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QUESTION(S) PRESENTED

) Should the State \oe ;x\\owec:\ 4o assert procedural defaul rules s
preciude Federal nabeas remew where Yaeir efforts of wisconduct and
IAC caused consituhonal exvors Yo oo \3\10\'{::\ at tral 7

2) Does the accused nov Nave o right 40 Subsequently oftack constitshonal
erors Fhat occured dunng Mis jury tnal thar occured prior do the post-
el P\ea?-

3.) Shouwld ot a defendant who has gone Trrougn o i :3\,\\«{ “ral

expect o obtan Brady mMertenal (\nc\m\nﬂ falce ‘\'es\%mon\;\ $or use n

a post - tvial decision "\D p\ea?

4) Does constriuhional enors of the Stalr o jury tnal affect the
coasensuwal noture of « subseguent plea, ‘nereloy ‘\mpa‘w'mg s va\io\ﬁ\ﬂ
5) How con o constiuhional right +hok as loeen ‘Fu.\\\f excerused,

such as  Speedy Tral, oo waived by a post-tyial P\eq?

L) Does +ne prachee of C.i\'C,uXY\\IQXT‘\:tV\S MCA A9-V1-) conform Ao twe
fundameatal princpk of L\)u%\'{ce?

1) IS counsel being inert concerming perjury known do hion, o due process
Vidahion of Ytk Amexﬁ,,acja’mg* ) 1eny?s Yequest and, wnierest CQV\STAM

an octual conflick of interests ond FV%V@’\;O@«?

%) Can dhe \mpact of a conflict be medsured Vn a post-tnal p\w?



LIST OF PARTIES

[ 1 All parties appear in the caption of the case on the cover page.

} [/i 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: ‘

Trina Davidson Brooks Sk eentin st Judicial Assistant Dishied Atta.
2 o0 ‘ . rssione lseisarppn Departiment of Covvech ons
2 Burl Cain, Commissioner, F155 52 PP (yeneral, State of Miss.
3. j@(m\\/n M. Owens, Spraal Assistant Afttoraey General ‘

e

.
R

RELATED CASES

e s oo D60 CP- 01327~ Coh, The
. A\ v, Stote of \‘J\\ES\SS\PQ\q(\)O«/ = e 2 207]
g\na\j\'\ejl Q/;\—:;{:(S\ of +the Srate of M(ssi$e\.~ Judgment entered June 2
ouv

: S hi-CcN - 32 - DMB - DAS,
—_ Ti don Brooks | WNe. \,21\ ey E AR
« Charles Jordon v. Ivina Da\;:\P e tordhern Distnet of Mississipe!

‘ States Disrvied -
T:\;;XXQZT\MDNZ'\OYL juo\ﬁ\"(\e/n’r eatrered ‘:You(\uo«\{ ES 2022

\ N2~ LOOTD
\ . \ Camn. No, 1L -
\ dson RBrodks Burl ¢ s 7 °
e jordog; \:;\'Tc;’ncj\\:::\\s j)ov e Paiﬂ—\n Circway, j\,\dﬂme)\
Unived States W
entered Sepramber 30, 2071. .
Shate of MisSissippi, N
£ e State of MisiS31ppr -

- - 00814 -
™o '2,@/‘?1 ‘\:mf orderedh Novemorr

Srokes Lot o Appes

No. 22-LOUTE, Uaied SO0 ") Joy

o Ja re Chodes Jordan, ’Iudgme)rﬁ eotered Novemlear

for Ahe Frérn Chreut -



TABLE OF CONTENTS

OPINIONS BELOW. ..ottt et sn e saesessee e sssssessesessessessssnsnens 1
JURISDICTION.......ccoimrimtiriinccciteeeeece e e
CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS INVOLVED ..........cccccovvervircunnnenn

STATEMENT OF THE CASE ......cooiiiriccctnc sttt

INDEX TO APPENDICES
APPENDIX A Order From US, Couvt of Appeals denying COA
APPENDIX B Otrder fom Distmetr Court a\\sm;sg\nﬁ habeas Corpus
APPENDIX ¢ Dismissal Notice From Court of Appeals of 4he Stote
of Mississ)pph
APPENDIX D

APPENDIX E

APPENDIX F



TABLE OF AUTRORITIES €iTed
Blackledge v. Perny HiT WS, 21,30, 94 S ct 2048
Green v. Ferrell, gol £ 24 165,122 ( CA 5 19%0)
Abdul- Avbar v. Watson 115 F. Supp. 135, %
Bounds v. Sean 930 us. B\, 9 S. G\l
Cogler v, Su\\\'\\wﬂ’\j U US. ar 3% n. '5,) (00 S, CF of V121
Holoway v. Arkansas W35 US. W15, ar HAo-HaL, 9% S. cr. A3
Scnlup v. Delo, 513 LS. aF 324, 115 5, O+ %51
Griffin v. Tilincis, 351 LS. 12, S, Cr. 986 (195k)
Townsead v. Sa‘\nv 272 uS. 293,%3 S. Cr 145
Makthew v. Jonason. 201 F. 3d 353 (cA S 2000)

Crambers v, Mississippr, 410 US. at 298- 97,93 S. G+, 1038
Napue v, I\inois, 30 US. 264, 24,714 S, ¢ 1113

Crane v. Kentucky, Hlb U.S, L¥3, L1010 S. T 2442
Brady v. Betts_ 3l US, U5 Hlk, LL S. Ch 1252, 13

Engle v. Tsaac, USe U.S. at 135 102 S. . ot STk

Walberg v, Tscael Tbb F. 24 1071 (CA T 19%5)

Chapman v. California, e US, \8 43, ¥1S. ok 24,31
Hogaes v, Washiagron, 313 u.S, 503 53, ¥3 8, O 1336, 1343
Hopt v. Uxbh, 110 US, &4, 4 Sup, Cr. 201

Cooter, 4qp WS, .%%gj 4gs5_ WO 3. Gt 2447, 2400~ 24!
Muccay v. Carier, 411 u§. WIg, 485, 0L S. O 2039, 244
Reed v. Rosg, H4%b uS. \,ar W4 od §, Cv. af 2909

Jamison v. lockhark, A5 F. 24 1377 (\qa2)

Coleman, B0V U.S, 122, WL S, G 184k ot 1561

Tacon: v. State, A2 So, 24 \SLL> \5b-\57 ( Miss, 200%)
Srickland v. Washington, dbl U.S. ot L2, \04 S, ¢+, 2052
Cronic, Hlbo WS, ar LB .\, o4 S, Gk ar 2044 . M

Wheat, Yl u.s, 153, o\, 108 S. Ok 1032

UniYed States v, Marrera, 418 WS, 1020, \Ole S, Ck. 1204
Cooper v. Oklanoma, BIT US. BT, 363-1S, ik S. Cr. 1213
United States v, Handa, 832 F 2d. €15 10L-01

Mac Donald, UBl, Hse U.s. 1,8, 102 S. ci. Al

Crocdwing UST U.S. 368,312 Vo2 S. Ch. ZHY5

Nortn Cavolina v. Pedrce, 395 US, atr T, ¥4 S. ¢ at 108
Barker v. Wingo, Y01 US, ay 532-%36, 92 S. C 1%L
Rinaldi v, United States, H34 ar 30, 93 S, Ur af 85~ 36
Snetton v, Unied Stares, 24p F. 24 671, 511 .2 (CA S 1a5T)
Bram, W8 U.S, 532, ot GHE-SH43, 15 §. Cr. ar \¥1

Page I

OOQQOQG‘

A5 22
HW,23
1,13,15,1
V2
\2, 20

\3

H
\S
(S
IS
o, 28,30
lo
7,23
V1,26
|8, 21, 2o
3
13,19, 24
4, 24
19
4
22
2%, 2
23
24
24
24
24
24
75
75
b
20
21
21



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

[u]/ For cases from federal courts:

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

[ 1 reported at _ ; Or,
[ 1 has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,
[\/f is unpublished.

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

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

[\J/ 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.

The opinion of the i ' court
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. ‘




JURISDICTION

[v]/For cases from federal courts:

The date on which the United States Court of Appeals decided my case
was _ Sepyember 20, 2022

[ ] 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

[ 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. § 1254(1).

M/ For cases from state courts:

The date on which the highest state court decided my case was Nov, > 2027
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).



CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS INVOLVED

+he conshtuhonal guarantee of «a mecminjhl opportuntty o present a
complere defense, vosted i the Due Process Clause of the Fourteenth Amendenent
or he C»OVY\pu\SOr\j Process or Confromtahon clause of the Sivbn Amend mewnt

* The \"33Y\+ 4o counsel under Fhe S Amend ment tnat 1ncludes o coveelatsve
right o vepresentahion thet s Free From conflicts,

* The duty to \r\c\/ulve_ 1npoSed upoen a tal court by Fe Sixin Arnend vext.

° The Due Procese Clause of the Fourteenthh Amendoment Yhat o\s\,lga.—h’,s
e ngecu\"\'or to drisclose {’Jxouipa'\"ov\‘ nforemod on .

* The Due Prowess and Eov,m\ Protection Clauses of the Fourteenth
Avrmendment thet assure a poor person adequate appellate remew,

* The Fourteenth Amendment viﬁ\nt Yhat Forords Fundamental unfaivaess
in Fhe use of evdence wnether Yvue or false.

* the Due Process Clause protects dhe accused against convichon <except

upon prosf beyond a reasonade doudr of eneny Fact necessary o conshtute
the enme with wWaich he is charged.

° The Sixth Armendwment PISY\‘r Yo a gpeedy naly, and  Fourteerth Amendment.

° The Fifth Ameadment Due Process Clause that provibei¥s appreiension of
V’md\c\ix/eness. '

s The accused nNght o fral before 270 days, assured oy McA AQ-\1-\

3.



STATEMENT OF THE CASE
T. Procedural H'\g\fo,,\l
on Jaﬂuar\/ 5, 2018, “_[ wos ndicked on one count of  MCA A1-%5-271 and one
count of MCA QT-5- 23 (L) aforesaid +0 fvanspwed on or about or \vetweern
+he- 5*"" 0\0\\1 of Fe\omcw\i’ 20V and 1o c)\c\\l ot March, 20\7. 3 waoS owra\amd
on F%mav\l 2, 2018 and Yaal was ger foc Apvil 3o, 20[?, Put & conbhinuance was
Sought due o \ncomplete o\}SwV@V\j, From Yae orraignment 4o the Jonuan 27,2020
*rio»\. date, the case was continued seven imes wih no discussion of plea or
an increase in Choarges. N2 Conhauances were duz to en unvesolued discovery
issue.
On tFeboruawy 3, ‘20’).0,; afrer choosing o not plea guity 4 MCA X1-5- 33 u,)_7 I

Mvoked My '\)uw\, +al v"n;sh\-, Defense counsel and %’hg Srate coramitred Yo tnal

on McA a-5-23 () in  Ceause ¥ 20§- OoUl-CR¥ for Februany 412012, The case
was  contimued for Aprl 2020 term due o e State ot re%o\v\na ‘e

incul pedrory e,vic\énce tscue unhl after Yne TSCW\'anr\‘ 117, 2010 Tnal date
and  the Aw'\*ﬂess \Is{ on Februawy 32020, On Felovuawy W, 2000 Meh A1-5-21
wWos oL\Acxshzt:\ Aue to W stemming from @nother felony v same weident date,

T was also ruled tnet emdence trom /\‘)u\;Sq.Spe—nC@a’_B up Yo Maren L0, 2011

would be admissible dunng Anal,

On  Febrary 5, 2070, mysel € and defense counsel discissed the Foast taat

.



the /Ju\\sa.sp-eﬂcu. % facebook page Nad ‘oeen deachvated, nindeang us Fomn
c:\u\'hbﬁna evdence Yhat was vuled to be admissible . Alneugn Yhe alleqed NI
was not present wn the heanng on Feloruany H | 2020, Yhe page was imniga\\\i
deachvaded on\y hours after the valing cﬂonceﬂ\iﬂg Yoo Social median @amidence,
Counsel disclosed in email ¥hat if T Ald not plea guity by Febvuiany 1, 2020, e
ADK (uould \ave one count of MCA AT-6-23(T) added and thal would e
on Ywo counts of Moa a1~ 5-33.
B\x\D on Maorda e, 2020, contrany ‘o any Aiscussion ov nego‘\ia’ﬁ'on betveen .{*he,
State ond debense covnsel Marty Raug, an entire T2 doys afrer ey Feloruany
2, 2018 arvaignment on MCA AT-5-33Lk), The Stole e arned o Bue coant
Superceding indicrment, The ndickment conslsted of four counys of MCA4T-5-33
(1) and one count of MCA G1-5-23(L) whicn was idertica) in wording Yo the
oviginal indiciment of MOAh A1-5-33 (6) ¥k wwas never Aisrissed | st achve
and  commited ‘o tral on April 2020 erm, A Sser Q\’No\élhﬁ My Aght Yo
a ,\\\\«\Y\, Faal, T wert from -Fo.o'ms up Yo 15 years at Faal Yo ‘9an3 up *o 200,
On SM\\i 7—8) 2020 942% days after onginal Maictment and G002 days atter
OY)\a.\nq\ Februany 2, 2013 C\‘(‘(c\‘\c\:)‘nme,m‘\'_) I was ught to al, T was awo\laﬂa\

on Hhe exact same charge 1 simubaneous indictments S$or veasons Yeinted

v \mpro\?ﬁe+\; and o ® societal wteresty.” The motive for e SWQ{(A"“S

5.



ndiciment was solely becasse T insisted on a \.\wf\f Tnal. Provea oy the Febm’“f

5, 2020 emai\ Prom  Houg Hast mmformed me of only a poss‘\b\‘\\\"j of one

Count of WMCA a1-5733 (7). Ts Yaar not apping the ante and apprenension of

\/{no\{gﬁ\,@,ne,gg? ( B\o\c\c\u/\ge_ V. PW\/7 Y us. 2\730”’\* S, CA. 2048 (\4‘1‘-\3

Dunng tral | gseveral consktuhonal enors occuved | such as peryucy,
rosecutonal risconduck, abuse of Ascrehon, and conflict ot interest

TAC, p
all five couvts & MCA

A 3\)\\\'\\, verdict was Yendered on —\Yu\\, 3\9 2020 “Yor
AT-5-23, and YT was %mmed{a*e\\l impy—'\sOnQA, S!e)rﬂ'emo(nﬂ was setb for ALL%LAS\’
1% 2000, O August 1¥, 2020, Following the guilly verdict, o post-inal plea

ced 4o

was enwkered in The Oktibheha COum-\\i Circuy Court, 1 was senten

Twelve jears " custody of Fae MDOC, with Live \ eavs Suspended on MCA

T. Federal Holbeas Pethon
On Novemiber 13,2020, I ®led a noher of appeal from tne tnal juaag

\'u\lv\as \n PCR Mghons., T also fled o handwritten pernion for a vt
of \abeas covpus challenging my convichon on or abouy Febvuaw 3,702,

Afrer vcgalvinrj the vecord from Fhe MY Courk of APP-QG\,, T {mmeo\(q+e\\f convacted
e secking do nave My amended wotion and [perdy nal hecun'vxa o part
of Hne vecovd. Pror o The couwt gev\c\znj a response Yo Wy wetien 1 was

Yransferced Yo  anediner ?ac'\\&\’_ Upon amual, as Soon & Y cowd get

b.



Sore wanking mederial, T wioke e court ingquiving about ony \eiter cnd

geeklna a extension Yo fle bvief, The mMobhon was waled avound Mavch AT

2091, 1 was placed n so\i‘%cw\i con® nement immediately  upan arual +o

CMCF and remained ere \1A doys, pending protechve  custody-

T vecewed correspondence concerming My mohons 1o supplement the

Yecovd an- an exyension on aboutr  Apnl 2. T was recu.aes*r{vxs assistance

from :t\,lc\P_> outr was not ob‘\’a;v\;nfj e ap\zq/u\cr\'e, Aools eeded Yo pyepave

my brief. The deadline was APY"\\ 7,')_,7 ?’09"0 and COR sant o o\e%'c/‘\@/\o\/

nohce on Apnl 27,202, L 2Aphamned L Should et Ve sanchioned ., 1 expressed

Now Y was placed i lodkdown puﬂd\r\g protechnve custody. 1 explaned that

I did net howve deectua‘fe Wn"dna gupp\\es or pPYuper assistancr o complete

My State couvt appeat! ref, T even disclosed e mhumane Yveatrment L

Wos expenencing in  \ockdown. { Montenegro, 2148 T, 3d o 592)

T a9id not \have adequate Supphes, TLAP researdn and %uﬂo\(&% Lo

\Qgc\\ wiorke ave cell delwexed. The reps v\ ok cend roce Yhan \0 Sheets

of paper W ove week. A pen could orly e vequested e First wweek of

each month. The ony way Yo See a representafive (n person s 1§ you

are ma'\\\'ﬂg Aocuments, 1 was confined M a cell Yaatr dd not eanre

an ddble nor chale v Y, and Yoe qu,ues*veo\ research was delivered %m"‘é"
T



¢} c\i\ap\\'a‘rec\ ma‘\\incj service a¥ CMCE, L Nad e Awvech \ech\ Assistance.

. . . ) .
I s dlearly esvablished That gu\exc\\7 physical oceess 1o Yhe law \\braV\’
\S TECLU\“\’QA.” ( Green . Fevre\\’%o\ V. 24 65,1120 ( 5~ Cir. \a¥b) Twe occess b
lhad s c\eav\xj not of at \east equal caliper Yo divect access,( Kodu - Axbar .

Watson . 115 T Supp. 135, 118 (19a1) ond mMust remoun undiminighed. MDOC Aoces

not provide  adrquate access Yo Yhe courys as *rectu(\re_a\ by e SCoTUS

. Bounds, Senc\ina requestied reseavct \nand el and only &)m(wa to wnail

Aocomentys 's vot divech ccess., \lb'h, oy c\avm of \Dei‘\ﬁ iY‘"PQ‘:\e‘D\ \9\)
The JTLAP System and So\(’tcxv\, confinement \nas been C\isrg‘aa‘(o\e‘i

T Aisclosed Sworn statements from otner Wneates af CMCE  disclosing

toe lssuee worth el delivery and TULAP. As T asked e Dismior Cowrt

n oy Juyg 3 20U \re.sponseo“ How moch control ovex rece@(vxa supplies

needed Aoes a man wWnho s \ocked wnalde of a cell 'L\-\"‘} anA o\epe)no\o,nf\‘

- . =1
upon & Shory staft pnson o propally assist and guue oot men) Viase %

My stale Courk appeal was Asmissed For Fallure 4o e open'ma a briet,
But, as T disclosed 4o tre state couwt Aistret ourt, and Coury of
Appeals O%h Ciraait, T did ror lave adequerdte %upp‘;es,) whi el
necludes o chare qm;\ Yable to prepare A et 1n soliYary continerert,

Ta Vaveas \Qe/*\-’ai;on7 T vased vhe clamns of - (1) Sp:e,ad\, Tnal \/}o\a\—{on’
%9



('7—) Inc, (2) Prosecutonal and Judicic N\\\Socnr\dum:t,J (1) Violahon of a

Fundamaatally Four TY—"c"\‘) and (5\) Prosecutorial Vindichueness., W Digdn ot

Coury clawned 1 Faled o estallhish Ccause Ffor Failure Yo exhoast,

On janu\our\f 5) 2072 , Yoe Couvrd ruled Yhe clams proceduvally defautted
and,  Aismissed my abeas corpus Wit ‘pT{;qc\(c_,Q_, My mohens o

AISMISS  were oy Aenied.

On ‘Jomu\m\f 21, 2022, X fled o notice ge%\q'ncj COA v the
Unied States Cowxy of Appeals Ffth Creait. The queshions valsed
W the mohioa wexe - (D houd @ Pe‘\{f\'or\ex cdaims e considered ot

Cognmizalele Lor Federal habeas reviews ynen \is post-tnal prea was

atfected induced; and SLA\DS‘\'QVT\’{Q\\\_[ rfe cxed oy conshitutional wolatiens

:Y\ o\ funr jum, '\"({a\? (page Y and 5),_, (743 Is iy COY\S‘\‘;'\'U.‘\'\\O(\C\\ Ap consider

o) gu\\h, plea valld  and o wawer of Ve Vigh‘v ‘o allege a speedy

TAal violahon in a case where Yhe pef\ﬁone)r as gone Frrough  an
Statke’s

entive \‘\u.n{ il \DY';OV 4o the plea thot Nas eent \naduced oy the

i\\e:‘fdm—“QS? (page S)o (3) Pas o petmoner \n)re\\\ae)n\\\] gwen up construhonal

vighits  winen Ve hoe ror een inforvaed that e connet e poishad Lo

v\ﬂ\lo\‘:*\’“ta s \\Bux\f Frial ﬁg\rﬁ ana e Conv'\c,/‘recﬁ W Violahon of PQ/Y\')U»V‘{?

( agr 5)
¥ 9.



(U\\ —W\Q"(LLLV\O\QM&‘WO\\ m‘\sww{o\ae o J\As’\';ce excepﬁon ~\5:. ;v\qo\ec(,umﬂ and

ineffechve " pvo’fecﬁnﬂ Hre accused W Yhe wnstaot wge.((xﬁe ) &) Poes a

p\ea wq'we. a  subsRquent B\’ao\\’v Lased c/‘(\q\\ehﬁe,?. (pa?e 1) (L) How 1S

ug,p\hﬁ Yoe awde FTom 5-40 \ears at Anal 4o 15~ 200 years faiv In

accordance wiln  due process assured by fne 5% and 1t Armnendment |

(PS- 21) (1) Whet reasonable vnded petthoner  would Pk e would need

1o Ble o nohee of appeal on Hhe amended wohon? How do you

oV i\ oo\e Aehbex atre CXQQ@P‘\“OY\ of a court and Sw(zs\rs \o\{ e Statk sf

known  false —’ces‘\%mom,'{ Cpy. 21) My Ao of nodequate  cowrt ACCRSS

doe o nor having Awect aceess and \oe/‘mg W So\i‘\ox\j corfnement

was also O\\rguac)‘ oand X Areclosed swovn Sratements Lrom otrer TnmaRs

about Are Aiapirated mal yoom and 'w\o»dectu\cxoxf of e weekly TLAP

Foten which Lalls below Bounds.

On  Segtemiper 30 2022, Ane Ei44r  Circutt denied COA, c\q'\m'mS
thot T failzd o make Yhe requistte showing, As such T was dened
a COA on unresclved claims Hhat the \mpoctance ls supposed to be

Q,owzc:\"\hs a ‘Gu.no\ame,n‘\’a\l\, wn\‘)us* ;‘(\(‘,w‘cexa‘\ﬂ‘oh’ not ¥e formm of

proceduces. Due 1o counsel not con-?'wm'ma his knowledge of peﬁjux\/ and

divirgance In interest conceming peuny untl on Moy 23 2022 T was undble
2

|0



*o discover the conflicr of nterest  and ds affecd kil nearly wo years

lokexr. e o\}\lugenc,e_ of 1nterests 4q\so gewe \ic\z)\a‘\' Yo e undsnided Loyaty
caused oy Haug Wﬂg} a \‘)us’v{ue coury 5&&3‘6 in Oleribbeha, making e
cxvxé Ve el \‘)\,L()\c\»)e fellow oy emplogees. Houg’s 3ownmew&a\
position  was oY Asclosed Yo me or knowa Wil adver vy conva e on

and PCR moehan wWas Lhed. T also SO\A@\'\'\’ Yo Alam el \"BLA_d\%Q Lalure

‘o \ncLu\re and for ¥he Brady wviolahon o reviewed from the actual

Wnocent clain of  Murray and  Schlup sYandard,

Despire me O\;%c\o%i\ng emails and  affdawts Yt cleaviy shows
Haug's interest diverged with mwe on Yhe course of achion pertaining
Jo e conshitunonal woledhon of \?ur\')ur\j ond Ye Gounk nener {r\ctu'\reo,\
Conc@rv\\nﬂ the potential conflick of interest of Hooo bejns \‘)U\S‘HOQ

Conrt \\)ua\cje n the ity of Starkulie, Ahne Count of Appeals d‘\S\’Qawka@i

Holloway  and Sullwan oy nov g\'a‘n’ﬁn% on e/\/\'dexﬂw‘c\w{ heav{ﬂﬂj c-\ox{m'\nﬂ

o prima fade showing was ot made. Moveose, e Court eironeously

claimed  Ynal :)uo\cj-a farluve Yo ‘mcludve. Wos mode in vy niRal 2 22584
C\pp\;(:a"\*(\o(\_, s vs was ot Laslly, the Erfn Civrcaly fanled o O-Ppl\i
the Schlup and Camer <tandard c,onc,e/'rﬂ'mg %ma\\i wolahon and TAC

Yhot caused My emdance of  actual mnocence to e excluded, de‘PY\h\/\'Y\B

i,



me ot a meaninﬁ%u\ opporfvm'ﬁ-\/ Yo present a compleie defense. I also

was not afforded +he full panoply of conshiuhonal  prrtechions ot our

Congrituhon. Moveover ) way Should e State e allowed v assex? PYD(%(AUUFQ\

Aefoulr yules o pveg\w)\e v e\ AN of Cons'\-i‘\id\'.avxa\ enoYs that Hnee ‘(Y\‘\SCOV\&U\QJ\/

and ITAC aaused Yhe &Ors Yo (=3 igwovec\ at Fral?

The clans of conflict of 1oterest falluve o incLutiro\j and  ackoad

wnocence Yave viotr  be 3\’0\’*6—0\ a full and farr \ﬂea\rfma‘ Oespite wme

be,incj declared ;ndiﬂ-e,h'\' W jo\‘r\ucw\} 20U Yoy the Olkalolseha Couw\\]

Cireuit  Coury, Appa@ﬂo\\\% C shows Yot Cause ¥ 2022- TS- 00%814- Cok

wos Adismissed o Failure v pay costs of appeal, whaidn s a denial

of equal profednon of Hae \aw, as T was et afforded  adequate
appe/\\a‘fe vemiew due +v me \oe,inj o poar pRrson, ( Griffin V,‘I\\inck\g‘) 251
U.S. 12, Tk S. ot 585 (1456) There has net been Hne Semblance of o Ful\ and
Lfaive ‘necwivvj as the State couvt did not reacdh and decrde Yhe issues of
fack Yendered. ( Townsend v. Sewn_ 312 us. 2933 S. CT. 4s (\aw3) The
dervals oy Fhe Fifon Greur and dismissal \oy the State court Vnas
led 4o Hais wat of cerhovrary .

7L Brad\; Violation ( Actaal Tnnocence )
The Fourcrerndh Arnendonent  iolahon of Aue process oy the Stede C\QQYW

atfected the coasensual nature of my Auvgust |8, 2020 post—tvial plea

12



ot was entered ¥ days atver «o £unt Jory Fral et Brody v. Maryland

“ne of cases holds ¥ne State \ega\\\} O\o“ﬂa‘\'eo\ o o\‘\go\Qg,e Q»XCL‘L\\OOL(\”ON

and\ ;mpeadm(ns endence pror Yo Tral. AS noved v Matthew v, Jennson 26\

F 34 253 (CA 5 2000) * Tae SCOTUS has not as yer vuled on whether o
prosecutor’s Failure 4o disclose material exculpatory informahon prer +o

emn) of a gaivty plea Uielate ¥he W.S. Consttuhon,” The fime Nas come
for such an 1mportant cLu\e,Sﬁ{on 1o e answered v the mstant case,
Was Hhe Statre ot responsible Lor tae Aisclosure of PQ,V\.)LLVQC\

*‘e%ﬁmon\l and  social mediq emdence av Yy ‘\’v{q\ on July '2.‘3,) 2020

That '\‘mn%p;red P\r'\ov Yo the p\eo\?_ T Y et o due pvocess v{o\a*‘ivf\?

Despite  =uewy reasonable eflort) e “nal Suﬂ\‘j’?—, State _ or defense

counsel \as provided me with the Aiscoveny, vacluding Jendes natenal

(\8 us.c. 2500) L \nave \recLL,\QS‘\'ed. The clavm of pu\‘)u&w{ Was nevexr
addvessed oy Yhe Stete and wWas ot confirmed in WV{H“?I oy Counsed
antl on Moy 12, 2027, nearly Two  years afrer Hial., Tswy 1 safe o

Ry Thot the Stete should ot be grooted e pvivilege of assexbing

pmc,ec\uuru\ default rules +o precdiude remeww whaye Taeie own S Comnaaek

and Falure do doide by @ \Qﬂa‘ o\o\lquon caused evvor 4o e ‘\Snoree\

at —hria\? Tne Schlup ond Camexr standard as not be ascessed, .

|'3.



On Q’u\\l 19, 2010, duving The Tral, Yhe a\\eae_d vichm Yestfhed -@a\ge\\/

teghfied Yot the /Ju\;Sa.gpence)r,S facelok was $ave, created by a

Gea\ous ex of ‘ner ‘oaby’s daddy. ALE dawvits From wihnesses oF s

Satement was provided to he Bt Circar. That same Aday whnen Yne

pev:)uv\i secured T discussed withh vy counsel Faar T wwoirted e Yo
ottadke ‘e pex\\uw and nform Yae Court, EBwmals From Tu\\{ 'L°\) 2020

Hrot T sert o ch,lﬁ) wini eln T also dicclosed 4 the =ofin C/R‘rcu‘\*)
shows T provided counsel with wformahon QOnoeJ(n;ﬂa e Pe,v:)uv\)

Pt he qgrw\ ‘o disdose.
\(?ﬂ) whnen Fnal contnued on Tw\\f 30 o Yhe 3’@\\, 3\ 3u§\+\, \Jcrci(o*‘,)
counsel and ‘the State A d not -'\’qnge)ffh'q\\\’ odempr U Mmale “he

constiutional  wiolation of pe{}.,w\, nown o the court ov :)\wovsf

On July 20,2028 wnen I was Feshfying , the tal judge ruled my
cocal media  eAdeneR cjor\*r\@reo\ Hom /\jut\‘\Sq‘ spencer. S nadmissible
baskd Solely on  Yhne false Festimony, eroneous pursuant Yo Fea XK.
Eua. 40l and  Chamlors_ | “80 WS, ot Zq‘sfcn?;(s §. Ct. 103g). The sowal
mMedia  eandence qu'w\., \Wne of defense, as * s\owed. Yha Q.\\eaeo\

Vickin  portrany=d nerse\f Yo e 9 u)no\e,rsfqv\o\inu] i OlC:)QJ”’ 'S o

escombial elemerd \n MCA AT1-5-32 (b). The July 3l verdick was

Y.



contnued with false “Yesﬁ{mgn\i‘ ( Nopue v, Y\\W\o‘\s? 260 WS, 2, UG, 1 S. Ot

W3 (\a57) Tre negleet of Phae Srode YO Alscloce %vu&»\/ matenal in the $oven

of eocial media emdence Lrom /\‘)u\QSq,&panw,S ond pe)(:)uxed SUpPYessed

cetical endence and  Yestimony velrd on ‘o pProve iy INNOGeNCR.

E\IC\\AQ\;V\CA e SOO\\Q\ m&d\Cl\ erNAARINCL. \Dqggo\ O\ ‘PC\\SAQ_ ’\"QS‘\WW\UV\\/ wxas

Aue process viotahon, ( Crane v. Wentudey, il WS LY¥3, (LAO, \olk S, O 2142)

Evidence 4o eetablish \nnocm@.,} as Yhe q\\egao\ werhm ’P‘(e—’\’bﬁd?o\

4o be \9_ was newer Aigcdosed to e consideared oy ‘e \‘)ux\{, Tre Jury

also wac ey made aware ot the P@r;)uq commivked oxgodr\&’r Yy

recLues%' and  intex est, \eowina Yhe coase '\no‘c\ecLumére\\{ p(’ege,nlred\., (%‘rﬂo\‘\f

v. Bette, 2\ US. U85, Hlb, L1 §. Gk 1252, V263) AfRadavivs alse Shoyo nad”

e o\\\esed Vichm  confirmed Prat  she nener discosed, Yo me That

she was onyy o, Pursuont Yo Comer and gd{\\u\p3 all of Yne soaal

dacovered socaal wedia

media eamdenca Yot wWAS QJ)C(/\uLc\QC)\,’ Yhe no\N\\f

27

evidence A addosure of PUSL*V\B ond extovion sdheme tesh mony LS ‘P e

and wust be considered, ( Sdn\up v. Delo_ 513 Uus. ot 324, 15 5. O, g51
(\499) The circumstance of  counsel \oe/'\ng Yert p@ﬁ"a(n\v\ﬂ Yo the
conshtuhona)l Vielahon n divergoince oot e cliemy Anterests mast

also e considered. ( Cuyler v. Sullivan, Y WS ot 356 n. 3 100 S. O ot

|5.



1122) The very premise of Foe TAC is thed Haug \new of e perjuny
ol Frot Phe sodal media emdence was  adwissiele, yet hie failed

to disclose the coashiuhonal viotahoa of pef\\uvxl and oppose  Blrencusly
The Qrvoneous Vu\ing of Ynal :\uuclge Conc‘?/vf\(v\ﬁ e soual wmedia
eridence Fnat proves my Innacence, TMe must be a yield 4o e trperative
of  covrecn ng o ‘Q’u-ndqme,qu\\\’ wni\us)v tncar ceranion, ( Bngle, U5k WS, at 135, l02
S. CA. ot \57L) A reasonable \\\.mw cor\sia\u{«\a -Fa\r\\l all of the =andence
presented would not howe voved to Frd me 3u3\+\,° tnderstanding thet Yhe
line loehfween 1nnocence and 3u§\‘r s Arawn vadla reference o a veasonable
doulst,

Based on e Stave’s daluve 4o covrect sz:)uV\’g e Tal \‘)v\dje_
Toteefered  with  counselrg  pexfovmance anad denied Mt any mmnivxﬁh\
opportunity do present & comgete defense oy exclading pyobah ve
adAmiscible  emdener and "\‘?.S\‘:W\o‘n\f alsout /\\)u\‘\sa.sp{mcw. S and
xtortion, ( Waleerg v. Tsvael, ol €. 24 101 (CA T 19%8%) Counse\s
oW nackon Codsed mMe Yo be depnved of o <R«mc)\aurma)m‘va\\,\f Sarr fnal
and a weaninglul opportunity do confvoat my  accu s Euldence collecked

after Aial Yas also bean disdosed that shows e page ts enl\ o&iﬁwq

Pre date ofF \eibkh was Shanged Fvora Tl 11917 do July I, 2000
‘(00



ofdex oy e d—\ov\a She  Covnm uni cades vt Lmmed adte {lum\\\{ on
/:)u\{So\. spencer. O and posted abouy her nw\oovnBM chid she wous
pregnany UrR pdnen  She  committed P&r:\m\/ Aun'vxﬂ Hral. Such ermdeance
i¢ also new and Pvnba‘\‘{\re. ( Schlup, 512 US. of 324, WS s ot %%1)
Defense QDgp(\.se,\ adenids et the false destimony clearly \happaned. As
sudn, T was vnalle Yo  present Uw\PQ*OY\j LM deance avxd\ *&Sﬁmor\\/

Yo prove oy nocence, s ¥ woas Fricked oy The allegzd wvichm .

The conuchiion moust be reversed as the gsgerted tTrial <nwor

occured. ( Crapmon v. Calfomia, 2% WS, \%, 43 %1 S. Ok 324 837

(\q61)

Coa v ve "\’uﬂ%e)r‘f\"\c\\\\’ o»nau\ep\ HPhot Hre conshiutonal erors
and IAC i e S“L‘(‘f aa)l did not affecr Yhe consensual notare of

‘(Y\\' \DOS‘\“‘\’Yiq\ P\{o\?, S\f‘lou\d ‘e S*Q'\“Q, ‘oo ‘PQ)((YL\'\'VQC\ 4o C/\Ck‘\m ‘p(’oc__Q,s\L,Ura\

defautt  when Faerr misconduct ond TAC Suppressed, Yhe exvov atr fnal?
The Court A not ConS X 'Faiv\\{ | of the relevant circumstances

Sum(vunc,\incj e Pos—%'*rv{a\ plea. (\‘\a\;nes V. V\Jo\&\f{\na‘\\w\3 EYEI S ‘50%35)3785

S. CF. 33,1343 (\‘%Lp%) (0 pw:\uv\f waos  comimitred p@r«\u%r\'mf) Yo a matanal
modter, (2) Defense counsed failed +o LoEil Wis promise of digcdosing the

conshtutional vielahon. () A Eju/;\*\! verdich was rendered. (4) T was shnpped

1.



of my \iberty as T was immediately imprsoned on July 31 9020 offer
e 3ui\+\1 verdick. 1 was impnisones on a gjui\*\f vordick pwhere oy
Juv\) Anal YQSW\' was C;OW\me\r\suw‘o'\"e\\/ O\Oﬁdgac\, T wos Nalad 4o

cour¥y on the Pive count su(aexcedfn\c) indictenent due do ap{bre‘no_ns%-en ot
vindictiveness_  fhe State and defence counsel misconduck caused the
conshruhonal ervors o e 13monA o¥ ’\'Y{o\, defense counsel W;N\ol
not¥  carny out fThe course of achon of disclosing the Pex:)u\r\/ as
quu‘;\ upon, counsel  would nof consider o\opea\ma e cuse uanless e
was paid in J‘ﬁu\l,, and 1 was away Lrom My @om'\\\{, The law cannct
measure the Force of the wfluence used) or decide upn 4 ebecr apon
™ mind, (Hopt v. Utah, 110 us. 574,49 S. o 202) Tt has been o pavadig-

mMmaohe abuse of discrehon for the Court do base 1¥g :)bté\av‘(\e)n\— on an

ervonesus wview of Brady Se,\r\\up7 and gar\({ck\cmd’ and Croai ¢, { Cooter v
Hovrtmar ¥ C0VP~~, 49 WS, 384,405, 1o S. o+ 'L"{"i'l_) 2100~ 24b! (\C\qo\

Las*‘r\y,) e coause oF the default pertaining o TJencks . material and
the Brady wvisloon is clearly artrbuted to the achons of the State
Suppessing  Bredy marenal ond Haog’s achons and dedsions Yoot Howed
from his divided loyalthes. The cause of those achons and Aec\ sions

are all extermal and d\(ec‘r\\‘ C,ov‘c\’ro\\’\j o the defense of my case,

1€.



This Sahsties bota the standard in Murray v, Canaer, 17 Us. u\’]%,qgs.,
job S, CY. L34, 2644 (\9%L) and Reed v. Ross M8 US. 1, af 4, o4 S,
a¥ 2969 as they arosk Lo an oxdternal source and did nor pyomote

my interests mov pvotedt my constifurional vight 4o dus process -of

The i Amend ment.

W, Conflicy of Tnterest and Tnal Tudge Falure fo Inquuwe
The Fifth Circur used wrong view of law n den\ilhg N motion

for authorization. The clonmn of tral \Suo\g& ?a.\\{ng o ©F -\Y\ch.\’re"’ was
nevex +mc5£n+ial\\i raised W oy wamal 8 92954 gpp\{wﬁor\, T™his s proven
by @ Yemew of Appendix A. Only five clawms were raised in wy
utal o\pp\;ccr\:\o‘(\. Movewver | he Court T\Sﬂo\'ed e pos.g\\o'\\"‘\'h/ that
Haug’s Awided \oyalhes mEluenced s decisions, The Courk>s
laim a Appendix B s a pavo\dlgmcﬁ{c abuse oF disereron, It s
also contravy +v the B Eighthn Circudt wview on the same medtter,
TJamison v. Lockhart @15 F, 24 1317 (\992)

Duﬁhg Yaal, afrec Aiscussion with Haog e .Q%‘(ezcx ond  aSsSLurkd me

Yo oppose Yhe congtituhonal violahon of PQ’Y\‘SU‘“” Like 30"*\.\30\’\) counsel

faled 4o carny out fhe coursR of achion agreed upon. The dearsion to be
mexrt was 0\'\\%’(3@4\0@, vt my wterest and  adversely offecked Hauffs

Pp,wﬁ:ovmcmce. cad My \\\oex’mh as e ceased o br my C\Ben‘\. (Co\e,mcm.)- 50\

| 9.



0.6, 122, M S, Cr 154k ar 2567 (191 There has rot besn o fail and €air
heanng on The A, { Towmsend v. Sawn_ 312 US. 293, §3 S, CA 145 (\aw3)
Moveover, ¥nree Factual elements Nave ot been considered :

* A\ Yhe relevany crrcumstrances SKLYYOLM’\A'\\’\S vy post “al pleat, As
olready menhoaed, T was iMmprisoned under  a conuicion  cordmyed
with False Festimany, counsel would net disclose viclaklon os ageerd,
counsel woeuld ot QPP&G\ case waless pard W Full and The Strate
faolled ks legal obligahon Yo Arsclose P@CL\U“‘\%

|. Perjuny “ranspiced on  July 292020, Counsel admits Fhe witness

clearly commitred W\‘)\”\{ and wWe Adiscussed Ywe \Jeﬁcx\ \aSsuR cnd

Course of achon agyresad do. G Fhat sSame exack do\\") A ermnal=ed

Hewug Twice with probotive admissidle emdence do ¥ee used To canny
out the agvrerd (ouree of ochan, Waen Fal conTinued on 3@\\’ 30,
2020 counsel was Slent W dwergence of course of acdhen agreed to.

( Exniots l%‘?__ﬁ) As o divect vesuW oa July 30, proeahnve admissioe
emdence  From /\‘)b\\iSG\_SF@(\W.B was vuled tnadmissiele  based Selely
onn False ‘\'QSHYY\O\'\\/_ The 3\,{\\*\‘ ver ek WAS rendexed on Su\\, 2\. Pwor to

Avgust \% gwenokn3_> counsel met wirh  my vfe  and W '\ho\i\/(dua,\w

and O\%‘(%c)\ ‘o O(‘\&O\O\c'\‘ng e QD‘(\S’\W:&\}J\:IOV\C\\ \f‘\a\c\%‘lo‘(\, An aFffh dauit Supeorts

0.
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Cony wtrexfexe with Hoe 3uta\"om\'ze ot o pr&S\k‘(\’)p‘Hon of 1nocence
himselE ( Tacons v. State, @12 So. 24 154, 186151 (Miss, 2005) Re disveqgeirded
over |1 emaily T seat portaining to the case. Ne would no¥  consider
appeah'na case wnless pa%d T Twl. ‘,‘\e,'(‘/\;c)\ noY oppose State sq\,;h?b% e
e v'\cﬁm WwWas \iejmj, ghe Wwould have come Yo us by now and sand you
know whatr T was young back Yhen so T :W\g%— want do e The
chay3Q37°7 along vt otlner pre;)utz\ch— comrents . Affidavis were disdosed
to contiem tais, I relied on counsel’s agrerment 4o ottack the p@r\')u/v\j and
defend voy case  zealously, Ne¥ e ook o achon or Sreps Yo effect Hhe
consthifuhional wviolahon of P‘”:\"W\l Yt e admis do \c’noﬂmes cleavly
Franspived, in dwergence of my terests, S, CA. esvalishes thot e 1S
ackual conflict of waterests, ( Cuyler v S\.\\\;\lm’\7 dd LS. aY 36 .3, \00 S. Ck.
at 1122)
* Tre ticd sigaificont factur {5 #hat Noog did ot disdose a divergence
i an  woterest C_c‘(\wmma Yoo couvrse of achign Yo be Token C\SQih%‘i' ‘e
Aue Process viovahon of Pujbw\‘ kil May 23, 2022 nearly fwo  years
after ‘e Ogreed Yo represent my interests  perfainmng ‘o the \ ege
15508, He even admitfed Haat e Pui\ur\] Aearly Yronspived and Hnod

he \ad disregarded @uery reasonable effort T made to oBtan a swovn

12.



gtavement Qonoaxﬂ‘\ﬁfj Yhe Pu\'xuwxfﬁ 2onedus tral court m\{nasa cnd

otazr conshtubional claims. My centinued reliance on Wauy, whose

\o\lq\+i—es wos aawided prevented wne Ao \qau{\nrj confirmaihon  of Ve

o of  conflict of nverest anhl after his May 23 20722 yvesponse
Jo wy complannt fled with the Mississippt Bar Asst. Couvnsel
c\eo{d(ng aot ‘o canny out o course of achon qgre,e_c\ upsn wwwhout

c,onsu\+§v18 s clhient & confhiar of interest of the wmosy bas ¢

Sort.
An incLu.'\n, wto e Fr{guo\(oa exponenced oy e ec_,ve_g\ ous ona Nert askion
of counsel dunring catical stage of proceedings ig unjushiied, { Srrckland,

Yoo US. oF 12, Voi S, Gk 1051 Cronic, e US. ot LS . W Vo1 S, Cr at

2044 1) Evidzace /sty Yo Show the asserted Fria\ erors of contiich of

inrerest  ond oy otcuved  yenersal 15 required. ( Clhapman_ 386 US, 1%
Pe\) Y\{ > Qq- Pm b ?

LlS.) X1 S, CA. %2_\-\_’?31 ( \G\\,‘t\ TS iy ot actual confliey of nberests and

P\’e\‘)uaice? Coan WS impact on the Pos”\“—\’v{o‘\ plea ‘oo measuared ¢

(Hollowioy v. Arkonsas, 425 LS. 415, at 4a0-4q)_ag $. Cr. 113 (\@1g)

Trial counsel made 1o effort 4o 1nquire of +he potertial confli et

Ner oA e enen infore e Yol counsel was a government ackal A

Olenivbena

9 W\Cl\w‘\ﬂfj Yaem Fellow C\’r\{ employers, No wanuey of A ven-

L3,



Conflicked at¥omey was olotainzd, (\/\l‘(\aat) gl LS. 152\ 10% S, ok 0% S, G

|4z, \LAag (1983)5 United States v. Marrera_ 915 us, \020_ \ole S, Tt 1209 (1a806)

14
Caatd se,'”

This alse sansties +he Mux\ro\\/ v, qu\(iex and Reed v. Ross

and Presuo\ic;e Strandovd.
. U ndidnueness
V. Speedy Tral Vielahon, Prosccstorial Misemeamet, and  Circamyention
How can my right o a specdy Fral be considered waved T Was it
not Fully excercised when Ynal franspired on July 28, 2020- July %\)20?,02.
As T asked +hae Fifth  Civcut oan page S of My mohon gezk'\-nqj
COA, ™ Ts # conshtuhnonal 4o consider a guilty plea valid ond @ wenver
of e vignt 4o a sperdy Yrial in o cask waere Yhe petinoner nas gone
Frrough aa entive  yuwy Taal? T4 the violohon transpired prior ‘o August
18, 2020, due Process wwas olready Vielated. As explained . Procedural
Nistory, T wos indicked on Januany 5 2048 and brought to Taal
on July 2% 2020, an 9% do delay of e,
Contrany Yo the prncipk of :\us\%uz. Qoncexning addhonal
charges does nob reset epeedy tral cock and a @ charge ok

| hae never been Alsmissed does oy o\ clock The Staie

ciccomuented Yhe M™MCA Aa-11-1 law, waida does VoY conforem

1o panciple of jusiice. ( Cooper, SY1 Us. 34T, 3637 LS, e & Ch 1313

(\quw; Uaited Stedes v. Honda, 892 F 34 95, ok~ 011 MacDonala, 45k
4,



u.,g. |, 8, oz S. O i191) For reasome taimfed with 1mpyoprety Yhe Stoie |
Sought o suﬂpexcad\'\nﬂ Al ment Haatr consisted of a ve-indickment and
addhional c)nwrgag,, an entiee Tl doys after ovxm(gv\me)r\‘r, As such, T
was  dnaged vt the  eyadk same incident 1n simaltaneous indictments
and rad Four chavges ot MOA A1-5-23(T) added so\e\\l because T
nsisted on o \‘)m\/ Frial, The %upe)rce,c\;ﬁcj Wdich ment  auas  NoY SOL\@Y&
aafil affer T invoked my :)uv\f tal Yi@hir and was  Solely because
T would et plea. (B\o\c\f-\ecka v, Poony, W US. 2130 (\Q’M); Goodwan 451
WS, 368,372 102 S. C. 2485 (1952) A full and fair heanng was never
granted concerning Viadi chueness., No objechve emdence o Yhe
Yecova has lbeen disclosed fo \‘)um*{{‘\, ‘e %upq)f‘c.ezo\\'na Tndrchment Ynat
causey me O go Trom ‘\:Ckcin?) 6-40 years a¥r tnal to 25200 years
ofter I javolked juwy ‘val ﬁﬂh*' ( North Cavolina v, Pearce, 345 WS, at
12, %4 S. Ok ot 20%1)

T woae Waled Mo courk on Charges thab deaied e of due
and trose chorges warg used oy Yoe Stare Yo nduce a

pvocess |

post-tial plea, Was At e achons of the  State et anly

Viendiehive | buk alse o delibesate Yache 4o csa;n advantage aund

Aeprive me of my ability ‘o defend \m\,se\{’? Does ot Barker y. \/\)\Y\Sc,_)

15.



clearly Stede Yot counsel’s tneflechueness ehouwd ke considerdd
(Barker v. Wingo,H4oT WS, ar 532,92 3. ¢ 2152 (1912) The Stadre was

ouer 270 doys 1n Yhe MCA A-VT-\ Naw | our was 3ravﬂ’e,c\ o new 210

dows Ho prosewste me on MCA Cﬂ-"r%’é(b)j atough the oviginal L chnent
wWos never dismissed. The addrhonal charges were vindichve, not
Fangertially for any sorx of Ao of % souetal fereresys . ( Rivmaldi w.
LS. d34 ot 30_ 9% S. Ck, oY $5- b5 Placdeledge, 4T US. 24,30,34 S. O

2098 (1974) Counsels Lalure 10 oppose ¥z ve-indtctment and
ciccumyention of  MCOK AA-\T-1 was Natr Yeasonable Nov Any sound

Fral stratreqy. ( Sdcviand v. \Nash(\naimn\ The Stode wos v wiotehoa of
Speedyy .j\’ﬁ al 3ucwcm=&'u, mpp\*e,\nmo\ag\ me vindichvely, cnd - e wmnyented
McA Sq-11-\ 4o bving wne o dvial on A1-5-23(6) 402 days afir Yhe

Or'\a'ma\ am&\%hm%‘\'5 Lyuen \‘houg\n & was S'\’Q’\’\_x"\‘ov{\\‘ Hene Woaveed,

Vi. Tavalhid Pleq

An accurate vewew of all The circumstances, inc\qd(n% e \oe,irxa
lr‘npm'soned) TAC, and P rosecutrer m\scuhduq;k‘ﬂ Yhe plea was C/\eow\\] Vet
\;o\u‘(ﬁc\y\l. (Ho\\’nes v, V\iush(na—\gn)%‘lg us. 6039‘5'13_> ¥ S. Ok VD36 134D \‘\op\:

v, Utah_ WO WS, ST Y Sup. Ok 207) Did couvnsel not deprve me of

29 . . ) .
“ tine gu\ic\(nﬂ hona of Q,Quor\se\?. \<mwx\r\3 o& a\\l Y arcumstances 0

?

‘e case, can W e said thet counsel g\c)‘eobmd—e,\\[ \ravesw‘\'a& m\, case

L.



Counsel”s sience and di\le)rawoe, Qonce)rr\ihg Yhe violahon of P‘ZJ(juw\/
ang N edUS  eandenct Yulings WeKR Adetrrpnental v my defense.

Te \/a\idi*'\i of Yhe plea was Fainted by m'\s‘(epve,swoﬁs{o\n and Stede
m\\SUA\’\duO‘\‘.’ reqgardiess of \ow remote, (S\ne\h)n v. WS, 2He T 1d 51, 571}

a2 (ca s 395D 1 Bram v. US, W6E WS 532 oy 542~ s43_\¥ S. O ok

\%1)
Prior to dhe verdick and %la)rﬁ?vno'\rxgv Y \"QCU/\&S*.UA Haug 4o disclose
pu\'\u\vx‘ ond  prrsent Y¥ne endence declosed 4o the :)L,w\l and ;yAdch‘

\’\C\U\% agreed, bur Aid ot pursue the conett uhonal W olahon of

peurny, Haug assured Hnay ne would pursue the \egal 1ssue even

afder Sentenaing. e assured e Pnat Pe wiolohan would help me
atack iy conichon waether T appealed or pled 3@‘\\&\}_ We stated v

would be veferved to AG. Haug o took o ochon in representng my

pokeresky of mak:\r\g ﬁmd on agrezo\ course ot acthon o Alaclose

P"X‘)UW\[- A course of ochon Yot played o significont vole \n wme
P\ea\o\incj,) beinﬂ I wos assured wwen \\("— X Pl’e"\ au\‘\\\/bt \/\Jou\\o\ <A

e able Yo attack o e,uav\vic't\.'cm.5 and e assured Yo \nelp me do So.

The unfulfifled Pmm\se, wos conflicr of wnterest and m‘\srep\msexmtqﬁon.,

\/o(c)Qan Hre post ~raal plea, As such W Was ot voluntawy,

2.



REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION

This petifion showd be granted because our Constituhion @ssuves Fnat
6 U5, cibzen Shall nor loe deprived of life  \iverty, or land without
due process. A <) v of Proc,ac\wra\ Aefau\t rule Yo preclude gemew of
Mmiscondock Hhot the Stude and defense counsel suppressed ay +al
6 not jushce. Also. affer numerous of dedded cases, tnis Court
nas et vesolved o crneal gueshon  CONCRX lﬁ:ﬂﬂ e Erosecador
15 conshdunonal  vesponsible oY di%c\@ﬁng Brad\/ material priore
o a \o\ea? The nstant case éw,sm‘rs o un'\oLue 'mcLu’w\h as o ;\w\,
Taal franspired in Yis case % days prioe Yo Vhe post dAnal plea.

e pe*‘rﬁov\ Mmust alco \ee grcm’wac\ \zecaouse 1 hove oty \oeen
granted a Full and fair earing on  confliet of yoterest ¥nok has
naver ‘oeen oaddressed by propar Law, and I haue net heen granted
an oppor«%qm(h/ o Aisddose the prepondeioance ot adwissible eridence
ond '\’Q&Hmd\m\{ Yo support ™y Wnotence doe " State m\saof\cﬁu,c;‘c;’

IAC, and Fnal \‘\u\a\ga adouse of disaretion Pax‘rdin(’ng to vules of
evdence. e law of Towasend v. Sain affords we Yhat review. Laskly,
Fais Court must uphold Ahe Tact That our decision wunet yrld Yo e

o porvonce of covreching fundormaental by umiug{— tncaycescnan. ( Ewna\e_) S 1)

u.S., ot \?)‘5) 2.%'



Tt is of national importance of Hnis Cowrt to decide does pwi%vx%

e State e th\\ege_ of 'm\/o\c'nmfj proceduvral defaurt vules faiv

and IAC 1S Ve very reason ot a

whnesn -\'\ne,\f own  rMisconduet
clear  conshturional e WwWas ‘\gno\rad o tral ¢ Suehn th{\ﬁae
does not yield Jo the importance of C,OWQL;-HV\3 ?unddww,m*al\\/
um‘\\v\s’f mearceraton,  Clams that have mert and  exwhtle Fhhe

occused 4o velie® Ove suppressed whnea “the  Couct disrmisces Hhem

whithout  any Considerahon .

Is & fair o daim a posy -tnal plea as wained an accaseds

Qon%’ﬁ*uﬁgha\ rights Yot e fally excercised priovr o the P\eq? The
Accused  Across our  Country  AeSeNes to krow F A% '(luno\o\mexﬁql\.\i
Lair For counsel 4o nNot  represent s nterest ¢ Ts v Fuhc\am%al\y
Sair For ¥ne prosecutor 4O witihold  ordtical  saadence and “’\’Q‘Sﬁm\r\\/
Fﬁor o an  Adcase’s dedsion O P\eq? Does ¥e evrovs n Yhe
pror proceedings affect $re consensual nature of A post-ival
p\eq? Comntess Yachcs are wused o\ai\\, Yo induce e accused Yo pleg
3ui\+\l whithout Hnhewm bei\\ng wnformed of '\\\egq\\.\%ee Yror atfect Vus

aQQiS\cv\S' Uﬂ'@u\%\\ﬂc\ p(t)m‘\i-@,% ove o Aireck affeck @n a plea, anad Lewoesr

courts are &nmneous v ol wns‘\d@r}v\% Thens wnpact and eArcumstonees

29.



1nAirectly | and d\rec;\'\\, weed Yo induce o plea, Moveover  ¥he Wstarmt case

S vol some Yegu\a\( plea that was entered pnor do the X CRIChSe

of conSﬂh_L\{unq\ ‘r‘xah‘%s. T\'\;S case 1S ;mPorqu&' Yo others s{mi\a\(\\/
Srtuated Mot Nave excercised conehtuhanal yights e oy allouvsed to

argue  those Aaims  atter ey \neave o\\rqu\, ey @xceraased. The

\/'\o\c\‘\'{or\ ot any Qonsﬁ+uﬁunox\ NI aatY) Pv{d\r o o P\-eq o\{ow\\’

deprives the accused of  due process, The accused desenrs o

£ and fane oppov‘rumﬁ-\/ Yo e Veovd on Fundamental
constiruhonal Hta\n"fS,) vot lnove Yoo guuept uviden  Yhe g oy

cawms  of proceduval default Yot will neb serve o \cm‘«\:3 oloout

Conveing an DSy fncarceration. (Eng\e,) 4S5k U.S, at 136,102 S Ch. af

1571l T+ I\S \mpow\owx‘\' o know that ¥he S, CT. shil pPloces \\ushoa oS

top \OY"\OF\-‘\'\I’ as official misconduct bpreedg o\;sraspea’\— Lor \O‘Wa ac well

as For those clharged with s enforcement Trug case tvolves

q/une.s-‘\:\or\s Hrob are ymperative o public importance and  (AUO\URS  1SSURS

of conshturional vights and exvors benond the powﬁ calare  Fadhs

and  parhes wnwolved, The rea\‘\*\/ of the prison system rmust e adequately

assessed For inmates in lodkdown withh ne diveck acess of \egal assikance,

(Montenegro 246 ¥. 2 at S42) 30.



Of dire iwportance is tne fFact et T olong wirth enveny accused has a
constirulional right +o the assistance of counse\ ot war\/ & cvtical
Sage™ of the proceedings  against him, ov whenever his “substarhal
Fghts may be affecred” ( Mempa v. Rhay, 389 US, 123,134, §3 S. CF.
264, 257 (1ALT) Tae perjury commitked thet was known do Houg
affected o substanhal rlﬂ\rﬁ (Aue process) and e las admiiedly
been silent of W in dwergence of wmy Wnterest, Buery Qc,cué@:\ deserues

a fon and fair \earing, CONCLUSION

The petition for a writ of certiorari should be granted.

Respectfully submitted,
Cllost oo
V)

Date: December 32022




