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QUESTION(S) PRESENTED

-Did the District court violate the Petitioners T14th Amendment.
right of the Due Process Clause, by denying the introduction of the
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106 of the Federal Rules of Evidence 'Rule of Completeness’.



LIST OF PARTIES

[X] 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

[x] For cases from federal courts:

The opinion of the United States court of appeals 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[ ¥ is unpublished.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 United States district court appears at Appendlx _B to
the petltlon and is

[] reported at __ _ | | ' ' - ' _; Or,
[ ] has been designated for publication but is not yet reported or,
[ 1is unpubhshed

[ 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

[ ] reported at : : o ; or, _
[ ] has been designated for pubhcatlon but is not yet reported or,
-{11s unpubhshed

The opinion of the | : 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[ 1 is unpublished.




JURISDICTION

] For cases from federal courts:

was June 22, 20272

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

[XI 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 _ -

[ ] 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 : S '

The jurisdiction of this Court is inyoked 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

[ 1A timely petltlon for reh_earmg was thereafter denied on the following date:
, and a copy of the order denylng 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).



STATEMENT OF THE CASE

April 10, 2018, Petitioner was charged with a single count
indictment of sexual abuse of a child under the age of 12, in
violation of 18 U.S.C. §§ 1153, 2241(c), and 2246.

August 17, 2018, Petitioner was appointed counsel and prepared
for and assist with trial proceedings.

April 30, 2019, Jury trial began during which the government
presented its evidence and witnesses ‘in its case in chief. - At
one point during these proceeding the government introduced on
the record partial excerpts of an audio recording of an
interrogation of the Petitioner conducted by FBI agents on
2/27/18.  Petitioner's counsel moved to have the court play the
entire audlo recording to help clarify the context of the
Petitioner's statements. The court denied Petitioner's request
on its basis that Petitioner's statements were indistinguishable
mumblings. During closing arguments, the government summarized
“Petitioner's statements in the partial excerpts of the audio
recording as a confession to the alleged charges.

May 3, 2019, Petitioner was found guilty by a jury at the
conclusion of a four-day trial. : v
July 16, 2019, Petitioner was sentenced to life imprisonment to
be followed by a 1life Jtorm of supervised release, which
June 22, 2022 The Ninth C1rcu1t Court of Appeals affirmed the
conviction. :
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CONCLUSION

The petition for a writ of certiorari should be granted.

Respectfully submitted,

MURPHY ALE{ BEGAY7£FTITIONER

Date: NO\I’(’W\Y}QY \1




