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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

[ ] For eases from federal courts:

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

to

[ ] 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[ ] is unpublished.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 Appendix 
the petition and is

to

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[ ] is unpublished.

[>d For cases from state courts:

The opinion of the highest state court to review the merits appears at 
Appendix A to the petition and is
[ ] reported at ; or,
[ ] has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,
[X] is unpublished.

I'oT Appealsit. I courtThe opinion of the 
appears at Appendix _A— to the petition an(J is

tmr:

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Od is unpublished.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

[ ] 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 _—------
in Application No. _—A

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

(date)(date) on

•*.*v

DO For cases from state courts:

. The date on which the highest state court decided my case was Aug- 21!, 1022.
A copy of that decision appears at Appendix----------
^De.nidd u/tihou4 unWtn orddr
[ ] A timely petition for rehearing was thereafter denied on the following date:

ti/h_________ , 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. —A

(date) in(date) on

The jurisdiction of this Court is invoked under 28 U. S. C. § 1257(a).

Vi



CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS INVOLVED
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STATEMENT OF THE CASE
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REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION
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4 decidth m i^ouri !/ RJJu. iY) 5. Cl 1552 (im). Th cleierml n&J cl
rei(LU£ir\i \eqad malW regarding 4k.i Cons4iluiionahTg of a Uarranibss blood Still)re. 
Thai Counsel, m an akP'icla.iM, aeknoujledqed kis ’iqnorance of 44>)c lozt/) releuani 
chciiiorv i be. knuukdae of1 ibis decision uas easily attainable. \

TK'tb knowledge UJOL)Id provide any Feasohakly tompttenh defense adorned 
additional options ■For 4hc defense. The proseeuhon relied primarily on 4L iesiimony 
Ot 4he.4Kr££ Stata uJvirit^SS3S. A r&aso ntlhlc Challenge. lo 4bi udmixsikh \\f of 4he Seiecd 
blotia Would have £.\\(ninaled 4wo of 4bs& u/iincsseS and 4bc LboJ analysis. The Slale 
usoultl +h&f\ rely soldij Dr\ 4hi> 4osi'imony offormer DfPiecr Thames. I'armes Officer 7V>r*vV 
£j"edibtiihy would beiome a key iaalbr ah Ke. had Paced dsclphnan/ proreedlhqs for- kis 
proi'iss'ional rhlSLondvid.

TKi> Co‘jr\l deOuiion io deny relief ms based on Tr\cd Counsel's kfCdauil and 
Mml. record. TV record is based on Trial Counsels uninformed decisions. This Undermined 
+V Sidb T\mendmett by pirnuU'ing Tncil Counsel 4a excuse his oun ineUmpttenCC. 
Counsel ada\oujkdqeA 4hn4 hit had dd&rmined Pe4ihoncrs gull! pnor io Inal. He also 
acb\0u;LV4 4kai his enjire 4nJ siradegg kJUS based onlbis belief. bJ4h 4his /Winclx.4 
ir'ud Cou.\5>d mode his. proussl 6/vil decisions iq no rani of- (tasonakly OcpecieJ kaOuikSge 
o4 rekuard legal malkrs. iAbie.4 4bs knOvjkd^ hedl'ilid h Subjeel 4kcSlakes case, h 
flnfianmgrfu! adversarial 4eshng.

eaor s case

CONCLUSION
The derua\ of rdu-k mjsnf'l'ici utib u)dl esiahi'isbecl prcLdJcni ) b a denial nf Veil h oners 
tof^4l4u4iO(vi Hi a vh. TV Texas Covr4 d)t Criminal Appeals opens 4hc door 4o Undermine 
a dJkrdarik r'igK4s and aasi douLb on 4he 'mlegnlu oftdhc Jushcc sysh/n.

The petition for a writ of certiorari should be granted.

Respectfully submitted,

'ojccyC(Mai
//

Date: ///or/e^cJf^ * 28,22


