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QUESTION(S) PRESENTED

1. how long will the courts continue to allow the justice system
to be abused, especially with such things as fact-trading, DA deals
going on unobserved by the court, snd a host of other constitutionel
violiations that are ultimstely injurious to the accused?

The constitution is the greatest living document to date,  to

protect justice, and it has been subborned by the ambitiousness of
Careers in the justice system that velue copvictions at any cost,
and that which ignores innocence and justice, in order to mezintain
profitability for the pro-incarceration lobby funded by private-
equity funds,

2. further exsmination of inconsistencies between stezte and federal
courts in the matters of using ststements prior to mirsndizing,

and determinationsmade'pretrial versus st trial, ,

3., Examination of the fundamental tenets of reasonsble doubt: why
can convictions occur when guilt is established beyond a reasonszble
doubt, but not innocence?

4,Why does circumstantial evidence bear legel weight for the prosecut-
ion but not for the defense?

5.Exemination needed to determine more gpecifically the chain of
events that establishes intent culminating to motive,

6. 6th smendment issues as relsted to this case, thet the defendant
wag never accused in court by material witnesses., Iurther: the
prosecution znd the defense denied the defendant the process for
witnesses in in his favor.

7. Massive inconsistencies in fue process in a captial cese regarding
grand jury proceedings, Other due process issues violsting the
cefendants rights as given in the 5th azmendment,



LIST OF PARTIES

d All parties appear 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:
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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 For cases from federal courts:

The opinion of the United States court of cxppealb appears at Appendix to

the petition and is

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[ 1 is unpublished.

The opinion of the United States distriet court appears at Appendix to

the petition and is

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[ 1 is unpublished.

WGI’ cases from state courts:
/

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

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

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

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

|
|
i [ ] reported at :or,
[}’\is unpublished.




JURISDICTION

[ ] For cases from federal courts:

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

[} 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 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).

Pq 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

[ 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. §1257(a).



CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS INVOLVED

4th smendment: my case Cealt with insufficient probesble cause and
unreasonablesearch snd seigzure,

5th #fmendment: Irisl end pretrial inconsistencies in the handling of
a cepital case snd the grand jury process, Iue process violstions
administered by defense attonrney culminating in insufficient counsel,

6th smendment : Fair trial not given due to verious issues. There were

no witnesses confronting the asccused, The defenge took the strategy

on inaction to injurious result when there remain mitigating evidence
that zffected the guilty verdict, Insufficient counsel and trial strafegy
not communiceted to Cefendant or showing cause,. lue .rocess violated

by the denisl of witnesses for the defense, at the inaction of the defens

when the édefendant wanted it.




STATEMENT OF THE CASE

I was bamboozled by my public defender, who advised me against
my best interests, to waive my right to a speedy trial, knowing full-
well that it is to the defendants advsntsge to have a speedy trial.
Numerous federal cases heve supported that defense attorney8s claims
to not introduce or sct upon mitigsting options are injurious to the
defendant, I spent 2 yesrs in a county lock up preperlng to take the
stand, knowingthst this was the only way that I might be able to prove
myp innocence, I was then told thet I woudd:t be teking the stand
becesuze my counsel didnt want to "open szny doors for the prosecutor ",
I assert that my counsel was insufficient because they sppredsed my
right to call character witnesses., My cherges: rape, kidnapping and
murder by firesrm, remsin incénclusively lolged egsinst me, If there
vas no conviction for the first cherge, then why wazs that legelly
circumstential in order to estzblish motive for the 2nd znd 3rd cherge?
The motive for murder was solely based on the fa ct thet the body was
fonfidnude, If one is not convicted of that, then how was the motive
then established for the murder? Since this sentencing, I ve learned
that in captiel punishment cases, the defendant shouldve had 3 attorneys
involved to prevent this type of oversight, though I wes not provided
thuely. I question the process gnd firndings that supported the convictio
to be missing vitel components of guilt, such as "beyonéd a Ie?son?ble
doubt " 2nd the the prosecutiopps ability to meet the criteria for
"ourden of proof ™, The established prongs of motive were wholly
circumstentisl, There was nothing putting me ¢t the crime scene or
shooting the victim, There was complete lack of INA, ballisticy, or
witnesses. My conviction was truly = miswasrriszge of justice put in
place by tradeoffs of fact unobserved by the court that led to en
injurious sentence ifor me, the defendant,



REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION

This petition should be granted on thebasis that it reflects concerns
over the violations of due process znd the prongsof motive in e
capital case.

The right to cousel was flawed due to the insufficiency of efficacy
resulting in g ILife without thecossiblity of perole sentence for the
defendent, who was 25 {orunder ) ot the time of the case,

The prevericstion over the speedy trial portion of the pretrial
motions were indeed injurious to the defendant,

The strategy of non action despite mitigeting evidence or the addressing
of flawed prosecution left the defendant open to fect trading and
bzckroom tradeoffs unoberved by the court, mskes this review mandstory.



CONCLUSION

The petition for a writ of certiorari should be granted.

Respectfully submitted,

= o

Date: 7-215- 42




