NorTH OAKITA, 2364.5, 2260 (A026)
BIRCHFIELD VS, MORTY OAKGTE, 579 u.S, Y38 47477 (R026)
RETROACTIUE TO CASE ON COLLATERAL PELIEC)

R8N0 JUDICTAL DISTRICT CoukT FATLED To Howoh

o



RERSONS FoR GRANTING PETI Tron

R UNZTED STATES Subpeme Coupr PRECEDENT (S)

RULEZ0. (C) X52%0 CouRT OF TEFRERSoN CouniTy; EXAS

LA Cunzig Ham vs, CALTFORMTA, 137 S.C85% (R007)

THE SuPpeME CoukT INUALTOATED CALIFORMIA'S
ENHANCED SENTENCING PROVISIONS ENACIED UN DER

TITS 2G77 DETERMINATE SENTENCING LAW-
WHTCH CREATED A PRESUMPTIVE SENTENCING SYSTEM

70 LIMIT TGOGE!S SENTENCING DISCRETZON.

THAT STATUTORY SCHEME, RS ZMPLE Mew7ED BY COuRT
RULES, PROULDED FoR TubGES 70 SEN7ENCE COMULCTEY
FELONS TO ONE OF THREE TERMS ) FOR A GIUEN CRTME,

TEXRS LAWS DG THE SAME THING,

FOLLOWTNG RPPRENDT AND 7S PROGEN
oL Y THE CouRT
HELD" 7Har Cunmzvemm HAO Beew SENZENCED TO
THE UPPER TERM O THE BASES OF CoMSTLTUTZONALLY
lmPE/?MI&SZBLG FACTFINOING BY THE SEA/7ZAICTA/E
JUDGE S | S

BeCAusE THE(CALTForNzA DETERMI NATE 3£M7EA/CIA/€

LAw) AUTHORIZES THE JUDGE NOT THE

JURY 70 Fv O
FACTS PERMITIZNG AU UPPER TERM SENTENCE THE
SYSTEM CAUNOT WZTHSTAND MEASUPEMET UPDER )

: N/ )
OUR SIXTH AMENDMENT  "PRECE DENT” 74 ot 811

THE OPLMION OF THE 3S"° 510ICT8¢ CoupT OF
JERFERs O Counlly TEXRS, OPTHTON COMALICTS LWITH

' ‘ >« THE SUREME
THE SuppemE CouRT50PLNZON LN THE
CoupT HoLDIXGS TN CUbNINERIM VS, QALZFORNZH)
127 S.Ct £56 (3007). '



REASONS FOR GRANTZNG FETL7ZON
TRINL ATTORNEY QEORGE T PARIKAM

HRO HIS CLIENT J4STIN TYRONE YOoyné PLERD
QUILTY TO R Y45 YERR PRISON SEANTENCE LWHEN
THE STATUTORY MAXIMUM WAS WO STZIL LSA0 .
YEARS,

IN COLEMAN VS, THOMPSON,$01 w5, 733,739, 730(1991)
THE SuPREME CouRT OF THE Lmz7Ed STATES RERD
CoLlEMBN AS ConTAZMING AN'EXCELTZON”

ALOWING A FEDERAL HABEAS COURT TO FIumD'CAUSE
THERERY EXCUSTNE R DEFENDANTS “PROCEDURAL
DEFAULT WHERE(L) THE CLAIM OF INEFFECTIVE ‘

ASSISTANCE OF TRIAL CouMSEL WAS /LS HSUBSTANT -
TAL CLATM SEE SWORN AFFTORULT AT7ACHED TN TOW

Qe Chuse CovszsTeD oF THERE 8206 oMLY

TINEFFECTrUE ASSZSThNCE OF COUMSEL DURTNE
THE STATES Tiz7xAl. COLLATERAL REUIEL PRO -

CEEDING.! RPPELLRTE ATTORNEY D_ﬂmES/?§P£A/CE/P
FAZLED 70 CLTE THE CONTROLLINGE PRECEDENTS

SEE BIRCHFLELD VS, NORTH DAAUTH, 136 U5, 2260(302)
(2018) BIRCHFIELD v 1oRTH DRAKOTH 379 4s. Y38, Y777
FAZLED TO ARGUE TusST-In TYRONE VOUNG'S Cry7EiCe

EXCEEDS THE STATUTORY MAXTNUM Aus 7K oRr=E D
BY LA, oR ALLOWABLE BY LAw,



REASONS FoR GRANTING PETLIrON

RULEL0. (C) CONFLICT WITH A SuPREME CouRT
PRECEDELT. LN CRUSE MO, 26 -3H3290~8 RESFONSE
T0 ARTICLE 22,07 WATT OF HABEAS CORPLS.

STATES RESPONSE FILED TUNE A0 A0

{
THE TEFFERSoN Couwly, TEXAS DISTRICT ATTORNEY S

OFFICE STATED ON THEIR NS wER THAT JUSTTH
TYRONE YOune ENTERED A PLER DERLS, THEY ALSO

CTATED THE ELTDENCE ADNTTTED ACAZNST PETLILONER

TN SuPPoRT OF Hrs CowurceTzon CONSISTED NOT
OF BNMY BLOOD EULDEMNCE" BuT OF HIS AER ALoNG

WITH THE SupPorrzile JT4OTLCIAL AOMSSTo/
FounD Ik THE “STZAuLRIIONS, LUpTUER AN
JuDICTAL ADMITSSToN" Docummmzro)u.

THLS WAS A Diw.z, CASET A MANSLAUGHTER CHARGE

THEY...RRE SAYZNE HE WATUED HLS & H
RIG H?T 70 SELF ZNCRIMIMNATZON ﬁ%émgyg m@i/gw
PLER: |

PLEA AND WAZUER OF EIRTY AMENDMENT

LN MITCHELL vs unzTed STATES, $26 45,324 (2999)
THE COURT "HELD" THAT..THE PLERA Docs NoT OPERATE
AS..A WATUER OF PRIUTLEGE AT SenTEMNCING.

TN MITCHELLTHE DEFENOANT PLED BuzlTy TO THREE
QounTs OF.. DLSTRIBUTING COCATNE NERR A SCHOOL o0
0RGunD: AnD TO CONSPIRACY 1O DISTRTBuTE FIUE OR
MORE KTLo@QRAMS OF COCAINE. AT THE PLER Colloquy
THE U8, DrsTRrcr CouR7 JUDCE WHILE ASSESSTHE
LUHETHER THERE CAS A FACTUAL BASTS FoR THE PLEA



ONS FoR GRAN

TN MITCHELLVS UNITED STATESSA6 U.S,
ASKED HER WHETHER ‘CHE HAD DoE THE THLV
[JHICH SHE WAS PLEADTNG CUTLTY, .
QHE ADMITTED TO DOINE “SOm ”c %ré;;y gﬂ_;ﬂig ﬁ o~

TYRONE YouhlGe (W0 E
LTKE JUSTE? A SAMPLE AT SEYTENGNG

70 CONTEST THE BLOOD AND LIRINE
RBuT MITCHELL RESERVED THE RIGHT 70 COMTESTHZE
DRUG QUANTLTY UNDER THE ConSPTRACY CHARGE A1

GENTENCING, AT SENTENCING, SHE 0ID NOT TESTIHY
\

6S 10

REGARDING THE QuANTZTY OF PRUES. THE SENTENCINE

JudeE CowCLUbED THAT HER QUTLTY PLEA LATVED HER

I FTH AMENOMENT SELF INCREMTWATZON PREVILESE
10D THEREFoRe THE Tun6e CoulD DRAW AN AOUERSE
TWEERENCE FRom HER STLEWCE AT THE SENTENCING
HEART NG, THE 252 pr.sTRICT CouRT OF JEFFERSON
CounTy, TEXAS ON TUNVE 20,203 STATED THAT J4STIN
TYROME Youme WAZVED HLS FIFTH AMENOMENT CLATM,

TN REVERSING,THE UNZTED STRTES SuPREME CourT

EXPLAINED,  THE FLFTH AMENDMENT BY IT7S TERMS

DREVENTS A PERSON FRom BEING ComPELED TN AvY
CRIMINAL CASE To BE A WITWESS ACATNST "HIMSELF"

TO MALNTALK THAT SENTEMCINE PROCEEDTNGS ARE Mol
PART OF Auy CRImINAL CASE IS (ConTRARY) TO THE LAY
AND CommoN SENSE:

PETITIONER FACED IMPRISONMENT FROM ONE YEAR
UPLWARDS To LIFE PDEPENDING ON THE CIRCUMSTALCES) OF
THE CRIME, TOSAY SHE MRD No RIGHT To REMRAIN SILENZ—"

0 £




REASONS FOR GRANTING PETZTION

RULE 20.(¢)
ETFYH AMENDMENT PRLUILEGE AT THE PRECISE STneE
JUHERE FROm MITCHELS POTNT OF (ZEW,LTWAS

MoST ITMPORTANT, SAME FOR TuSTEN TYROVE YOUN ©

THE CouRT ALSO ConCLudED TR By DRAWLINGE
AN ADUERSE TNFERENCE FROM MITCHELL'S AnD ALSO
YouneS SILEWNCE THE SENTENCING TuDGE ZMPOSED
AN TMPERMISSIALE BurDEN ON HER'S AnD YounES
ATTEMPT TO EXCERCISE THEIR PRIVILEGE AGAINST
SELF TN CRTMZNAT-ZoN,

IN THE 25280 DIS7pzer CouRT OF JEFFERSGN
County TEXRS, ON COLLATERRL REUTEW ARTICLE
12,07 WARLT OF HABEARS CoRPys,

ALL THESE CLAIMS (ERE PRESENTED FAZRLY 70
THE STRTE OF TExAS, THeY DENIED ALL OF THESE
CLATMS, AUD ALSG LNORED THE SUPREME CouRT OF
THE UpzT2=D STRTES PRECEDENTS” THAT WERE

PRESENTED FATZRLY TO 7HEM.,

ALLTHESE CLAIMS ARE SupPoRTED

i . BY THE RECORDS
(R) THE CLATM RELIES ON-+»

(1) A WEW Rute OF CowSTZTUTZONAL LAl MADE

RETRoACTIVE TO CAses on COLLATERAL Reyzed BY
THE SUPREME COURT, THAT WAS PREUZOUSLY LinAUAZLABLE

BIRCHFZELD vs, ppp7iy DAKOTH, 236 .S. 3160 (2016)
- BIRCHFIELD Vs, oRTH DAKD7R 879 USH3E, 976,977 (3028)



CONCLUSION

The petition for a writ of certiorari should be granted.

: Respectfully submitted,
..
Date: Y -2 2 ';2




