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B RGNS

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

, [Vl For cases from federal courts:

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

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[ ] is unpublished.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[ ] is unpublished.

[ 1 For cases from state courts:

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

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[ ] is unpublished.

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

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[ 1 is unpublished.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




JURISDICTION

[¥] For cases from federal courts:

The date on which the United States Court of Appeals dec1ded my case
was _September 22,2022

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

[ ] An extension of time to file the petition for a writ of certiora:r:i 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:

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

[ ] 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).
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STATEMENT OF THE CASE Avmorirnerdt DAE
. . . ’ .
l> - an abuse oF precess and violahon of Fahhoneres Fibiln Ame ) umcsu‘oPOcmas
Process Conshhihovial Riahts when government ercated *fa\sc. vand Juvy < over
by attact i, govern ment jcﬂc‘rhw,as and produchion stratem & protessin -
\0C tial ¢ r¥sulbpoeinas \ssued by U.s Disthd Couvt Ha wan was qrand ju vy
Subpocnias. Since Fclomary 15, 2017, Governiment , who 1< lenh‘PF (1 m
triminal case, requested and alained over 0O “-wal Couvrt subpocnas m
U.s. Distct Court for Hawaii Chiet Adminishetie Tudae T, Michae 5¢a‘avlj‘*‘+
and Haen Se Subpoenas Yovermment Teterheads and N
Pvoduchory Slatemente ei—qhm'j el cou vt Subpoorwks were "Grand Jury
Subpoenas (sce Appendix B Green Dot Bantk &amplg) wheve it states the
‘ ~ vand \ury Sulopocing | +Hhat maividuals and
H\:S‘:‘\'f‘ulhmucc‘uld meet witl, As &‘V;Zini' nr'-c'; ’Sia-‘-ts A‘H'Dmc)l Relbecea Ann
o :cmv;“w f Ausa Pertmutic, ) and {Rs Aﬂevﬁr Mark Macphersoy (VA gent
A%FA ;";") *’:‘cpmw‘dc tnfovrmahen  and te be Inferiewed as Governments
SYivmue v aﬂo‘ ’ M S . )
“IF 15 aloiding retly Adert Macfherse,, was Hace

+ ‘ot Can deehp
; . : Yy @ evermment mere ckl|
then ide failure $o olcenve its own lans | ov Worse disveaare the cbj:‘cr i

its own Sxtistance'” o
What & eyven mMove e rf:ﬁuo-ﬁ:&{inﬁjme” G20 U.s. 3, a8 ey, 1218 (1932)
did not provide IScOvery ihe ,'h,\,c | "\1» AUSA rlmutier
Producha; State _ al conrt subpoenas W Provided
] menks ,'Wthl’l ch‘c H’ a Pear +ha+V i .

C’""andil’u Whe f Cluminoye, Cwviclence
phere “ry; NI Was miot ae Alusp Pevlrmu it and
bot bedore e -‘W".W%é_‘fho Grand Iuv¥o{’ Afler T plead out on July o
= feneinq T filed two rion Withdvaw My Pleas , Hhe lhehore Siated.
voiqanf‘:r:é Zn}cred “:. MOPI;T. b;h;:cél that aovermnment had |c€aﬂy Obtained

' ocumentarny evidente thvsyaln valid subpoenas , iowe allev T
Plfad : mll‘y, I df‘ecovCrwl Hat ovcvn‘jncn}' PVDGCGE::ks m’nd aj::f; ha;
u‘hl'ZBg mue-leaclmj subpocna.s,(%alsdl identified as Grand Jury™ Subpoenas
when in ot *hcy weve net Lssued on ehald s£g. 'yah‘éijufy.(&:c my elaims
in Civ. Nos. 12-cois3IMs and ZO‘OOMS’LEI‘( | / e
14 But for my

Mistaken belicf Hhat the govemment has | ally obtained
documcvﬁav\/ evidence Havow

b lawtul means and not -H'W:Eh misleadin
and false sulbpoenas from \2 mnci“Jwy,‘L would have newdv plead Fui
counts. "l additovi , m‘%zrcw\mcnfé filing, AUSA Perdimute, clais
that the distnctcourd sy 3

the Pmoh‘ce o govermment treahn .-FaISt
3vandjw\/ Subpocnas, henee the Hilin ~Oxc the 22°U.5.C. 5 1LS| , Improper
admunishahen of Tushee. The pmcﬁﬂcc ot ugin;

ta) couvt Subpoenas o
compel witnesecs attend prehial conterendeas and 4o colledt evidence

1S extremely wpvoper Under Fed. R.Cn’m . Proxedure  Rule 13, and Fifta
Amendiment Due Procass and cven move Oubrageduws when prosecubiial
Wil sconcluct occuvree when AUSA Bertmoutien™ and Aj’-’"""’ Mac phe rson
misrepresented tnal Cmr’f-subPOCHa»s as 3mnd'ur\/ Sulopoenas o hide
wihat {'[/Icy were doing und e Fea. R.Cne™y. Proccdure Rule ¢le) Grand

Juvy Scevecy Siviee e iavy 1S, 2011 , Thes lWrProPo} conduet

fludice
Petihoner, Uniked States v. Kean | 509 F.2d 1293, 1234 - 35 (L the, ars)

"Mproper  Use of tnal Court subpoenas, Uniked States v Chapman, 624
F.3d 10321085 (A, 2008 ) Couvts can herice ndrchment cluety
oui-mﬂz:ous So:cvnm Comduck Hhat violakes 1'g rccoamzcd conshtuhornal
rightT " |d. A logs

rand :)uyy i

S



(n) Dwect Concise Avgument

L_iegal Standarel X 5.C.8 \eS\(a)
Thc,%ommon- law writ of mandamus ,codehed at 28 ‘: 5"§§ . )
. ' y icial arsena Sec
15 one of "the most nt weapone 11 (udicia ) Wit v,
i °s+aﬂes, 384 us.‘::, 1%, 88 S.ct. 269, 14 L Ed. 2&t 205(1963),and

mandamus sjam&» a \ower Court 16 o drashe ” remedy reserved fon

"extra ovdmaw” cases,” Ex parte ¥ahey | 322 U s 258 259-L0, 63 S.C4. 1658,

9V L. Ed 2041 (1441), Mandamus lies only wheve the familiav tripartite
standavel 15 met: (1) the pehhoner has "o other adequalte means to altain
velck ' (2) dhe pehhoner has demonshated a "cleav and inclisputable ” viant o
Issuance o4 the wnt, and (2) the Court -Gnele. ) "t the exevcise o(»??sa
discrehon | ” that \ssuance of the writ s "“PP"’P"‘v"b under e circumetanies ”

. ifedd States Dishiet Couvt B42 US. 36%, 380-21(2004). Altmouan
these hurdles ave dcmndonj they ave not ‘Mauperable ” td. at ag én;?ca
“eleav abuse of diecrehon " by a lower Coury can Cev-l-w'niyju.sh

Mandamus |, Bankeve Life v. Cas Co. v. Holland , 341 y.s. 235 =282 w4
S.Ct 145 48 L Ed. 06 (1a53). ’ ’

F = - Petihoner Has No Ad vwate Meane 4o Atam
Relict As Over 1CO Thal Courk Subpoengs Disquis S Grand Jury Suloppevag
Was lasued By Chied Adminishative J'udgg\'r. Michael Seatongiint Fipnn = AR
20 Andd Used By g D¢ VS D e WH’V‘\C‘&{S&__TO Adlend
Prebial lnlermewe and Produce Recovels A The Govermment Was The
Grand\luwy *, Conshtihng A Goee And Wik Abuge of Procecs
The prachce of uswiq &l court subpoenas | then Misrep ngq theyare
Yavand Jun ' subprenas 15 improper under the Frlih Amendmend~Due Prexess,
A grose and witfil abuse of Hie prccsscs of the Distnck Caunt +hat
Sovcmmcn'l' 15 employin ) Andl the Dietnet Couvt 15 atd-howzm K Govermvent
clawms Hiaat Chied Admm:&-’fmﬁ% Judege T Michael ~3me\1‘§%+
authonzed Gowmments qross and wil

| abuge of process ot crearhin
face grand Jurny Subpoevias only for +Hhe purpose ot compelling witnesses
and/or produchon ot evidence which +he Gzt prong of Chdey 154 imek

(See United States v. Tnomas, 220 F.Supp. 523 (B.p.c, \a10) Conshitutes

@ gross and wiltul abuse of Pricesses of this Court in what dovernment

s emp!ownj, and the District Cowrt 1o auif!non'zm ) See also Uitedd Stales

_ ) 2AD F.Supp. 085 Cith Cow- %4 Uni States v. LaFuenta,
aal F. 24 1406 (8 G lq“?-);iz‘.hs'_&’f:«__’rs_s_y_\gg_m 501 Fad 1\2%a (274-35
(& Civ. i¢|‘+5)j United States v. Hcdﬂc, 42 F. 24 220, 222-23 (5% e,y \cm.a.);
Unitedd Stetes v. Stawnelared Oil Co.) 3l F. 2l B84, 887 (34, G, 1616.3) the
prachce of using tnal tourt subpeenas to Compel witneseee o gHtenel
pretmal conterenites 16 1Mpropey uncler  Fed. Rules Chaminal Procedure *
Rule 1%, seveval courds have m\-crprc&cf Rule 17 +o pPevrmit a Subpscna 1o

losue only for ‘\'iv\opuvposr o{-mmpolllv{ witnhesses or dhe proctuchion ot
Cvidence 11 a formal proceedhing suckhs @ granel Juy proceceing
Preliminarny heanmnas and tna ) Hhe qoverm ment mMay neY use
Court Sulbpoenas cempel Prospective Witnesses 4o allongd preh
nlermens bﬁvﬂh ﬂovcvﬂmmﬁ" THeMEys ) Theretore | dhe ﬁ:;r pron W;‘(-
Chcncy e mezt as I have “"no other C\dcq“a-h—; means o a{-gw\' yelict ”

A

7
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as government has implicated the Distnet Courd i ther  schemnc

t> create fake @vand :Juvy eulbpoonas. This prong has boen met o other
vewcely.

B. Second Prong ot ChcnéY ) Pehthoner Has Dem::nsmgd A "Clear and
Indisputable Right +o -('h; lssuance of the Wit As A Clean Abvies of
Discrehioni Where  Govenn wient Has Alleged Dishiict Court Has Allowed
Govermment Scheme To Create Fake Grvand

Jury Sulpocnas” | Oveler
1o AWain_Conyichon Aﬁamsf Fetitone
By Government 1na

P{; Cah':ﬂ Distict Couvt v thewr scheme 4o create
{akosrano!\}unl Sulbpoonass; loy uswaﬂ Distniet Courvis gl Ca"“”{'é‘*%%,
Petihonev has devmeonstated a clear QAbuse of Process and discrchow
as  Govermmaont has alleged Dictrict Court appvpyedt of Such practice.
Cheney |, 542 LS. at 588, Thise pProve has loesn met, o other romedy,
C. Third Prong ot Cheney  ts Mct When Eaiseel _On the Aforemen ,
The Couwt “ IR The E\(c'vct,c,e» ot e Discechion , Lis Sahshed '
The lssuance of the Wik " ls Appropnate Under The CwCrviansdmr g ¥
When Distnet Court o lmEh‘cah-él By Govemment T hn \
For Gnovcmrhcn-\-_'g__ Schewme To Cfca{-c. Fake Gvand Jiavy Suggpgggas To
Attain A Convichom Aaawns _P !
The thiral prong ot n met, which asks i the Count i e
Cxcraise ot its discrehon, [isT sahohed # Hhat the 1ssudnce ot the
wnt "is a vieke uinder the Circumngtances, . Y Cheney, 542 u s,
at 281, Applyima this "relahvely byvpad awd amorphous "sbndewd,
in re Kcllo&g PBwin ¢ Reot, Ine. , 156 F.5d 164, %02 | Jm+a|.'+>, of Hie
Clveumstances ments jmnhmj Wint i Petthorers case, as theve o
ho other vemedy.

IL. Establishment of the Fake Grand Jury Subpoongs For The falee

Givancd _g!i‘n‘g Wne Compuees of AUSA Per v dhe
Reciuentersd Over 1O al Cour
Accovnplislh Thie Abuse of Procees

Since Y-’cbmmr\/

oA v_and Agent MacPne
Sulbpomnas, - A '

Wm——_m
wi D,

: 4
ls Bvhaerdinmany

15,201%, Govermment reauestedt +m‘a't\_cquw|~ S ubpaoas,
Knoww'; thore would be vio tmal as they Ikept conhnumnig +na| +»
brne

total of B jndictments C EcFNo. | I:Fclanmry t‘g
2% LNovembev €, o1,

| _ 12015 ] | EceNo.
V) ECENoe. A8 [Mavehr 28, 20181 ECE No, 128 [July

25,2019 ; Ece No. 495 ' ‘
—{-ramdulcm—ly USH,

Lbecember 26,2010 and wiermitiently
) +nal CO‘b.tH’ Subpocras Create fake gyand
Juw =subpoonas | v Creahimg fgke grand jury aubpocmas\ﬂno
Goremment was able +o Yy pass +he Righis o Financal Pkiva::,y
Act and olther laws as +h

e fake cransu SUoposinas was
hidden under the ﬁedcw;d Rules D&V’IV\M é;ypvaewiu\.o. Rule Cle)
Because o +hie Petihoner cial net &

nad out wihat Government did
Wnhl abler she pled out 1o 4 counts on July 20,2021, scon

atler on \"Iu\\/ 9, 2024 ,Pchhmv Tred to withdvaw e Prea
- as wntorma tion bcsan ‘o come o i{ﬂh&' what gerevnment aid,

B



' . ' at accovding to Govermment-, 1S
This c.ondold'h WS ;‘sﬁ;éjz:u:;—h, Thie 1= a prachce that e a'/ﬁo
allowect oy + f and violakee Petihovere Fifh Amend ment Oue
abusc of—m\?vh'tjﬂtcmc e, {-‘\IM_&‘ ot Has, 28 USC % l@SF as Hrere
Protes= &_) )
s o othev remedy.

Iot. Manda mus “tg A Dr%w ancl &Mo.’dgnaw Rcmcdy
oy Reall . navy Causes” and arncok. Creahag
Grand Juvy Sulbpecinas  in_ Ovder To us  Budt '
To Get A Convichow ls Av Evdvaoud tnavy Cause That Rew

Exhaorcinary Remedy (Cheney, 542 a3 230 1 1245 CH 269, 1SL 1L )
2d 4549 ( 200X quehiig '
29 |

5%, 25960 4,3
S 853 g, L.

woterthon vmg vikg,
v means obtan

Rascryedd

O ik
e cdegiredt

rehet (suppreseiov of evndence obtained usm;} -(-akea:)mndjwy «

Subpocw\as,‘ @ Petihomer has been damag]cd AN prejudicec] 7 a way

net covrectnible omn appecil ae Dietwviet

in G

] ourt has Bacn trplicorkeet
oltvnmanits scheme 1n crearhn fake grand Ur/ Subpocnas, o
atam g convichon ;@ Distwel Court aMlowing +hie prachee 1< cleavly
Svoneous as a mater ol law ;@ Distact Comit allowivia Govemment 4o
Ureate fake ¢ rand jury Subpoenas 1 an oft Fepecated™evioy o
Manifects & pPersictent dicre

| Yb@cwd ot fedeval rules ;A @ g Praahcé
ratses new angd Important prdtlems o 1osyee ot fivet 1m vessiom .
leql Stafes v. Guerey, ; a3 FL2g 490, a9« (b ¢,y ‘

Bauman v. u.s, Da‘si.Qgg_j:.rl 5567 F.2d &G0,
Fehiheoner has o adequeate means ¥
accorc\wg to Goevnment & allow
Creahng—fake, mnd})uv\/ 6ulapacm3'§
an I"MProper adiminie mhvﬂoﬂusﬁcé.
£, Bhaordinary Remedy For & eralwany Cause

A-tederal court May exercioe its W herent Supervico vawcrs 1o clisrmiss
an indichment when outrageous Fjeremment condluet ioletes "4 veannzel
Statulery or constrhuhenal) :‘;%‘hf- " Unided Sates v. Cing Y

Pman, 524 F.a |
085 (aith (1. 2008). And uUnder Yuis rubic, a court May dismies an
ndictmient on the qrounde of ouhegecus orernment onduct where

conduct amounts to~a due process viSBierhor T United States v, Bavveya-
Moreno, @&\ F.2d 1089, 1041 (qth Cy- 144a1). But cismiesal based on

accutonal misconduct may be waweanicd Yonly 1n cases of
-fla rant prosccutonial muoconarud’, that resutts 1 s ulostatia)l

‘Pr‘e:juc\\‘ce " 4o de%cndan“'.._c‘bm, B4 F. 3¢ 6\-}-}085,33;66(30
United States v. Landevos, 448 F. Appi 135 (qu v 2019 X Mem )
(cihng cases). Akeidental or mercly ne m-ifsgvcmmcnﬁ—al concluct is

rae
insutficent 12 establioh "‘lﬂjrﬂ”*' "‘"‘5\25??“4 ev . Chapman, B2 4 ¥ 20 ot

54 -85(qnc, 193%3),
attann relict when Distviet Couwt,
this prachece of Coveriment

N orderto Secure tonvichons,

10%85.



I+ was an elabovale acheme that Goramment crealeel . For A
instance |, Giveerv Dot Bank on Pa,gcz , was toldl 4o sign a pvaduchm

stalemient i response o the *Fakc@randjuryéubpocna thatwas
\ssuedd by AUSA Perdimudler winich Sterbed:

"To Unitcd States Atormey , Diehict ot Hawel') Re: Sulbpoena In A Criminal

Case T, ) hereby elect, on behald of Green Dot-Bank , 4o
responid o the qrand Juny subpoena duces tecum 1ssucd o Green Dot
%amk’ (‘c’lihrl'j -é‘r +he preduchovi ot recovas and documch{s to the
3ranalJuvy on or bedore Maven 2L, 2012, at 9:00 am by dcllvc'vwﬁ/
mailing records cind documents calted “Wbé:‘"@«subfowa'fbtpeoml
A@cni— Mark MacPhnersen ) Intcrnal Revenue

nice , 1099 A-iakcq.smcb
Suile 2202, Honoluly, H) "Ko%’lb, or dclwcm/ to the %demlﬁmnd
\‘Jvu\/“_ ", Pasc_g.

Trwas a g, there was Rogavel juny meching on Macty 26, 2012 af
aA.:00am and there was notnal y A orcmmo@ij Asked for ancther-

shpulahion Yo conhnue tnal. AUSA PerTmudler and Agqont- MacPhereon
was the sran‘d\r,/u;\‘. Tvis %chcmc was done over oo +imes
with other indiViduals 9’: mstithehons (see g2e 15 for st of
indinduals gnd 1nstihihons  stheme  oF fake ﬂrand\:)ur\/ schewce
was used).

X Concluson

For the atoremerthoned reasone T am mskwl‘ﬂ tor eithe,
Suppression of the evidence obtanned by Government Havrrmain

{ake grand Jury subpoenas or disvhissal oF indichment Aue
oUtvaqeous aorevmment tonduct that vicialee g
stah ry or~co nehtuchovial

1OH5, 1085 ((Cth v, 2.008).

) ~
/ SC7§4,/LU\.M,@M ﬁl—/('eawuiépégf«w November 4, 2022
4 ’

Yecogmzec!
vight. " UWnited Stetes v, Claap an, B4 F ad




Liet o4 Whmdividuals and tnstitunhone That
Were Sevved With Falee Girand Ji ury

Subpocas
| (1> Amencan Sanings Bzunlk ks (>3 '
(3> Gather Federal Credit Wniow: s cas) Tanne- Henry *
| (2) First Hawaiian Bank # g¢ (;-bag l\fi:;i K::mhrso
| (D Chase Bank # ¥ ithele Kanash
l (8) Rankot Hawan # . @0) Gates Millennium Fourdahm

U Kanai s Feden
((b) Kauai Community Fedeval Credit Unioy, ; C“&?Eac&n’m !
7 bavden lsle Fedeval credd Uviom 42) Chni :
(5 e e e (42) Chnshina Branch

| 5 Amencan Express ¥ # ¥ Denoles
move than 4 .,
’ (\1©) Chibank sede Subbpoeing vepmsm“in;"‘ZZ'uZ".Z:;
(1) Hawaiavn Tei Fedeval Credid Unimn # Jiny 6MbP0maU
(2) Barclay Gank &3

(12) Wells Fa@o BPank # *:e Dt:_v:ok.s more +hen B yaal
m' A Yy
ady Home bm‘dﬂc Banlk wT Stibpoenas represented

- R Ju Sulo o n
(1% Kea Sullivan # Y Suepoenas

(k) Penn Taketrn #

(D Time Wavrner Cakle X ¥

(18) Vewizori Wireless &

(1) Teen NMobile #

(20) Hawalian Airirmes ¥

(21) Abwmharm Makanui

(32) Kamchamclha Scheols # '

(23) California Staic Universily ar Movﬂcn:y Bay #
(24) San Josc Stnate

(25) Bank ot Amenca ##

(26) vacvaﬁy ot San Dieﬂo b

G Unwereidly of Hawai &

(2%) Mmmvei;ly o+ Califovnia at San Dis\ajo(MJolla)at
(24) Opus Bank

(o) You nq Prothers Lid.

) Pa # * _
i?ﬂ) V\{a'ﬁ?am “RBurch Keanhiolalo

Dougilas ‘chsb\?ﬂ
(2:30 MQ@\ Maniapit

o) Turbo Tax **

O




REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION

A drashc and oxtvaovdinary remedy (& warranted fov extvaond inary
causes and jovcmmc'-»\~ arcahn'j fake grand Jury sulopoeras i ovdler fo
attain voluminous evdence to 30} a convichont 15 an exbaordinavy catisc
Hat rcaluqrés an cxtvaovdinary chca‘y. Cheney , 542 at 280 (1245 .cF

253015 L. Ed 20l 469 (2004 quohnq Ex gavic Fahey, 222 U.S. 25%,259-60
61 S.Ct 1558, A\ L.Ed 204!(16141)2?;«%@.“\ quotahon marks am'.HtaQ.

W Petihomevs case @ she has o othier meane 1o obtam +he desived
vewek (suppreseion of endence olobained usiv fake 3ran&l Juvy subpoevas,
@ Petitigner has een da d and prejudiced n a way h.oi— coweckalble
on appeal as Distnet Court {pv the Dishnck Court of Hawau lf}ﬂé been
implicated 111 GovernmcintY’s scheme 1n creahr {ake O'and.]f"“/ sulépocnas
o attavn a convichow; @ Dishvel caurt allowing +his prachice 1S clearly
Cvioncous as a makcorobt law ;@ Distwat Cotirt allowin Govermment to
cveate fake gqrand Jur\/ subpoenas & an oft repeatcd Svrov or ma»ni-&si—s
a persietent” disreqavd ot {edeval vules; and ® this prachce raises
new and importe P problevns or 1esueas ot fret ‘mmésaoﬁ, Uniteel
States v. Guevverp, €43 F.2d4 490, 449 (a4 Cir. 2012)(cihvng BPauman V.

WS Dist Court, 584 F.2d 50, 54 -56 (4 Gv. 1971D), Rehiheoner has
no adequate means {4 atan relick when Disthct Couvt, nccovdmj +o
Govermment (s allowing +hs practice of Gmmmol’ﬂ’. ccatia fa ‘
rand J‘f”\/ s:{.,l\g\)ocma.s Vi ovder 1o sca.m? comwchm ) AN Tmprpper
sdminishathon o{—Jusﬁcc. Therefore |, Hhia  petihon ;should respechtully
bcgranhz-;!,




For the a%rcmcnhm?o\ reasons | T am acking for cither
e cudence obtained by Govermment +hrm3h

Suppression ot +n
{ake Srand “Jury sulbpoenias or dismiseal of indickment duc

f2 outvagrous government conduct that viclaks "a wecoquz
etatutoy o constibuhimal v-5h¥." duiked Stales v. Chapnn,

524 F.2d 103,\085 (€*v ¢\ 2008).

CONCLUSION

The petition for a writ of certiorari should be granted.
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