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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

I^f For cases from federal courts:

The opinion of the United States court of appeals appears at Appendix _— to 
the petition and is
[ ] reported at 5 or,
[ ] has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,
["fi is unpublished.

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

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[ ] is unpublished.

to

; or,

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[ ] is unpublished.

courtThe opinion of the _ 
appears at Appendix to the petition and is
[ ] reported at ; or,
[ ] has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,
[ ] is unpublished.

1.



JURISDICTION

DO For cases from federal courts:

The date on which the. 
was AuaUSt l£t-H

my case

[ ] 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: ------------------
order denying rehearing appears at Appendix

, and a copy of the

ition for a writ of certiorari was granted Qgf^nlpac2R ,1011 (date)DO An extension of
to and including1 _ . 
in Application No. A ----

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

time .to file, the peti£k\rfa( W 2671 (date) on

[ ] 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----------

[ ] 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 
Application No.

(date) in(date) on
A

The jurisdiction of this Court is invoked under 28 U. S. C. § 1257(a).
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CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS INVOLVED
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STATEMENT OF THE CASE

9&tiftooec accrues oa Oeceonbee (3,20i7 in the. wee houre of the 

wo(0\o0\ where f.6.1 argots and US Marshall cUSeadfd 

Upon ueo-o,(Oi^ ■‘rotlHiy with inflations to Coofistcae dm/
leQQi documents cnohcioi voh-etbef \\ ioMude be Inienfeoed
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Veld \n fecial Custody d-eeoo OS pcetbal dejaiaee.
\N\

In which dueioQ the time oeji^e l).$FtHc><oey 0avid: 
Sbeoeec the \nnio p<o<neooot,p(ose£utoc 0<$iaoed to 

the cose who boc ctbcuptly (erked 6< ceSiQoed pceSumobiy 

due to tine CmCumStaoCe tbot leaospired fin December 15, 
2M„wbeseos the presided Dbtbct Judqa Xavier foddQue? 

scheduled a heccioQ foe mooch lt/2.0M nncstfoos peodioQ ot<« 

the tox-t \0CJud10Q petitionees' potion to Cuppcess gyideoce 

(poi\<Q’i vo.lbi) -tiled by then Counsel defy Mullip-ec On

(v\6ceb 16,201$, Although one cf the issues was the Seizure 

Cdt documents fromlomoteS that Consist cf attorney-Client 

pbviIme laftxmoW CoofiSCoted by U-S ClocSbolS1 Ood bb.l 
Cdfiots, That pceso(ibeS,io Couct peoceedloQS held 6n CtOccb 

l A t Zo\^ (docket no. ibh) coof lictioQ statements rendered by 

tUi< OG\M o\otm prosecution tCGm ^uSSell Dkyhtt 

,ecxCbeoon oad CVrebt'OOi LoiXo ftoytron. tbimioQ employee 

3haff weote in the (teo^otliiiy ^eeethe cne$ ^bo cbloia- 

.06 * I£0)OI (wfoiokaod -turned i{ oxer fa tb (jd
(%r$bol$ 6nd bb.X-

(At



OCODcdinQ tc> +h(
. he Geo-faci/ity .. .

SlohnpfWe bod ooMciCatb do vw7/> -this A/Ve » 
did ciftiCoileCt CmytbioCj.FM callecLU-S CwshcJs, U.$

&f tn CAHed w.e.we had nothing tfc do wifh tolled

ieau -its tneic
erne of, war

at tocrcaciicQavid £cd\$

voO>

Moreover the Inconsistency Of 4fiair own ftesttfant 

jeev Ms. Karen Worns- where She Wrftal/r 
i>^t \o an em.Ai! to Counsel) that C&.X caliic 

And did -me £earcri - 
it dunna.ocetrial tour

U.$ AHfc
fste&SM: w ao towll to Counsel) W rKi'Sii&ied 

-tn&e news And did -me Search - And to later retract 
Statecoeot dudnQ pretrial Court proceeding Co ^((t* '4i(docketttftW transcript r*vxe4lio4t) JiM

caise$ Speculative Concerns And the iMf ofcfetrffif 

Court lead ethics, (dhe 'Tmt Me? of Oi$Cipi/p<y- 

procedure do not allow One cHacoey in cm cmiice And

uuoinerjauoroey' in on ice ic, pretend To not 

<&m Ctrj'Cd Courts uSe four factors to deter 

J■ awjGldot buffered prejudice from covernmA 

3 fbeTef A^ecfiwenf intrusion into the dtfome^Client 
(elAtiOnShio was intentional :(2) wUtW evidence offered at 
ttiarvAOS cbtained directly or indirectly fromdW intrusion,
(Vi whether -me prosecutor obtained Any details of defend Can 

fual preparation or defense Stcateay ood ‘ft) whether Cwetbeord 

Conversations had been USed in Any other way to fine 

Substantial detriment of defendant. When the opveromeot 

interferes in a defendants relationship with bis attorney to the 

deAcce that Counsel § ASS/STaoCe is rendered Ineffective, the 

^verrmneoh misconduct may vio/ote the.defeodeot$ fif/t. 

Amendment ripyW to due process os viv 

^Cbtto Counsel. United States v. io/w’n" Gl2f.Zd IIW.HI5
f-V



Pucfoecmoce petitioner oraues foot bis -former £our?Se/ 
deft (v\u)liper motion tfe Suppress avid&ace -filed 60 

f*wcb IL 16lg wos schedule, fo be Set for Cbcch 23, 
by foe Resided JudQ^ Xav/>c fwAue?

Whereas Counsels performance foil balftw An Soj&di 
standard. Csf reasonableness dod CanCelgd r 

before foe court without reined or forma 

tlifiol of bis- Actions , foveo after sweeal 
teobo. ton fo CAjoSel [Thru for hiS ^/plantation (yf
C/anCewiCo, Which Constitutes defendant relationship wild 

bis attorney to foe decree foot Counsels assistance /$
Cerbered \oeffective.

7M
ive

Me

\2eSpvte, foe withdrawal of previous Counsel foe Court 
Appoint ad new Counsel Jobnfoud'fofooouc where, 
foe 9 an dice, oacmofi to Suppress evident# (doc.no.TTT) 
wos S'ft l f CCtiue 10 Court proc-eedi ofts te> be 

rescheduled for a b^ArtoO, before foe presided judQe.
altfouob bn Cl'CuSt t 7,012 where new ASSi0>oed 

Counsel bod obruptly waved .!, petitioners motion fe> 

Suppress evidence (foc.^TH) without bis Consent 6C 

bncwledAC whatsoever, In which therefore petitioner
foled a complaint to The S«aS bar Association la CuS-lio 

'Vi.. O^ftinst new Counsel for foe waiver of bis motion 
fo Suppress evidence (dod^'j^T) andtWir response in 
AppendiVv) ’- foot deliberately caused a , Con-f lie 

ts-f inforest between Attorney And Cheat especially 
After tijinQi motion te> withd<avjfll founSel for V>is

liveness, fo buy er v. Sullivan , foe Supreme 

(uled that a defendant Con demonstrate o> 
lendment violcrtion by cbovfoiA foot ff) bcuofol 
dtlvely <epreceotio0) foefoict of interest And

inefoefovene 
Cou<t ruled t 
fot Amepdmen 

was d _ „ ,
foi foe Conflict food Co obverse, effect fen Specific

aspects ef Counsels
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REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION

upon pcepondecaoce of evidence p<ovided
^ A. \ V.. 1 1 ' 1 l-.l '.'1 A L
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CONCLUSION

The petition for a writ of certiorari should be granted.

Respectfully submitted,

i

Date:


