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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

[V{i?or cases from federal courts:

The opinion of the United States court of appeals appears at Appendlx A to
the petition and is .
[\ reported at —ase Mo, 22-60169 .~ .4
.[ 1 has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,

- [1is unpubliShed. o

The opinion of the United States dlStI‘lCt court appears at Appendix Bt
the petition and is

[Vfreported atC se No,34 'X’CR" —?.S" Pﬁ' \:KB ; OF,
[ ] has been designated for pubhcatlon but is not yet reported or,
[ ] is unpublished.

[ 1 For cases from state courts: N / A

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 de&gnated 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[ 1 is unpublished.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 - sor,
[ ] has been des1gnated for publication but is not yet reported; or,
[ ] is unpublished. .




JURISDICTION

,[V{For cases from federal courts

The date on which the United States Court of Appeals decided my case
was Se wlboer— {2

N/A [ 1 No petition for rehearing was ﬁimely filed in my case.

N /A [ 1 A timely petition for rehearmg was demed by the United States Court of
Appeals on the following date: ____, and a copy of the
order denying rehearing appears at Append1x

N/’A [] An extensmn of time to file the petition for a writ of certiorari was granted
to and including _._ (date) on : (date)
in Application No. - A ' ‘

The _juri‘sdiétion of this Court is invoked under 28 U.S.C. § 1254(1).

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

The date on which the highest state court decided my case was
A copy of that decision appears at Appendix

] A tlme]y petltlon for rehearing was thereafter denied on the following date:
and a copy of the order denymg rehearmg

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 ‘fhis-Colift is invoked under 28 U. S.C. §1257(a).




.~ CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS INVOLVED

() s, Constitution, Acticle T, Sec, 2, €11 ¢ The ju-
Aicial Power shall extend 4o all cases i Laws and_
Ecbu't-(-y C\r'ls'wxj arider Hils Comstitution sthe Laws o€ Hie
U i+Hed 'S'\-o&e'.s)'amé Treatles vwiade,or wiiich shall be wade,
under Hielr Aw(—\aor’\-\-y, . k :

N&D) this. Constitubion, Amendment S s Mo pevsomn sthall be
Weld to answer€era capital or otrerwise \rrlamous crh-
‘We, unless on & presentment ov indictmeidt o8 a grand
Tury, <. 5 nor shall any person be sublect for Hesame
- ofCnse o be twice FU\'\" 'Wl:)eaFou‘cly |1 -Fe or HW\ED)‘, sy
nor be deprived of \'\-Ce.)\‘\foer-\>/>0\";\:>\jc'§‘>e,r-\_f>/) witho it dde

~ process &f Naw. ..

| &) U.S. C:ic's'v‘\js*"\-\-u{-:oh\ Ame,némgy\-\? Q,i IV\ all c.\‘"imr‘v\a\ pro-
secutions , the accused shall evi‘)oy tHie rightto. .  bein-
Lorwmed o€ Hie viature and cadse o Hie accusation! cery

avid ‘o \ave Ye Assistance o€ Counsel For Wis defesle .

@) 12U,S.C, 3231 The district courts of thie United
States shall hiave origimal jurisdf chiom)'e'xdus ive o the
courts of the States ot a\)l oLenses agai y_ts"r the laws of
e Unlited S—\-a.v\'as. Na-\—(/\:v;t_cj i Hats HHe shall be held 4o
‘ake away o+ \wtiap\r "-[/\e,\)ur'ssé’tc("{on o€ Hhe courds €
s urider e laws Hievredt, - | -

4he several sta«
GH 18 u’."s C, 3232 Provides Hiat Cproé:‘e_'e,é'anjs ‘_aré;‘f"a \oe_"W\ ‘Hre .
disteict and division T whickh Hie oflense was C.dW\VMl‘\"‘\'wa,A) :
) : ) -4
anduvless a statute or Hhese rules Ferw\'\-k otherwise

$Hae Sove_rmw\e_vvlf must Pr‘oSe.c,u-fre, awn oflense W a <:U§4—_r'tc.~(-
where Hie ofCevise tas committed -

&) 28 Wn, s.c. 12354 Cases v Hie courts 'o'@-aFPe.a\s, nay
be reviewed by the Supreme Courd \oy the -@o\\ow'\\f\g
wiethods ! - . .
() By writs of cert 'r~o't"a\"\ 5rcwx-¥'-ec\ upont Hae ek ition
o—Co\V\y Fat'*-'\-y +o any vl o = tvraraal case, bellore o
] \

. [4




ofter rendition o@juAgmé.W\— o decvree., . .
HyRIUs. <. 2283COMIE), @D !

CDD Unless a <iraddit 31454—&@. ov éuc\j@ issues a ceri-
LClecate of « FeA\ab'\“p)av\ a\FPe.q‘ may ot be taken-to
‘e court o qPPe.a\s oMWA.,

(B) Hie €lnal arder tv a Froc:ee.é '\nj under section 2285
r2su.s,c.s, 22551, ,

(2 A certiCicate oF appealabi \'t-\-y may |ssue um«le.\"fq_
t‘aﬁra?\/\ €)) am(y W Hae 2 ppl icavtt las made « substantial
g‘/\ow‘\hﬁ O.C-‘-{,\e_ Ae_vlia‘ a—Ca; cown ’\+M+.‘OV\Q‘ V‘SH. P

(g,) ARU.S,C. 2285 | A prisoner c:us-l-oéy ander sen—
tence o6 A conrt estdblished Ey Act o€ Congress claivi—
g Hae "‘{5".* o be rel cased upon -H/\e._g round That Hhe sen-
nce wds mposed it violaticn af-Hie Constitution o laws
o-C ‘e vaz‘\'ex\ 54"4{‘2-5') ov "Hz\av&' Hie courdt was u)quo WF e
risdiction+to '\W\Fose_ such sevtevice jor Haat Hie senten-
Ce was .\V\ exXcess o@ e. m¢x;mqm a(w\-‘r\or‘:ze.c‘ la>/ (aw>or
is otherwise Sb\‘oje.c'. ‘o collateral altack,vmay wiove e
coutrt which 'rw\Pose,A Hie sevitence o vacate ; set aside or

corvect Hae sentence,



STATEMENT OF THE CASE |

6w October 24, 2021, Pe+?+'sower £iled a“Motion Under
28WS.c, 2255 The WS, District Court Lor Hhe South-
e b'\S‘(’\"’\c\' & M'tss’\'SS'\FF\ denied Hhat wmotion on March
(6, 2022 5 avid own Mt samwe date stHhe Ais+ric\; ccc&r’J\- '
 Ordered’Haak Hhe \"e,ctu;\eS'\—ec\. coA should not ‘ssqe,.(Aif_ |
“Hough etitioner vraised several melfective assis-
donce oC counsel claims (ntHae districk courd i re—
c(_ges*-{v’\a ‘Hhre lssuaavice of a certi€icate oF ap?m(o.\o'\-—
Vit by ‘civeuid judge’; petitioner only ‘:arese_v\-K—eA-H-»\a
contention Hhiat -\")ria counsel revdered’iieCective as-
sistance &f counsel \gy —Qa.'g\{mﬁ o cha((ey\jé. ‘e Govern-
wiewts lack of stand ing 4o prasecute hiscase (n-tHie -
district court. SubseqGendt 4o Xe*\";“—'"?"‘e‘”% Cillng oF his
A\D‘)\_\COC"’\O\A For Issudnce of CerdiLicate of PFe,od" -
_odoiH'l-y)Jr\ne' Court of A‘ope.a\s denied bt ‘ae:\—i%-{ov\exfs |
reque st Cora coA avid Wis wastion + pro ceed {n Carmia
Pauperisyon Se‘s-(—!e;m\pex 12,2022, | , |




REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION

Petitioner argues Hiat Hhe Supreme cCourt shiould
5T‘4W‘<‘ a Wwrit o€ certiorari {m~\-$\\'s" <ase because %—H«e
Dvited states Courd oF A peals Lor tHre A cl
cutt abused 14s discretion whent i+ denied P Lt iovi-
er’s req uest Lor (ssuance o€ a cex-\-i—?(ca—\*e.‘ o‘?o\fj:uk\*
d\o"\{{-;kase,c\ o = conclusion Hiat F«e:(-:'t'som&r d v\o-g-
make e Tequisite Showing under 2w d.s.C. 2353,
anid on '\-(—.S camc\us‘: on. Hhat Hhe A(s-"r"lc'(' 'c:our*; r‘e.jec{-e.A
Fe+§+§onev>s 2285 motiont claims an Hae meribs TAnd,
petitioner e,arv\g_g{»\)/ prays Hhaat Hais Honorgble Court
Ll b otla recsgnize awnd q??recma-\'e -\-cz Hhe Cullest ex-

dewt Hhe national imFor-\'amcec—F having the Supreme

Court decide Hie @es&(om volved tvi Fais Fe,-'H-l'-('on o
writ of certlorari,as well as te Very Areat im or4an-
c.e of Hhis case vishr onTy 45 the petitlover but 4o all
estHher S'im'\\ar\y*Ae,-QemAaw(-s awn —i—lx\e,gre,cr\* yass o€ Hee
i izens o€ His counttry, all o€ whowk are (ntevested
vt Hre practical warkklngs o tHhe ;;,omr‘\-s o-ﬁ;\-\/\e. Uk -
+ed sta e_SDc{V\A tn Hae proper eXercise oC their (avris-

Aleton as limited and controlled®Article TN Fecti-
ovi 25 Clause | and tHhie Due Process Clause & Hae Vit
Avnedrmerd and alss Hie assistance oF counsel mavt-
date ot Hhe Sixtr Amendwmevtt o€ Hae Wu.s. Constitu-
'-\—:c:»V\) aAs ‘Vl‘\'e.v‘lb\-'e:‘re.A‘ \37 Yre stare dec;S\S o Hae Sw-
prevae Court. T+ s lw\‘:»cr+aw\-\-+o all ciHizens Haat the
Ledeval Sovernwxevx* be structured as r"ecLu\t\",QA \o}(\;-\-he
Censtitittion; but i+ (s ar*—icu\o\r\y, 'ivV\POY"\"OsVT‘V per-
Sowvis. suckh as Yis Fex\—i lovier, whé (s c:.ompe.\\'.e.é ‘\’o.Pd&r’-('\-:
CJ\P«@'& W Cedeval court ‘;roc:ee,c\w\' S ot Hhe courds

vocesses be ok used to Ae,—Ce—an he €undamentral €aie-
ness whick must waris all juclic':m\ chee.éin s, and yHaat

Hhe court i tiis case ablde by Hie rules o:cﬂ\awd e.s-\-od)o"
fished o quard aagaivist Hie Aawﬁer &C \udicial +>/r"d\my)>
U S, v.;\_-;q_\ag_e.:ﬁ.)-é% F. Supp- 618, 6 21 (M D, i‘i'?&’)@o*("(\m 4
The Federalist, No. 4—‘7)' ‘o ensure '\'\flcx-\—) petitiovier re=

Celve eLeckive assi “lavice. o€ counsel’, and to provect

* (shvaated) o
* Cey)

6




-\_—L«e\r&urﬁg&e&-{ovx Crom conduct w'!a'acl«\ My z-mpcﬁr‘
Hheir Sbility 4o carvy cuk Hhielr At cle 1T -F'Z\/k\c-\-fews .
see Poules v, New Hatpshire 345 U S. 345,420 (1953)(“For

__t\; f;\::\.c)s'/?%\:\asj PraVeE(\J fl’Tf\d‘i’ \')M@lﬁ&_S‘ +oo Eare_,] SoMe—+lVH€S

Tin Pe,-\'(*\-;ovxe.rzs- (AFFHCQ*\":oV\ Yor LTssuance o A Cexr-
+i€icate of Appealability (Application®™) petitioner
wiade only one C.OV\+€.V\“\"\0V\>‘ G +l/\a\‘\"<€:d()\\f\§€.‘ Lailed
“+o cha\\elga ‘e Govervventts ‘t\/\e.. \DTOS&CM+GV?S> §+ahA-
g Yo profecute HHre case thfhe district coudt? Td.
?e:l'\‘\"&oner woeuld araune tHhat consideration o€ Hae re-
cord fn Hhiis case wWill show Hiat contrary Yo Hie Coart
of Aﬂ:ea\’s conclusion in iis <6 rAer’&e:\givxg ?e:\-'r\—'\o ners
\'e.q_t:\e_s+ Cor € 0A and vmotionto proce 1

\Mtovrma pauper-
isy~be cause Fe:\-’\-\-:ov\e.t" has viok wiade e \"ec@?s e
show\n3)§IA, sHaak 's because Fe:\-’r{-Ione\— A4 vk raKe
4 subTtantial showing of the dental e€ a = onstitudi-
oval rightP Td. (quotivg 28Us.c. 2253(EYR) Slack v,
Mc Davtiel 5529 K.S. 473, 484(2400)) > owever, Fe-\-‘\“\-’\oy\ v
sat{f e.wHy Yevmonstra o vreosonable UTASTS
would €ind He district courts assessmerd o€ This]
constFutioval clalvm debatuble o woron ?S\ack 3S29
U s. ot 494, and made av indisputable Substart-ial
shawing oF Hie deviial of a constitutional ;'ijh*\'.”lg USr
<. 22830) (@) 4 slack, 2T W S, ot 484, T thiscase there

bve o doult Hhiat petitioviers entitlement 4o eCfec-
-l% ?\r\e, reé,\::«esett*'ar\-'\on og ec‘o‘u\r\‘.sc"e\ s a c.ovx‘s\—’(*\-w\-'\ovxyo.\ vight,

AccorA'\V\5+o e Sixth Amendwmervtt GCian all criminal pro-
secutions, Hae acc’U\Se.A shall en’ ay +he \-*(3\44- “+o [avnong P
her -Hz\'is o be Wformed of Hhe viatnte and cause of
Hie accusa '\ovx'y ey and to have Hhe Ass?s-ﬂ—ax/\c.@, o Coumn-
sel €or his deeniEle?” Td, And,“TIH hias lona beeu recoq-
nized *H«\'a:\- Hie riald to counsel s Hie r?ﬁ\«‘é ‘o the -
+ive assistance ¢ c.ouwse\i»/\/\c. Mann v, R'\cha\résoz;asfz"?
Ws, 759, 771, w, \4(1970),

Cowsicler{nﬁ Hien thot one o Hhe Tequt re tmevtts o
constitutional \7 e Cect\ve assistance of counsel ts Hthat
counsel pmast su-?{’{c.'\e.vﬁ‘ly LaniViarize Wimsel€ with

+he Ae*@enc\av\‘\- w\e,.amivx “n >/""OV\ asva“a[o\e. 6?‘\-‘0\/15) amfl 'H'\cr'{'
‘s o‘o\'gx‘-'\on require tHie c1++orvne_>/ 4o %malke Feasonable

7




investigations or to make o reasoviable decision that
malkes F‘ar-\-(c'u\a\- wvestigations u\mme,ce.s:gaf—yi See (Wi~
dey v. Watwrightt, 793 F, Td (190, 1\43 94 (11t <in H/S’c?
Qud\"(wﬁ S+F(c‘<\c\V\A V"@A'Sbij%m 4660 U S, QGS) RGO\ 49>)
amd Hist He law surraunidTing Hre guestion o€ “stum-
g’ is c.(e.nr\y—es+alol§s-[z\e4\> e re e,’\/o\vvﬁ- Lacts v

HalZ case in cos»\juv\c:\-fovx with Hre govervitna, clearly-
establisthed |awTeqard '\vxg M&is‘l‘&v\&w\ ?S%
Schlesinger v.RefervistS, 418 U S, 208, 215 (1974 (quorin
Elast v, Coleny T2 U S ?3;?5€76953L%a_vl_v. Deks, € -
wildli€e , S04 U, S, s55,559-61 (1992) 3 LWartl v.Seldin,
422 U.5.490, 518(1975) | Sumwmiers V- Earth Tsland Tusk,
SSS U, S. 438,499(2004) 4 Alamo Forewvsic Servs. v, Bex-
ax C.-\-,v') 26\ Fed, PP>< YA ) S‘GCICS—H« i :).02!>) '\V\ar:ju\ag-
Iv shows Hat petiXioners c:ouwse.\)"s ’Ca'\‘\M\"&C‘&'U <Ral-
evig Hhe Goverriments standing o ?rose.cu\-k-e, ‘e case
;V\ e A'«S\\—r'\;ﬁr C-ou\-“\-)) see Ashidander v. TVA 5 2‘17:.8,
288,346 (1936) Tyler v.U‘ac\ge.s 11q u.s, 4os(taoq e—

r'?\iec\ \f\C'\W\ oé>CoV\s+i+u+(oma,\\> e,-G’-G’e,c;{-ﬂ\/e,Cdss")s)—'rah-
ce of coaunsel wiHiintHie VV\Q-CXV\\.\Aﬁ P G P \:rovgs o<

Steoicklawnd | v, ‘UQQSM' 9&0\/\ .

Pet-i Yioner arques Haok to Hie extent that +he cCaart
of APPe_a\s rested s dewnial oF ?e,J(-H'-{ome,g-—’s reques Lor a
CO0A on vts understandin that “rwihere a AdisFrictr cour
lhas veected a claivt onFHhe vmeri s a movardt must de-
vronstrate that reasondble \urists Would €ind Hhe dis-
d4rict courts assesswment o‘@) Hie constitutional claims de-
batable ar wrong?’ “rdec) at pa. 2, and y while Hhat is an

p) ”
ac.c,u\\"'a-\-e, S-"a‘\"e..vvxe.vr\' o‘@ *\-‘Ae, \a\bc)> w\fle,\"e. as g\r\ “Hf\ts c.ase

Ziie Bisteict] court hagl erroneously conflated Yhe con-
stitutional requirement o s*’rav\ck'\w_csm Jwithin Hhe vieanin
o€ Article TM wWith +hie statiitory Tequirement Lar “sub)ec
Mmarter \uri sA'\c':{"(ovx)LAV\Aer gus.c.323( );C(/«.S. Dist. Courd
CO\-C\Q\-“; o P9 3, avd Hhe venue \"e@'\r‘e,me_\'r\“\' o \gU.S. <.~ °
3232 SHae Saurd oF appeals abused \:\-s Alscvrelion and
decided ye&i-\-—"ov\e,v)s vequest Covr CoOA v ervror, The Court
o€ Appeals devial o€ pe:\-'\j:(owe,rE: request £ov COA was er-
ravieous because the district colrds misguided  <so-
q:.o\l‘(e.d; assuwmption ot pe:‘-’(-\'(one.r wachka\\ewﬂﬁn ‘e
Jur\Sc\ et ion o€ e Caur4~)umder 3221 avd 2222 A {3"&‘ .
o€ and v covmpletre disregard of the exhaustive 1St of
clearly —establis\hied sdpreme Court precedent regqar-
Aing Mhe requirvemients of Acticle WX S'\-GW\AQV\_S PG-VVV\'(-\v*
3,

A

a,



CONCLUSION

The petition for a writ of certiorafi should be granted.

R_espec_tfully submitted,

bate: De,ce,vw\oe_ _ iOl 2022

jo,




