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QUESTION(S) PRESENTED

l.How can a Pe‘\'{‘\';of\e,r raice Fundamental claim to Nighest syale court when
he lost appeal of r‘\%‘n‘\' on cexvamn cloms due 4o officials m‘\shomc\\‘\v\c\s Court
order?
2) \N\r\‘ Showd Yhe State %h:gqy Yine thi\e.ae, of osseﬁl.ns pmcedura\
defouly  vule .\N\'\‘?X\ 4 i their own risconduck Fhat sugpressed Yhe
Constitchona)  ercors n Amal ?
2) How doks counsel’s silenck Canexn\nf) o due Process V‘\o\a—\:\or‘.a oy
coused \me clients \ine of defense o be abandoned vepresent hus
Iterests or subct the prosecuhons  case fo a mé,ah;wa“lu\ adversial
‘feg\"mg?
4) How does cownsel beigﬂ silent of a constiuhonal evor e adwirs
clearly frransprved Pm-&ec;‘c{\f\fj s client®s rights or represe,n‘ﬁnﬂ s
Toverests?
5) Ta W 3&\* of Hhe consttuhional erors and AAC, can v e cowx—(‘w'<}e,vx+qtl\j cand
Yhat a reasonawle :)wm\’ ~(:a\\("\\‘ cor\%'\de/ﬁwﬂ all e ewvidence woould Yave tound
mMe 3u\\+\,7_
6) Showd not o defendart have a rignt 4o Brady materal prior 4o a

post - hial plea, as they oflecied dhe consensual netuvre of the subsequent

P\e_a?



QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1) Does +ne State’s p\ro\c\w‘oe, of c\rcum\/e)n%{vxg MCOA Aa-\1-\ conform 4o

e Fundamental prinaple of \\\As:hce?
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I, Chavles Jordan, nmate ot Missicsippy State Penh‘e’n‘r{ou\/ﬁ Tiles
this pehtion for Wt of Habeas Corpus on the ground that my
mprisonment 1s in viclahon of the Fourteenth Arendwent. On Jayy
%\’ 2020, o 9ui\\\/ verdict was Yendered 030\\}\&\ wie on Tive counts
of MBA 91-5-23 US}nﬁ Hew Se)n’renoinj POowexr s and Lot of e
Po‘\SDhou\S ‘\’\'e)ej the Stave \nduced a plea 4o McA AT-5-33 U:»)w entered
Involuntanity on August 1%, 2020, 4ne day of sentencing, Newl
discovesred emdence Haat I was wnable 4o oblein  wuitn due diligence
revealed wnew cdlams and presents a Factual pre;;\ic;a\'e. on oYnex
clevms That have not been fairly considered. ( Flangan v. Johnnson,
IS4 . 3d 190, 199 (St Civ. 1998) Moreover | +he fallure o raise ey

AdMscovered clams was not due Y0 an inexcusakle neglect. (\V\cLe,s\a\/

v. Zont_ daq us, #1811 S, G sy (a4

T. REASON FOR NoOT MAKING APPLICATION TO DISTRACT couRy
O Sepferaber 27, 2012, in accordance wiwh 2% Us.C. ¥ 2244 (0)(2)
(a\, 1 peihoned the Uned States Couvt of Appm\S) F;@\—h Coccny Lo

leave o Filk successive pervion tn Distined Couvt on claims thet

ave oy been considered and ackual innocence ez;cexn\o\—;on, On Nov.

1



7’,) 2022 Ahe Court denied oy Mot on C\a‘\m.\f\fs YPaar T faled Yo make
The vequived prima face s\nawing_ As tihe Couvt falled 4o male accavatre.
iudemem—k M view of e law established oy Suiver . Cuq\&i
Schlup, and Murvay T Filed a mohon For veconsiderahon, On
November 18 2002 the Court ghrated Har veconeiderahon ol the
mation is not permitred. As such, I dont hawe the avenae o

make app\;Cq—\{on Yo the Districxr Couvd.

. EXHAUSTION OF STATE REMEDIES
D On Apvil 1320227 Moy 23, 2022 and June |, 2022, T fied
mohons in e Oktibbena  County Circuit Coury on newly discovera
evdence and new claims. Without a fall and fare \(lQO\‘(.W\c\Xa Yae
Faal \‘)p\cxc‘)e dismissed the mohons and vuled the Fondamenyal

conshtuh onal r§3h+ clanms as FTavolous. The ovder was entered

on June 720, 2027. How Cc\Y\Al g\ Laic review on Arese clains’
<> -

2.) A\’(houah T wnformed YHhe Cicculy Coury that T had lbeen
trangterred Lrom CMCE 4o MSP and even A 1sclosed the manlt ng
O\dc\‘(QSSq ond al '\”'\A\‘w\gs were vn aled Form e Fvom Maven 8 , 72022

Jr\'\\rol,\a\r\ - Tune \,, 20‘1,2_.,)_’\'\/\{ coury clerk Mmated the June ”UD? 2072

ya



‘o CMCF, P.O. Box 8%‘5509 Pearl | MS 3920% nstead of Hhe address
I provided = MSP_ P0. 05T, Parchman | MS 283138, Duc 4= the clerk
and  pPyison officials ar CMcCF m\shanc\\'\n3 the June 202022 ordet,
I lost my appea) of Y;cjh+ on Xine MOﬁo‘(\S_) evelby V.\o\ov‘h‘vvj Yne
Fourtermtn - Amendment and wmy fundamental ¥ 3\(\-\' ‘o acaes; e
courts. ( Tonasom v. Aveny, 39% LS. Ug3_ 985S &3 S. G T4 (19w), WP
prison officials did votr Yeceive Hhe Tune 20,2022 orden onh on
August 5 2022, an enhire Y Aays \atrer. Sudn evtermal veasons
caused me to not e abk de appesl The June 206 2072 ovaer,

( Coleman v. Thompson, B01 WS, 722,153 111 S, Cr. 245k Skl (195)

3) With no considevakion oF e Tact T ave Wwern Aedaved ihd{fser\‘\-
and Nave been incarcerated since 3@\\’ 3\ 2029, the Hal \Su.a\%e, Aent ed
roy mohion Yo procerd as a poop person ort s Apal \§ 2022 and
Auvqust 2, 2022 m\mc\;!s) and  stedved T woould e ‘(e.cht'weo\ Yo Py

cost of oppeal, sSoleyy \?ecau%& he was of spinion Fhak vy fretons
are bared, Ths is corvany Yo Rowland \/-l Stare 42 So. 3d ot S02-307

( Miss. 2010) et establishes Haak conshtuRonal clame arve @xcepted

Lo Pne SUCSSWe - waviY '\ocw,) and Sanders V. S‘\'cu*e’ 14 So. 24 W\qo

(Mhss. ')/0‘5) Pt estubishes clawme a—c-?ecz\%nﬁ Fundarental  conshtutional

2



\’\@(\*S That Nave Y\euer‘ \oean COngide{ec\ is pot procedurally barced as
a sucecesswe - wrt., O Novemn'per %) '2,0'2,2,) 0\63(3;\'(6 e \oeAnfj indlgeyx%vy
tre Courty of Appeals Arsmissed oy appeal Lor Farlure Yo Py
Cosy of the appeal., whidn denied e adequate appellate CeM AN .

( Gvifin v. TWinois, 25 us, 12, T S. G 585 (19%6) 5 Ake v. OWlehoma,

410 u.s. 18, 105 S. Ch V08T (19483) As suda, no full and Faie Neanng

nas been gi\/w.

TH. Exceghional Circarastances
A fuall and Lo Y\eaﬁnfs on cextoun claims Vras ot \o=en '{)\\)en_

Altnougn my affidawvy asserted incadents et Nappened outrside of
court, offidavis Yo Suppovy allegahons were culbrmidted Tvom
ofrecs | and there 18 well esvablished case \aw Phat what was said
c)ww'mj The plea  colloquy Yagavo\.‘mj volunianness 15 ot \o.md'mg(gx/\—
vester v. S¥ate, W13 So, 3d at L21- 12 ( Mise. 2013); Baker v. State, 358

So. 24 HO\_4o3 (Miss, 1A78), Hna Fdal judge denmed my perition of
‘Fao‘lal\xi wthout mzxﬁ,) al¥nougn ncrﬁn'w‘vj n e record epvtvodicts

the Q\\efjaHOﬂS Far  uyould e me o rehef.

Moveovexr, there ave XYDYs by Yo Stede and defense counsed

tnok  conshitutes Cause ond prejudice.

¥



There ae alse claims Maalr are noy pmc:edwra\\.\/ c)\d\-c;\u,\“‘wag\j yet
Hrewe s o \onger any  State Yemedy avalalole (C—;n’o\\( v, Netnedand
S18 WS, 152, \6), e S, G 2074 (1996) The Flading of no poma faue
S\no\Nk\\r\ﬁ \o«u'ng wmer s ervoneous and Vag denied me o Lol aund
Fair \"wﬂnnﬁ on  a Tundamental  constriuthonal \rfa\ﬁ- 'W\Z:\" ViRw
of my mohon  did not yield 0 The vmporfance of  correcting a
‘Fb\hc\am-axﬁ'Q\\\j um;\u\s+ ncarceraton. ( Engle, 156 WS, at 135, 102 S. Gy,
ot \51k) The m}shand\ina of Fhe Tune 20, 2072 ovder and “he
Alsmissal of appeal due o we \oe,lngs unable Yo pay the cost
ore extemal and  Cannot —QO\\Y\\[ be arrnbuied 40 me. ( Coleman v,
Thompson, 501 WS, 122, 153 111 . Ch 248k, Bk (1491

This Court must ad;)udiccﬁe. even  sueksiwe claims as the
ends of qu\'\c@ require, T was ol raed with e full panoply of
pnﬁec‘dor\g Yoot our Consrtuhon affords Ve accused and the
@uv"r CaONGy “\'o\m"je,w\’; ally be Sanshied Thatr 4he constirubional exvor
wos Nacrmless. The consttuhonal wiclations of +he State o‘“f:\ counsel
has vesulted 1 the convichon of an Jmnoceat man. ( Muvrass v,

Carrier, 41T US H1%, o Yk, 0L S. OF 239, ot 2eH2- 2650 ( l4306) s

Scwlup v. Delo, 513 US, 298, at 314-38, 118 . Cr. %51 (1495)
5



Tt s a P““‘d;ﬁmcﬁic' abuse of discrerion for the FEiftn Clrewdt
{o cleJm' Mme leave on an gxyonesus View of the law. ( Cooter & Ge
v. Hartmarx Covp.. 4L LS. 334 40S_ W0 S, Ch 2947 2460- 24kt (\490)

Counse\s \g\ﬂoraﬂce. ov oxlwr's'\%h*\' was ot any sowand  ov

deliverate tadne, and W was W cear derelichon of s duly to

defend wy Ccase and vepresent vy interests. Counselrs own admussion

4o not c\\SC\oS'\ng ‘e c,onsih"(u\"\onu\ wialahon of PR Juny Mot e Waeww

S vowe fnak & was v -Fg-f A Strategqie YRASON iy Ve Taved o
Asdese Yhe Brady 1sSue, The rig\n‘r Ao effechive assistance of counsel
was  wiolated \o\l -\'hig éﬁveﬂioqs and Prejuc\;ciq\ act. (Um;%eo\ Srate s
v. Cronic, e WS, 4%, 65T n. 20, Vo4 S, Gk 2029, 20k, {1984) Someuwinere
e Nigtory  of jusﬁoe,’ Yo 1mportance of the Grear Wut \as

oeen Euﬁed_ T+ poast oo *re,\;r\unbwreo\ rhal 3t s e “‘:U-V\CRQMQ;‘(T\‘Q\
1ns~\’mmzn* Lor Sq“:{ao\urcx\\(\j tadivi A ual Lreedom c\ﬁq\r\s* Q%\D{‘\vcu\[

and \awl\ess State ochon. ( Harrg v, Nelson 294 US. 18k, 290~ 291, 8 S.
CH. 1082, 10%0b (1409 Wy Shrould  the  State e,h;)o\’ Yhe pvi\/’u\efje ot
m\‘;swﬁv\j proceduval  defaalt vule whan & o Fnerk o i scondack
Frak suppressed  the constiiuhonal ‘ivor o taed ©

Toe centval migsion of Hne  Great Whnt shouwld ‘oo Yhe sSubstance

b



of “Jushce” not e form of pweedaves. ( Bvowa v Allen, 34 WS, H43 Yag,
T3 s, Cr 2o, u (1953) 2 Paaas v. Nelson, 2% WS, 180 24194 §. O \082, 0%
(14L4) The Court fhas an o\o\'\aah'on of lwoking thvough procedural screens
'\'\n‘ovc\-ex Yo prevent Forfevture of (ife or \\‘oexhi " {:\uc&‘rcm‘r defiance of
fre  Constirumon. ((United States v, Kennedy 161 F 24 gl %13
Lastly, twe Srates ‘W\'\S.Cbhduc‘r and neffechiveress of couwnsel

has caused Jencks marenal (1€ WsS.C. 2500) and oftes c)\iswuemf
\’aci}xe%’vad P&r%‘\g’rem\\/ to not be delivered Yo we for examinaton

and  use. Counsel alsd Chose Hhavough \nis own nderest to e

et ConQQ(r\'\nc‘s Yhe conghitubhional wolanon of \ooi)uv\{ agalng%

ry Yequest and nterst,  disreq avd(\’\ﬁ Yhe courge ot achon W
agreed 4o 4nke, The cause of these achons and dedsions ave all
2yfunal  and  diredly  contravy 4D ey gt o due process and the
defense of Oy case. ™is gahsties ooth skondards, Murcay v, Cowv;e)r,
ST UL UTB 485 106 S, OF 239 UM (19%6) and Reed v, Ross, 46§ u s,
\.) at 14, 104 S, Ch ot 2909 as Hthey acrose From exdrrnal Sources and,

-~ dd et proYect my constyunonal ‘r\\ca\rﬁs NoY  promote oy wreresYs,

IV, CONFL\CT OF INTERESTS

The clawwm \as ot bren affoded o Tl ond Lol he,qv{na.
1



As estrablisned by this Courf in Kimmelman v. Momsen, 47 us. 265,378, 1ok
9. Cf. 25742584 85 (19%k), T was unable 4o YeCognize Counse\?s exvors evad
evaluste Haug’s performance wah) after  tial, post—tvial, and nis May
23, L0TL  Yesponse Yo vy complaint. As the E\%Y\ﬁn Circad vukd n
Jamison v, Lockhart, 415 F. 24 1371 (\C\C\’L\) tas Cowt cannct gnove tne
posg‘\\g\\’\—}\l ot \’\O\Af:fs Adivided \oyalhes mfluenced \ais dedsions that
diverged wada oy '\v\-&@rex\—s,.
Dunng 4nal, oa July 29,2020 +he alleged vichm commitked the
consrtuhonal  and cnivina)  wviolehon of P@f\‘)uvxi’ a due Proses
violah o Haug adrmnitg clearly \'mnspivea. ( Exiery 1 ) 0 e
exock Same day of the v'\o\q‘r}on) Roug and T discussed Hae legal
and motenal \ssue, c\‘\sc\og‘mﬂ Fae violahon to He judge and \Suw\l
was e course of adhon agrerd to. Even upon amuing howme fesm
coury Yot Aoy T amenled Haug atf S\l pm and S 23 wai¥a Provat ve
admisciole ermdence 4o use Yo disclose Hhae violation . duv{vxﬂ al. (Exniloits
e )
Contrany 1o Yne ogreed course o achon Houg was et Aoout
e \/‘\o\cx*ionj’ enven it \v(\ow;f\a Prat Hhe ) \‘3“0\656 RroeD sy

ruled e soual medid  eandence fom /\\B\A“Sq, spencer. B nadenissivle

23



on 3\)\\\’ 30 2020 whale  \wias ‘\‘Ja%‘wi%\{Qna Solely brcause she falcely rearified
thot the puge welonged o a jea\o'.xs ex of her ‘eany’s o\ao\c\\l, ( Exniorts
e A ) Ris decision not 4o distlose Yhe widlehon and request o
m\g-—‘fﬁa\ was in divergence of ey request and rexesy, v also
advereely affect Wis performance and wmy Woerky  as wy prmary
Pazory of defense was  abandoned  and e ceased tv o vy agent.

( Coleman, B0l us. 122, 1L S, Ch. 2546, of 2561 (1431

Even offer taal | pror o gexﬁmc/'mg 7\-\auﬁ agreed Yo Ypresent

my iterest oy disclosing iy case to the AG 4o help me Fighat

ry convienon. { Exndons H ) 0w Septomper ) 2020 Haog sk
assuved e vuould  vepresent yny ke e st Yoy ‘(&—\"eﬁrv'mﬂ Y (:cxse, Yo
e ACu_ ( By B ) Afer many affempts and  reasovavle efforts ‘o
dbfain o sworh  statement and get Naug to refer Ye case to the
AG os he agreee, T Hled a comparnt wwin e Mississippr Bour

on Apvit 259022, On Moy 13, 2022 Hoaug vesponded and (1) admiired
Prok perjury was committed (2 we discussed e course of acron ot
C\;SC\QS'\Y\S e PQ/\(:)L)\Y\/? (%) Wi¥nout any consuttafon e dedded Vot o
comwplete agreed course ot achion, and (4) e freels L,m;\a\Qaqﬁ—ec\ >

veter my o cast  enen *)V\ou\%\(\ Wwowos ugre&d o, (EKV\\\o'v\— 1 )
q



This 1S clearyy corflicy of interesys  and &Qwv'dlvwg Yo S, Ch precedent
an ackual conblict of myerest. ( Coler v. Sullan, Y WS, of 25k n.3, 100
S, or V122) How IS counsed being  silent of Wj‘-“’\/ proteching Wig
chent>s  vignts or representhing Nis interests? The veny vieletion \ne
adenits to being  silent about ond -Qe{\ima no obligohan o disclose s
e very violahon that deprved me of a meaninaﬁu\ opportunity
Yo present o completr  defense and  confront My accuser,
( Cv'o’«fx'\a v, Yentucley e uS, b%%q L0 § Powteyx . T—QM}JS7 230 U.S. Yoo)
How does counsels  silence concerning pexjuvxl ek s a due
process  violation and  caused is client’s \ine of defence ‘o be
exduded From &MidencR  Subedt the prosecuhon’s case Yo means ngﬁu\
advexr syal +Qsh'm3 oY ~Fo\‘w\\{ ond ao\e_c(’u()@re\\, P‘({.Sof\+$ Vs Aekense ®
( Stekland v. Wasnington, Qb U.S. bl at 68T, 104 S, Cr 2052 5 Bews,
b LS, 4SS Wb, L Q. CF 1252,1263) Counsel was sient elbout
A congituR onal wiolation that calls for a misHnal C\qu\ns% oy
Witevest. \:o(\\iv\ﬂ Yo ok on agresd Couvse of  achon \D&Y‘-\’Qi‘r\‘unﬁ Yo
Fre Conahtuhonal wislahon enown Ao \n'lY\ﬁ_) a aq'\\’n' verdick weas
redurmmed. 1 was A\W\med;d\'\e\j wcarcey ated after Yhe 3\.&\\%\( verdiet on

July 3, 2020, Counsel conbiviued Ad assuve e would diecloce Mk Wi ol ehon.

10



( BEdniok 1) Councers  peeuan ey nterests olse led Haug do Aisclose Yo oy
wWife ond myself  ¥net  partial payments W nok good 2nougn ol
e would vieed o be patd 1w Fall AP ovder Yo even consider o\speu\iv\j
My case, (Exhntot 4 ) Counsel alwe persanded and coerced vk o
p\wd'\vxﬁ \,7\' c\c\\\m'\nﬂ e would vefer My case to the AG for wme Yo
%;o\\a\-e,va\\\l atrack oy connichon  ond oy $*q’v§v\3 & X ook Ve plea
1 woud ooly  Sonue S0% of my sentenk, d‘\sraﬁaw\{ngm Fack that
“as paxd of  Lndersy cmo\‘i\r\S) Ha possible sentence facka Yoy e detendant,
e wust e ynformed as Yo whnar \oov’nhon of SUaN arhapated sentence s
mandatony, sudn et Tine prisovier  wowd ‘oo 'w\a\\a'\'\c\f for parde or
other p&@n\'§é\ eorly Y=lease c)\uw‘lvxa Yo perod.”” ( Exnlak 4) (Washingron
V. State, b20 So. 24 bk, 470 ( Miss, \490)
Councel even Yold my wite and T Ptk Ve woud <rman ) Hae
Srode, 1 resded v \ov'mﬁ wth e do Ranlun that shows N c\narge
s baly 90%. (Exntors Hedh) Acsent ofF Phese Hangs cond IAC T
wowd owve \oeen 3}\144\ A mis-tmal ond T also wowmd net owk
'p\ec\ 3\4\\\\7,, AN cof e circametances must e '?’c(\\«k\f consicered.
( Hounes v, Washington_ 212 LS. 503 51383 S, OF. 13306,1343 (\9063) 5 Hopt,

v. Utan, WO Us. 14 9 S, Ch 202)
i



Alxexr ony conuic)n'anj Jnte rearcer ared m e Connty Tl on Yhs
sentence, T diccovered on ¥ne News thatr travug was also o Auﬁ"n'oe
Court 3@3@ o Cktibbelha c\usr{vxs Fral, Wineses agawnst we and
P Tal \‘)\@qe himse\® were Haug’s £ellowd C\kl 2rnployers. Tral
:)\Ac)‘g—e muw referved ‘o the ADR and Haugq As ris Triends.
( Exnoits 5‘%5A) Tk gnanld alse, we Noted thay Ve ADA 15 vow
'\mniw\\\f oA e oftE For Civeuny Courd Sud%a in Olkdibseha, ™Me
Court connoy ignore T wHluence Raug’s poshion 1 Okhdbeha as
o governmant  ader had on Yws loyainy,
8 e FTaled o CPEOSE  LAYLN LOUS ‘(\A\\\V\(ﬁﬁ rAade Yoy Fval S“dcje

rar e advwwts 4o d\saaw;ziwa v,

° He refused 4o dieclose e Conshtufonal cnd camonal  violathon
of paqury ot we agreed wpon.

* He falled Yo olgject do prosecutor miscovdusk of avguing emdence
Pt wos  excluded From ral, (u,s. V. RLXSiM%\,)"\\n ¥, 24 20\ (ca S \a83)

® He used Ao pve,:')uo\\c;ia\ wovd % wviehm” Yo vefer fo my owcuser
thoughout Hae case and did st object to e ADA  refarnng Yo
ner as < Ahe vichen atisugn e wovrd  argualy nrerferes  Lotn

e quarantee of presannphion of nocence. ( Tacon: n. Stade | A2
\2



So. 24 154, \56-197 ( Miss, 2008)

® When counse) prebu\c)‘(o'\q\\\’ vouctued for the alleged \/ic)c{"\m7 Couwnszl

was nert, Se went as far as  stohing, © TH He wichim was Welng Sha
would \ave wnme Yo us \o\} Viow  and - Sard  you \wnows  wnart T was
Joung bacdk Fawn ond T vant to Avop the charges™ Whaea swe

fenon stated Yot L ased the th(\ege ot \o{ﬁmg alble Yo _\r\ecxr

ONDIANENTS -\%sh’fxt Yo get ap there and Ay to lie Yo make myseld \osic
good, he wads inert. Svie made nappropnate  comments aboud wy
privak  part ‘c)\YWd wven  called me A wold on several oLcassiens,

\jex counsel wase sihvemt, ( Evhiod L\‘f‘ 9 )

@ A\’Y\noua\)\n e, O‘;’;C:);Y\a\ maiadmant Foe McA at- ér 23L)  Loas sh\
achue . Cause FF 2018-00M\- CRK . Yaug's divided loyalty caused Nim
l'\'\'] b slent  and \:no* oppese tha  State ‘(Q—ind\cﬁvxg me o MCA -5~
22(b) ond o\d\d'mcj four counts of  PMCA AT1-9-32 () 1y Cause ¥ 2020~
O0Ti- CRK on entire 162 doays offer oricjlna\ &VYQ]gnm@ﬁ+ Solely
betause T excerdised vy Vignt 1o 6 Jury Tial (Exnieir 10 Attheugh
I wos davraigned on the same exadt dnarge of MA A-5-23 (o)
W At oohve ndickments  and o A9-\1-\ Vight was AUrCumy-ented

\r)\f Y Supuc&c\\'v\o‘) ‘\V\C}\‘\C\W‘(\Q)ﬁ'\‘a’ cownsel was Si\ent,
{3



> Counsel c\‘\svzga\\rc\-ec\ ~\’\n,z. 2stablished daty o woveshgote ome to
\“’VUV\W., as e Failed Ao gethex  documents pwr%a'm'\ng-'?o o Tu“(@
\\) 2077 disturbance call Loled 4o tmnpeach M’m%% Yoarougn her  comierNon
of  udenng Forgery failed o ntenvien  enerayon  Spencar P’%ﬁ“"“\.ﬂj
v Pe extorrion scheme ey used Yo disclose *\J\ma a\\e%ed Vichien’s
rea\ age, and e wven faled 4o interyiew Phe oalleged wichim and
Pre  Stote’s witnesses prior Yo the July 25 2020 tnal. ( Rompila v.
Bead | 545 WS, T4, W62l L. Ed. 24 360); Soffar v. Dretke, 36% F 34 44l
(cAn B 2o04)

° Counsel ot baing paid in Toll caused im ot to make 300& on
e agreed course of adian Pex*a\n‘\na o He wiolahon of p%\'\:sux\’,
Tv aled cauvsed Vi —‘ro State e would ot  eonsidex appm\'\ NG My
cose without full payment. ( Daniels . WS, B4 F 24 290 (A 11945)
Couvnseds  conflict of jnterest) Ygnovance, and o\;laxs'\cj\mL was clearly
not any sound Fval shretegy novr aAd v ’rm\ﬁ@n*ﬂ'o\\\, Yapresenm Ny
Wrexest, No sproulahion Nos Yo be done, d course of achon p@r*o\'m\v\ﬁ
fo o consttutonal exor  was  discassed and agrerd apon, et
counse) foled do represent Yhat wwherest and odmnds i was A

chotea of Wi, ney consulred wn M2, Aor any padt of twral

4



S’Ym‘veg\’, The &ror wous e(jregbu,g und pre5U~o\§C\a\', Nonestly_ v 15 an
\ncLuiw o prejudice thot cannot ‘oo ;)u\s‘rh@neo\. ( Evnicits L4, b, 1, 8\>
( Cronic, Wb WS at LSE, 104 S Q. or 204k) ; Shicklond, Hule US. or A2,

oy S, €. 2052)45 Cliapman v, Calformia, 286 WS, 18 43 31 S, Q. %7,&\,,%%"\

V. FAILURE T0 \NGUL\RE

The clam wios net ‘\'cxngm‘r{cxl\xl ener Yalsed v vt pwihal 2244
applicahion | and 1% 15 a diredt result and veflechion of  confliier of
haverest, o doum Fat did nok begim do unfold bkl ofrer ey
coreplant and  collateral remiem \omcwee\{nas, ( Kimma\mgn9 W WS,
365,278, 100 S, O 2574 2584-%5 (19%b) The 4nal judge Failed Ao
'mclu'\w{ concerning a possible  contliet \vrown Yo Nim. He wnewd or
Shoud howe wown ot \’\au\fﬁ Was a governmexyt Attor N
O¥hobena, o ng From  Fellow o\‘rxl W\D\O\j?fe5¢

\¢Y\OV\;W\3 ot ‘\’\nlg) faal \\\u\dge, ig\nomd s ndepondent constiruhonal

Auty to 1\\(\5‘:,\(«*9_ acoding to e S Amendment. <Qu\/\€)r V. Sulhwang
Ydp WS, B35, \00 S. Ch. V108 (\o\xo\; Unked  Stares v, VWhneodt | Y3k WS, \5%)
Il 108 S et 1642, \oag (as8) Counse) and e judge faled o

MFormm e of Vs posiion and ey ‘r:c\‘\r\'\ Io A veon- conflicted

\S



atrorney, A Wnquing was  No¥ wdared not o waive of oy agnt Yo
a non- confllched atforney obtawed. ( HoWoway v. Aviensas, uzs US, o
4eg, ag S, Ok o NBO- %\ (\a18)] Dinted States v Rodviquez, B0 WS, 41,
13 g, ¢4 1o (\a) e Latlure Yo \V\cLu\m vesulted 1 on actual  contiict
of (ateresy | as owr nterests o\ive;rae.c\ o\un‘mg Vg vepresentation.

5,

( Cu\;\e)( v. Sul irvoun? Ydo U S, of %6 n.?;,J V00 S..CL ar \122) (E\L\r\i\oiks [,4,5,
2

152 .) Rowersa) 1o wandated.

VI. BRADY VIOLAT\ON ( ACTUAL \NINOCENCE)
Counsel odmirs ot V) Pre asserted nal enor occured and 2)
he egregiously was silent conwn'mg Ye conshtuhonol and cnminal
Vidlation, { Clhopmon, 2% (s, 1%, 43 %1 5. G, §24 §37 (16T T was
not afforded e fFall panoply of provechons of Hu  ConstituXion
Aue do paun o due protess Viclahon Fhar oth e ADA anrd
defense Counsel lnew of ) buk Yook o lega) measure of  corvedting
o¥ ‘CX\SC\OS““% A propor Scdhlup and Cavier standard of e daim
must be Falrly coasidered o light of  all the CACCUMSY AN CRS .
T™Me eardence ond '\’Qb’\:tmov\\’ T vlied on Yo pvove my noecence

Woe exduded w wolohon of  Clhambers . ?\/\"\SS‘\SSG‘OPV\X Yio us. ax

1o



29591 943 S, CF. \038), as the ol judge’s only reason for <xduding
dowas loased solely on the pequYy . = U(\% C\\

Due Yo counsel, silence conozxr\inﬂ a due process olahon Wnar
15 Fundamantally un{:a“\‘r" demre T Stalte c)«)\x\'e%o«o\\'r\ﬂ \egal o\o\‘\%c&\w'oq
to disdose Brady matenial, and e Anal judge yavrerfering wivn
counse\?s parformaonce Vg excluding rAd ence pu*c,\in{ncj o my
Ph“;\av\; Vine of detense, My cose was ot adequetely presentyed,
( Brady v, Boks. 2l WS, USS b L2 3. O 1262 1263) Numerous o
Ao wments  Fyom /:)u\'\sox,gpmc_qx, S Vave Nt bern  considered, The
puqury Nas not b considered. e fact Haat sne povtroned
harsedf du be 19 o /Ju\\sq.spmce)r. 5 ond Nas changed her D.0,&.
affer my convichon eSS vist oeen  censidered, (Exnioirs 2330']\ The
fact oy \’\auﬁ didk oY Put e case X-o A ean) Y\%‘F‘-k\
v ersial +es%in3 s not  loeen —Fa'ur\\; considered. Ta fack Yot +he
allegzd  vichm Yrstfied under oot to aener d}gdos(mj s\ie  weas
only b hae vot oeen '\\’a‘w\N/ Considered.
( Scnlup v, Delo, &3 Ls. 299, o 224, W15 3. ¢4, §&1 (1aas)

Can 4he Court confidentally dedare Faat tn \Wwgnt of all +he

ciccamstances and  axduded pandence and ‘\'Q&Hmovw\l o Ceasonable

M



i)wax wino {:a'w\\i conaidered all the emdence ond \'zs\%mm\‘ would Whave
found wae 3@\\-\_’? Eopecrally Cﬂ(\s\c\e}f"«n?) SCXS is an <ssential 2iement of
a dald sex cnme,
Vil. " TOLLED STATUTORY PROSECUTION AND VINDICT\WENESS
SPEEDY TRIAL
Tl doays afrer oy cwro\'\cj\(\mexﬁ o MCA A-9-23 (b)) Pae Stute
citcumyented my AL gnt and cqvé\'@hended e oy renndiciing me
and 0dding Four dnarges because T would vt plea and nsisted on
a Jory Mal, (B 100) Tats offends e principle of Justice. ( Cosper
v. Oklahoma ,SVT U S, 248, 263 -LS | 1 S. Ok 1373 (1390) Al becanse T
sisted on mal, T faced o Superc,eo\Qn% ndtaiment  wade Has ov%%'mo\\
Maictrent was s\ actve. ( Blackledge v. -Pery, 4 U S, 21, 30 (X8
Goodwin, UBF US. 38,372, 102 S G 24ES) T went fom Fadng Brdo years
to facng 2% 200 years afver 1 Wneisted on o ju\r\; il
AWhougn  addtional  charges doesty veser clock and g speady Yl
Aock is nat tolled wnless the cdhage Nas oeen Adismissed ( Unidred States
v. Harda ¥47 T. 3d 95, 1060, MacDonald | 9Dl WS 13102 S. O WD),
Pae Stote Civcamuented  A9-11-) \law ond PYocecuted e over Q00 o\ov\,g

abderx awu\gnmw& on MO q1-5-2336) The Stoate aleo denied me oL |

S pescly Aal pursuant Yo Pavker v. \l\I(Y\@o:7 Yt WS, ot ‘5%2»%&9)0\2

12



S, CA. Vg2 (\a12) The Star has e Jushified veason for resindiching me
cnd  adding charges after T \nveled ;\uv\{ al night, ( Pearca, 305 u.s.
at 12, 89 5. OF. 2081) T wos aled 4o Cowry on d(\oorg).es Yot Aeniad
me due Procrss, chovges Yot wuare Lused to 'mdu\q, o postivial Peg.
Onages Yook were not for % sociekal vverests” ( Rinaldl v, WS, U3y o
30,98 5. CF or ¥5- %) T Srake was staruronily bamed Fom teying

me on MR A-B-23 () T was denied Ak process loy being apprenended
oy vindicdriveness, and I was deprived of o %P-eed\‘ '\’Y\‘q\o \o@(ma

ed  gn entice 93 days abter ‘e Oﬁslna\ januox\j ‘5) 20\% ndichment,
Vill. TNVALID PLEA

Me tmpact of the conPliet of jrterests on Haugs ourse of achon 10 e
post- +aal plea 1o vickually ympossible to  assess, ( Fo\lowoy v. Ackansas, %25 WS,
U15) af Weo-Hal a% S G VT3, ok 11§52 (\S18) As descrbed i Hae mohion on
pages T =15 all e Cir cavastances  and Yy mprisonment  must oe
considered W «equir\imz) e plea. (Ho\\mes7 373 Us. S03, 913,%3 S . \33lo,
\243) Ag the plea wias ropoperly wrfluenced oy Counsel’s agreed  course
of advons ., W s wvald. (S\'\e\fkonjlk\‘e F24 57,51 n.2 5 Bram, W68 WS,

SBL, o BUB-SUB \g . O, \$1) Premises c,o“;\o\exmn) T vespecrdully move

for habeas covpus. C/Quu\&m%dd&/»v
19



