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QUESTION(S) PRESENTED

I. Did the Pennsylvania Supreme Court SaYERES

necessary warrant of authority to Subsume the Constit ufionai 

Writ of Habeas Corpus ad so&ticiemdum within-ihe PCRA?

decision provide the

2, Whether lack of statutory authorizat ioo in a stat e court of record 

disable discretion , once challenged, requiring sanction and/or de.tecre.of 

for courts to proceed> notwithstanding?

3. V/hefher the right of self- representat

Sub-stanfive and procedural due process protections enforceable under 

Article 1, § S) of the Pennsylvania Constitution as well as tbc Sixth* 

Amendment to the United States Constitution?

Penosylion m requirevan i a

Whether where challenges to the statutory authorization to impose o. 
particular Sentence is lacking m a 'State court, it has discretion fc 

provide its own authorization ?

Vslfethec fcrady violations ^or newly and/or after discovered evidence 

and fad's , or any other discovery issue, in Pennsylvania, can be deemed 

Waived if discovery materials refused pre-trial, at trial or post-trial?Were

Ls>. Did tbe State violate Due Process and Egucd Protection when if refusedtU*e 

fight of direct appeal and timely requested trial transcript^ by 

applying ex STRICT compliance rule to their tormat ?



f ri^\n+ 4-V^e SVcd-e drscre4voO- 4o decline, or refuse. 4"o

prelnensive aoodys is on ff.e 

merils of 44e claim violate. SFa4e and Federal const i4u>4 i'ooaA provisions f

"7. WWeAVidf on appeal as o

review exod decide <Y\a44er.s in a defiai4\ve arid Com

r4s disable, i4s discre4ioa underover inferior cou£>. Did 4V»e supervisory powers
S9ECIM. allocaW , W^ere +Fe S+a4e supreme Cour4 pcomo^a+e d speeia.\ and

in^ \\} Vlola+'vA^ Consfi4o4ionai aw4Wi4y to re

q. Did dW Sdade We discredioo NOT do review WedVrer eUim satisfy «'«• colla+eral 

order 4Wee.- prooj 4es4 recpulrioc^

\0 Did W Sdocde. vioiode CorsdidudioW provisions wWa id Keid a def.c.erA 

' waiver ofcooosei coU°ry WWess wW id refosed do raeodion or

Over4' judicially loiased decision

(use ri ?
Imporl:an4 reasons govern

mediate appella4e review as of r^4 ?w

address i\ in &-<\



&uesVion^k Did We Pennsylvania'Supreme. CoocV sikser.es decision provide We necessary 

luarraM of aoVVociiy b> sobsuwe We. ConsViVoViono-l Ulril of Habeas Co 

anVbm We P5RA . The ctnSi>oec sbooid be in We.

negative- Accordingly, PeViVioner conVends Hereby neiVber in We \jear V87R by We

bayeces v. CornmonvueaWn-, S8 Pa. 29l, decision, nor since We adopVion of Vbe 'SVaVe 

and Federal ConsHVuVionS, We povuerS deleopVed Vo We sVaVe lec^islaVive body > regarding 

wriVs oC error, does no\ exisV , iwpliciVly or oVbecvoise, wiVbW We Pennsylvania 

ConsViVuVioa perVaininc^ Vo Vbe Virii oC Habeas Corpus. See,PA. COWST- ART. 5,^ .2M 

C\S(s'S') You,r PeViV toner -furVber contends VbaV Were Can be no poioer delec^crVed Vo Vbe 

sVaVe lec^islaVure Vo do anyVbioc^ We sVaVe ConsViVoVion probib'Vs, wWicb includes 

limiViocj or resVricVinr^ Vbe ric^bV Vo Vbe Privilege of Vbe VlriV of Habeas Corpus , 

unless Kjben in Cases op rebellion or invasion Vbe public safeVy may require \i. 

for, naVurally ) any liwiVaVion or cesVricVioo wbodsoever , under any inVerpreVaVion 

fo Vbe conVracy, consViVoVes a suspension. FucVber prooP lies roiVbin We Will oP 

RiOjbVs . See, e.ry, Pa. COUST. ART- l -^also, U.S. COkiST- ART. b ^ S, cl- 2 .

QoeWion^2- WbeVber lack of WoVoVory auVhorizaVion

discceVion, once challenged , reop/irin^ sanction and/or deterrent for courVs Vo 

proceed, noVioiVbsVandincy We Sua^esVed answer 

For , fundamentally , a coorV wiWoot slaWtory authorization cannoV acV jandiOnce a court's 

statutory authorization \s challenged fit most be proven on Vbe record Vo exist beVore it Can 

step farWer- Yoar PefiVi
precedence )'SVarc decisis, We State (Respondent) lacked We requisite statutory

auVborizaVion Vo prosecute him. See,e.cf ^eyer v. feeaver County Community College
//

625 Pa. 563 (20IH) Pursuant Vo Vbe law-of- We- case doctrine, uben a coori 

decides upon a role of law* that decision sbouid govern Vbe sameissues \n 

Sobsec^oenV spaces in Vbe same case
Accordingly , PeViVionec's conviction and sentence, vvbich expees on April \5, 2023^ \S

rpoS AO

sVaVe court of record disablein a

sbouid be \n Vbe affirmative-

contends WaV , according Vo state Supreme Courtmove one \oner

* vSee, Arizona V. CaliporoiQ', ^60 l^S 605, 61$ ^iR^83').

b-



Oull and void j from Vhe bejino\o<^>and bad boon circumvenbed bvj Vbe State. Petitioner

<\c f>c Cballcncync^ it SSentenced by VV»e -State ( Respondent) } ravatedWas \n an ao^

sVatuVory authority, Vo serve. eijbt years' imprisonnienV.

Question*3. VJbeWer W rijlnt ol self- representation \n Pennsylvania require -Substantive. and 

procedural due process protections enforceable onder Article l, ^ 9, of ttc.

ran

Pennsylvania Constitution as well as Wo -Six tin Amendment to the U. S. Constitution. 

^u39>e's^re<^ a'r'>Sv“,er ^ vo the affirmative. Yoor ietitiooer Contends that the. 

rl^bir of self - representation \S under defined in Pennsylvania, and provides no

protections Substantively or proceducally fi 

actions. However, whenever 

Self- representation W ?enosyl

arbitrary or unreasonable <jovernmentrom

individual elecVs Vo exercise bis ric^ht of
Vbe Ctahe (Respondent') warns him,’intec odia

an

vama

lb at be will fec@.we no Safeguards } and will be treated as a 

attorney , but does r>ob afford him bbe same

licensed professional

Courtesies of an attorney. Essentially, 

edy- Due process itself 

require , along with Vbe egual protection of Vbe Law, fair procedural rules 

for vbe vindication of rhgbVs. A rfgbt is summarily designed Vo Confer a 

protection -from barm , oppression > abuse

where Were vs a right > Vbere must also be a rem

streatment, prejudice,> m i

injustice, discriminate.! disadvantage or, inVer alia, u-sorpati 

Penosyl vani a Coosti tution , on dec its provis ions, Vbe right of 

self- representation is recogni£ec!, boV Confers 

Moreover, Vbe right of self- representat

In Vbeon -

protections in iVs exercuse - 

alsojSupposedly, is provided far

no

ion

by Vbe SixVb Amendment and made applicable ho Vbe states' procedure by 

Due Process and Egual Protection of bbe Law. Youm Petitioner contends -that

uai d bis I i bee ties , and actedVbe State (Respondent) fails Vo -Safeg

unreasonable and arbitrarily againsf him 

Continue Vo do So , in the underlining exercise of Vbe right of 

Self- repre sentation. See, HaineS v. Keener, 9o9 U-S -51 9j 520 (I9 7.2-) j also

criminally and civilly , and'

c.



FareWa v. California,MZ2. US SOU (I'm)

Question 1. Whether where challenges to the statutory aufhorizaf/'on
impose a sentence is lacking , in the State courts , if has discretion

fo

to provide its own authorization.
is in the negative. |-f the State (^Respondent)^°33e'S+eci a'C)'SMJtc '

lacks statutory authorization fo impose a sentence, if is illegal; and 

illegal sentence must be va.ca.fecL SeeCommonwealth v. Wilson, U A.3d 

5^, 52( ( Pa. Soper. 2olo) , Addifionally , the Sfafe can obly function w/rfh i n

established role or statute. V

an

Petit i onerthe parameters set by
bad challenged the State ( Respondenf) fo produce fh-c statute 

authorize if fo seofence him fo an <fc§0f<xvated eiqht ~ year sentence ) and 

if bad failed fo do So, Instead; fbe State ( Res pondenf) bad Contrived

Some oar

fb at to oo I d

tbod fo refuse Petitioner remedy, inan extra-.judicial , non statutory , me

consequence of the <Sfate actions, Petitioner's sentence expires 

Kpril 15,2023. See, 42 &.C.-S. § mUa).
Question ^5. Whether £>rady violations

on

voly and/or after discovered 

evidence and facts , or any other discovery issue, in Pennsylvania; 

be deemed waived if discovery materials were refused

or ne

Can

pre-trol, at trial or post-trio. L

The sua^ested ansvo.ee should be in the negative. Although this 

is a matter never before raised in this Court , the State (Respondent)

Insist <*■ nevu interpretation of the Court's decision in Ibrady v. Maryland 

that should wholly applyjfo the Supervisory authority of

rule , specially for the Petitioner, that
373 US $5

this Court. It further adds a new
newlu - discovered fact or evidence or an af+er-disCoveredCan waive a

fact or evidence, not withstand incy This new> rule or Lferpre fafion 

frary to fundamentra! principles of lauu for the vS'tafe toop es con

6.



\n-s\that Some material evidence or facts withheld fi 

burn CQ.A be waived, despite cmy abs 

Boyd v. U.vS.j 1/6 US 616.

rom him or on l< noton to 

See,of fault on tbe Petit jence oner-

Question*^. DU the State violate Doe Process and Ecjocd Proteefib o when

of direct- appeal and timely requested trial 

transcript by applying a strict

it refused the ri

Compliance rote to their for (Hat. 
The. svo^e-sied answer should be in-fhe affirmative. Y Petitionerour

Contends that the State (Respondent') willfully neglected Petitioner's ric^bt of direct appeal 

and timely requested trial transcript in order to circumvent toe challenges made therein. To

this day > the Petitioner's direct appeal rights were never reinstated exod he 

had never received a complete verbatim account of bis trial Court 

proceedings., hieifher does the record Support a knowing, voluntaryj and 

intelligent waiver of these rights by the Petitioner. Vour Petitioner contend-S 

that the State (Respondent) should not have applied the strict - Compliance 

rule k> the exercise of bis constitutional rights , only to deprive him 

thereof- Due process protects the rio^ht of direct .appeal^ which inherently 

includes tria\ transcript s, or collateral review, and all that it may entail > when 

that ri o^bt \S guaranteed by the State (Respondent). See, PA. COkiST. ART. 5,

^ S *, See also > exy, Evitts v. bucey, V4Y us 38 7, 393-93 ( 13 $5).

Question*7. Whether on appeal as of ric^nt Vine State fhaspoodeuf) discretion to 

decline or refuse to review and decide matters in a definite and 

comprehensive analysis on the merits of tte claim violate State and 

Federal constitutional provisions. The suggested answer should be \o the 

affirmative. Your Petitioner contends that he had a ricjbt to appellate review)

Specifically

claims Petitioner had raised on appeal. Your Petitioner "further contends that 

the State (Respondent) had K/illfoWy and knowingly violate the Due Process and

prehenswe and definitive analysis On the merits of thea Com

e.



other Federal Established Laio3 ujhen it refused Petitioner a tboroyjb discussion 

Foe. merits of his claims , alonj with the relief attached Vo them. See, Commonwealth 

V. Turner, 80 A.3d 75Y, 7( Pa. .2ol3)(The cloverome.nt "is prohibited from 

depriving individuals of life , liberty ,oc property , unless \V provides the process 

that is do£-)<, In this case, the process that was doe Vo the Petitioner uJas deprived 

From him by State (^Respondent). <See,EvifVs v. Lucey, Y&9 IAS 387 (1935)- This 

may be important to the public.

Question■^'S Did the supervisory powers over "inferior courts bisable. 'Vs discretion

Under SPECIAL aUoc<xhjr, where, the state supreme Court promulgated special «od

on

important reasons cjovernin^ it, violating constitutional authority to refuse if.

The So^ryested answer should be cautiously in the affirmative- First) faubi ovo 

not to disturb tbe discretion provided to fbc state supreme court,must be 0iven
pursuant to Pa.R.AT. ^ HIM , on allocator or allowance of appeal- However, Your 

Petitioner contends that > in certain circumstances, statutory discretion must yield

so as

Constitutional and canonical duties. Your Petitioner Contends that it is 

nstitutional For tbe 'Pennsylvania Supreme Court to violate any 

le^al or judicial ethics , see PA. COktST. ART. 5 \ 17(b), including refusals 

Supervise
courts refused to provide Petitioner a comprehensive and definitive analysis to bus

fcanon ou n co
to

tbe ministerial Conduci of inferior Courts. In this case , tbe inferior

claim on appeal as of ric^hf and, when Petit 

of tbe Said liberty interest or Fundamental fairness interest) tbe 'State 

(^Respondent) re-Fused to Supervise. Accordingly, any court, but especially th

fimely Fibn0complai n edloner in a

-State Supreme Court which Swore, by Oath to Support and uphold tbe 

Constitutionj In the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania) 

authority for the perfc 

ns e as or-e-s to ensure

b cxvinc^ sup erviSory 

f other judges shall take reasonable.ormance o

that those judge's Prop-er|y discharge their judicial 

respoo^sibiliiics, including the. prompf diSp os i fion of onatter^ before tbern

f.



Todieiod Canon ^ 2.\2 and) Ihe 'Stole refused to d 

Penosylvani a ConsTiToffon. Pa. CO04ST. ART- 5} J 17(b).

Quesh'oh^T. Did Ihe 'Stole (.Respondent) have. disereTioo hiQT To review wheThcr <X

VtolaTes The.See O vSO

claim salisPied The Co\toTercd order Three-pfonc^ pesT re^oirloc^ 

immediaTe appellcdre revtoio as oP rrcjhT. The -Soc^e-sTeA answer -shoold 

bg. in The h£0aTivd. Ac-eocdioq^ T© The. Roles op4 AppellaTe Procedure ) Ip' any orderj i 

claim, privilege ) or righT) meels The depinipion op a CollaTeral order) ^hovuiogThaT iT 

is separable pom and Collaleral To The mean cause oP acTion inhere The righT 

involved i3 Too imporlanT To be denied review and The guespion presented to 'Such 

Thai ip review is postponed until Pioal goburnerT in The case Ihe claim toill be

iSvS'oe j

i(reparably iosT , il is appealed by Piling a ooTice c>P appeal or pelition -foe fevtoi'U. 

IP) in Pad, aW Three oP Ihe CollaTeral order Tesl salt Spied)prongs

immediate appeal may be Taken as of right . I

implicates a sio
The definition op a CollaTeral order. See) e.g.> Pa.R A-?- S3l3ScV* ^Su.S.C. ^ 12^1.

are an

ediaTe appeliaTe review inherently 

iPi and imperaTive deVerminaTion as To whether Tbe issue meets

mm

Additionally, any delay in TbaT delermination carries a probabilily o-T irreparable

loss (of a right). The State (Respondent) have decided aua sponTc ThaT 

Petitionee Was noT equally enTiTled To prompt Aetermi nation under The process 

ThaT vs due under collaTeral order role.. Vouc Petitioner contends ThaT The 

MaTe usurped \Ts authority To impermissibly work injustice upon Tbe ProVecTcd 

LvberTy Rights guaranteed. fo The Petitioner by The CoosTifuTion and laco5 of 

The UniTed STates. U-S.CoidST. ART. &-,c\.2- 3-

(ioeshon to. Did Ihe Stole violate Coos|\|0-\)ono>.\ provisions when iT held a AeTTeienf

harmless where il reposed To mention or address iT.Waiver oh counsel collo

The suggesled answer should be in Tbe oTPir(native - AccorAiogly, boVh The 

right To Counsel and The right op self-represenlation ace guaranteed by The Sixth 

KmendmenT To The Uniled 'STaTeS Constitution and by ArTicie l, ^‘hof Ihe Pennsylvania

3.



be harmless- Common voealtb V- Hoot.^,Con-sViVoVion. Deprivation of Vnc.se nc^bVs 

%5L A.2d US (fa- Soper. 2ooH) In Pennsylvania, wbat Is meant by Vbe depri vation of Vbe right

Can never

to 'Self- representation is limit Vo a thorough °r> Vbe record 

State ( Respondent)

that it \S done voluntarily ) knowingly ,and Intelligently- Kiotblng else. However, if tbe SVo.de 

fail Vo conduct a. thorougb on Vbe record Colloquy before allowing a. defendant Vo proceed Vo 

trial constitutes reversible error- Id- Your Petitioner bad obtained proofmaterial Vo a. 

deficient Waiver Coilogoy from Vri<x\ transcripts withheld from him by Vbe State. When Vbe 

PcViVioner bad raised Vbe claim on appeal with iVs proof, Vbe State Ignored it. . . . I b<_ 

State (^Respondent) appears Ao bave bias or ill-wiU against Vbe Petitioner VbaV, when 

taken together, should cegutce Vbe Court's supervisory powers.

coKoguy ujhere Vbe 

hlrn of Vbe protections a defendant elects to toCgo as evidence

Waiver

Warns

In Vbe Interest of right and justice, guestiOo'S i~IO sboold be viewed 

Cumulatively as well as seperately.

h.



LIST OF PARTIES

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

[vf 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:

I. ) COMMONWEALTH oF PEWUS^LVAKUA - RESPOMDEMT

a. PEwwsyLv/AKUA Supreme court

b. Superior court

c. York coumty court of com mow pleas

II. ) LEVAR LEE SPEUCE - PETITIOUER.

RELATED CASES

CO MC\AOW WEALTH OF PEkiMSYLVAMlA v. SPEMCE, CP-C7-CR- 2>3o\~2o\5
6PEMCE v. KJORTH UMBER LAUD COUKiTY COURT, DAOPttlM CO- CCf> DRL 

SPEMCE V. TORK COUkiTY PRl50ki} 2015-CV -2290, 2.015 0-S t>usV LEX15 i72000 (wV.b.Pa. 2.015)

'SPENCE

. 52-CY-2023no

v. WC&IULEV, ion US Drst LEXIS 33012, 2olt-Cv- 5710 (E.D.&Jj+ransfttreJ to M.D.Pa. 

n -ev- 0831,2017 UfS Di-sp LEXIS 7fe<!J2 (M.O.Pa. 2ol s), SPEUCE 

In Re •SPEI4CE, USLW 3i03; HO 3.c+.
REkiM.Y.

2.Z0, 205 L.e<i.2d- 202 (201<?) 
CPEkiCEj Li0, Mb A 2020 j 87 MDA 202i>

of ktpui i^cA,zozz P«. LEXIS 1370, U0. ZiH MAL Zo2z ( pa C2).

Ao<4 o+Wrvs.. . .

COM MOM WEALTH V. A.3<j 5SI (Pa.Soper. 2021)^/\(|2C2
°ujo.ince
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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 cases 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.

[vf 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 2JM MAL 2.0ZZ ; or,
[ ] has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or, 
[ ] is unpublished.

The opinion of the Sup'^no^ JrL
appears at Appendix D__ to the petition and is
[yj reported at 87 N\t>/\ zozi ^ A3 A 5%1

court

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

1.



JURISDICTION

[ ] 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
, and a copy of theAppeals on the following date:____________

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

(date) on (date)

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

[y{ For cases from state courts:

The date on which the highest state court decided my case was ^epV. 2i}2<q2Z . 
A copy of that decision appears at Appendix B

[yf A timely petition for rehearing was thereafter denied on the following date:
, and a copy of the order denying rehearingNov- 23.2.02.2.

appears at Appendix__Q.

[ ] An extension of time to file the petition for a writ of certiorari was granted
to and including____
Application No.__ A

(date) on (date)in

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

a.



CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS INVOLVED

( See. Appendiy: )

3.



STATEMENT OF THE CASE

On Apo\ 20l5 , Detective Russell Shaoer 32. of the Spcingsgettis bor^ 

Township Police Department, York Co unty, Pennsylvania, had obtained a. Search 

Warrant from tne Manchester Township (lock Coony) Magistrate , Jeffrey L. 

Oberdorf, wHh an unspecific affidavit of probable cause Wl lacked dales, Vime-S, 

amounts , details , descriptions , price,etc. On April \5 ,

was executed bN fke Nork Court, tlro^Task Force, lei k, OffW Mick4U 

Hoover-Miller. Detective Russell $h

20\5 , the Search warrant

r\olf present. "The York County |)ro0 
Task ForctjlccWlc^ Officer MickcUc Hoover- lAHUr and Saryarvt Detective 

Craioj Fenstermacher, had Failed Vo comply with VVie 

Cxnnoonce cole, before forcibly entering the premises.

Upon searching the premises, multiple Hems were taken and inventoried, 

including a box oFa box conlainino Kerotn . This
vi 'w/

* However, af\ec the SEAV.RD bov: had been

auer Was

of entry, \_e. knock- and-manner

larger SEM-ED ho% wHh awas a
Smaller box in \V containing h

ked as inventory itemed, and before beincy judicially 

Detective , Crai^ Fenster macher, of the York County Dru^Task Fc 

Vke Sealed box. Riot uoith standing, the Petitioner

ero\n

pecVed, tbe Sarafan tmar \ns

had desVroy ed 

arrested and charged 

under Ibe Controlled Substance, Deucy, Device, and Cosmetic Act.

Enable to obtain bail, PetiVioner had remained in the York County Prison, 

Without any ass is Vance of an attorney, where he had been denied lato library while 

Tn the hole (^Restrictive H

orce
was

^ Unit) where he had spent twelve (\z) out ofous\n

thirteen (\S) months j while the trial court
RE3E.CTEt> all of his filings j and, while

Copies of his leered documents unti l ofter he, 

ln5 a bench Trial > presided by ducky <e

preset Kl© evidence of

ttie deck of court f,\icl only partial 

was Convicted and Sentenced followi 

Richard K. R where the Commonwealth hadenn

H.



^roPoPVe Cause nor presented an\j de&VlwonNj > e^ewlVness or oVPerwise, offeri-oc^ 

cviit'ncc VPaV VPe VeViV'ioner commlVVed VPe crimes wrVP wPicP Pe was

o^sitn VPaV PeVrVioner was see^ domm! Vlnc^ VPeCParched. P\of one VesVlmon^ was 

crimes wtVP wPicP Pe was cParc^ed.

FucVPcf wor£>dPe VeVldlooer Pad cPaUena^d sVaPutor^ auVPorIz.adron of

since VPe prelVPe ConVrolled Sups Vance, Dru3 j Device, a^d CosmeVlc. AcV 

accal^nmenV, wPere Poe ma^IsVraVe, DovgNas F. WeisenfeWer, Improperly placed a 

Pad3e of Infamy upon Plm seVVln^ eveoVs In order. TPe ma^IsVraVe Pad (aPetled 

Pirn ,faUeP, asserVro3 VPaV VPe MlV.oner Pad claimed Vo Pe a Sovere^n cWleen. 

T'nls was noV Vroe. MeVec VPeless> VPe Courts refuse Vo afford PcVlVioner P'S

CoosVl VoVlonS and Pave noV "'jeV meV P'S cPalleo^cS

•naryiaii

■Vo -VPeojVvls 0uaraoieed b\| VP 

sVa-VuVorsj
r i

au dPorl zadlon.
convvcVed on Tanoarvj W,20lfe. 0o ^aooac'j 20> 2®i<e > Poe

|\VVa\ wPicP was never answered- ?edid\oner

for > Voder a\Ia ,

V-eVldioner was

PeVldioneC Pad fled posd'drial for acqpi
ded ran^efeoced on VAaccP 20ie , \o VPe ac^ravaWas sen

wP'vcP IV refuses Vo address. F>oVP > on

Vice of appeal and rec^uesV f>c
c'oaWen^Vn^ VPe sVaVoVorvj auVPorifj

d VAarcP Vpaoi^, VeVlVioner Pad filed 0,0hAareP ^
VriaV Vranservpf wPlcP were \3n0ced 

MW fPoa^ numerous appeals Vo address Pis sVaVuforvf cPaVlenqeS ^eVc.) and -VPe 

courfs refusing Pis dorisdlcVlonal challenges > VeVlVioner Pad filed Pis frsV 

PcRA on December 27, 20\^ wPicP Pad been denied 00 January 23^2020 -,and

an
p\eVe\\j Pvj VPe Vrial county a^d oVPer CourVs-Com

QOASPPD Py VPe appellaVe court on SepVember 2020. PeVlViooer refled 03am, Vo

"facially unPmeiy- The CourV Pad 3'wen no regard 4o VPevjPlcP was dismissed os
infer alia, Illegal sentence claims.SfafoVofy cPaWe n^e

On Au3usd 30, 2o2i) VPe Superior CourV of Pennsylv 

VPe PCRA courV .ruling VhaV VPe PCRA peViVlon Was l 1 uwHmeix/., Pud »d Pad faded or 

refostd Vo address major. Pf of VPe claims seV forVP In VPe AppeWaVe brief

nor
Pad affirmedama

\n a

5.



Comprehensive and defnibive manner. kie'dher bad bhe PCRA coorb provided a 

comprehensive and definibive analysis \o bhe respecbive claims raised upon

ib.
pplicob \on -for fearcjume'oK 

pplicabton (or reac^ooaend on
On September 3, 2a2\, PeVcboner bad filed ao a

Tbc inbermedia.be appellate Caucb bad denied bh
because bbe Pebibioner was unable bo afford h> make copies

e a

kiovember 5,202\
der civil libigabion on 4he <siabe

(amilv and
due \o prison sbaff ioberference(js)

courb doekeb ab ^3 MAP 2022., wibb money received f
now uo

romsupreme.
■friends of liber by wibboub expressed aubbori z.abion from prison policy.

On November U.JLozI, Pebibioner bad filed nobice of appeal in Pne Superior

Cour4 for collaberal order revie^)

Courb aV H33 MT 2o2\.^c sbabe supreme
defec+ive , aod losisVmg We Cle ms+cod of collateral. order wmediak appeal 

of ri^bb a
On November 29,2021, Pebibioner fi\ed dudieval klobice and Memorandum , 

a\oo^ wibb a Pebibion for CoWaVeral Order Review j irvdicabio^ b ls inienbion 4o seebc 

Coilaberal order review in ¥ne Superior Coorb , bub bobh Coorhs refused bo 

Cnberbain Pe+ibioner reo|uesbs for .judicial review \o deberminc wbebbef Ini'S 

claim Sabicfy bbe rec^oiremenbs of Pbe Collaberal order roVe„ lofacb^bbey

d ib was forwarded bo bbe sbafe supreme

rP found bne nobice of appeal 4o be
an

Cou
as

dis ecebionary allowance of appeaf

reborn ed onfi l ed -were
On l\Aay \1, 2022, a Pebibion (or allowance of appeal was ^erfeebed aod

Supreme Coorb Dockeb for allocabur, of 214 2022. Vibe.reas;

Under colloberal order rule,bne mabbec could have bad concluded in bbebime 

ib bad baken bo perfeeb an Allowance of Appeal. Tbos, Pebibioner bad 

tocorporaAed CoUaWcd order language. InAo and W3W+ Kis peV,d 

allowance of appeal.
On 3^ l, 20221 AW MvWc filed 0. judicial nof.ee. ajaln >C°c m'^o,

■Cohered on Vne

lOO

for an

6.



tine -state Supreme Court that tbe alleged illegal sentencewbicb tbe -State 

refuses Vo address> newly discovered fact/ wib expire on April |5j 

2.©23 ~ an Eijbt (&} Year 'Verm " to wbicb bis claim and ricpnt to remedy 

irreparably lost •, notwi tVvstandinj. An on addressed liberty interest, 

notice. bad been returned uofiled-

even as a

Th-eO-re

On August 3., 2022, Petitioner Piled a Demand P< 

^ parties Piled

or a Speedy

-silent on tbeDisposition no response > but remain. Opp
record. On September 21,,2022/lbe cfate supreme Court DENIED tbe 

Petition foe Allowance of Appeal} and tbe Demand (or a Speedy Disposition 

was DISMISSED as rnoot. A Petition.tor Reconsideration was filed 

tne Respondent Vo this present petition for Writ of Certiorari of tbe substantial 

blid importance of tbe claims set forVn upon it 5 Inter alia, and iVs refusal to

adjudicate tbe matter Under these. extraordinary circumstances Would fortW

0 Petitioner irreparable loss of bis rijbts _ “f/e.

oS m

remi n din3

pu

scarriages, of justice caosmmi

Petitioner bad also tiled a Petition for a Writ of Mandamus \n tbis very Court

OcVober *1, 2o22 j w>b\c.b bad been returned > and ,ajain} on December ifj 2022 ■>On

wbicb -\bi-S Court's deck. Claims tobave bad lost or destroyed. On November 

2022/Vbe state Supreme court also DEFIED toe Petition for Reconsideration -

On or about ■January 26^2023 > Petitioner bad Died a Petition for Virit 

of CerViocart. \t was never

by tbe Court's clerk. "Tbo-S > tbis Second attenuated, version of tbe first 

Petition f>r Writ of Certiorari \s filed. $ee,Nppx.A.

23

■filed •jbuV also bad been e.\tbec lost or destroyed

Also, on 'December 2o2\ ^felbtdtijpndt bf be-d PCRA petition at

brie Nock County Court of Common bleaS. In January > 2o233 Vbe PeVi tioV\er bad 

discovered tbaV bis PCRA petition > raising appellate court judicial bias and 

rt' raising bis unaddressed claims from bis previous petition 3 was filed as 

Case. Correspondence alonj with bis attempts at prosecot in^ b\s exppeal-

o. new

TinuS

7.
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REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION

I- Did the Pennsylvania'Supreme Court Smeres decision provide the
necessary warrant of authority to subsume the Cons tit utiooal Writ of 

Id abeas Corpus no suBOIcieudum within the PCRA ?

The Suggested answer is ,KJO-
Tbe Sayeces J\. Commonwealthj'S'S Pa. 2^1 decision Could not produce

the authority to derogate rights to the Privilege of the Writ of Habeas Corpus. The 

ri^bt Vo the Swift, imperative, and efficacious remedy of the Writ of Habeas 

Corpus. \rv Vne matter aV band) PC.RA bad been proven unavailable or 

to the Petitioner,LEVAR LEE SPEWC.E, and the Privilege of the Writ of Habeas 

Corpus Is denied to him by the State or any other meaningful remedy in the. State. 

wVtloh would provide relief from conviction and Sentence without authority 

of lacu.

i neffectual 1

Of the many challenges to the Subsumption of the writ of habeas 

corpus, there are none that strike at the bead of the serpent making if a 

requirement to CO bifurcate the writ of error and the Writ of Habeas Corpus 

in their respective categories and CiO test them both with the predicate 

'Statement of the Sexy eres Court, to wnt •

It is as much the right of the legislature to restrict and limit legal
their duty to furnish them - Cay eces V- Cm with.) 8S Pa.remedies as it is 

2<h(reiq)

The Pennsylvania 'Supreme Court had predicated upon the atoce-mentioned 

.statement m Commonwealth v. Peter kin, 54M Pa. 552, os its base and cornerstone tor the 

Subsumption of the Vlrlt of habeas Corpus under the ?CPA. lh\s \s the cornerstone that 

'Should have bad been rejected, at the onset. In the. rudimentary sense, 5 ay ere s pertained



to the \egislative power to limit and restrict the writ of error^ specifically. 7hecelo,tbe 

Comworivoeedth agreed that at Common laio in all cases The writ of error iuas 

for vJhich a special ah o loanee was required in the 'State, until The ,Sc.hoeppe Kct 

had passed.

Accordingly , yoar Petitioner 

Cud option cf The 'State

aof of gracean

asserts hereby tbafrieitber In V87S oof since the

d Federal Constitutions) the pouters delegated to the 'State

may be provided for by
an

legislative body /indicated bvj the then constitutional language
doe-s not exist) implicitly or otherwise, within the

MIT. 5) (($&*)
its of errorI re^ardin a, w>n

State Constitution pertaining the Writ of Habeas Corpus. '$ee.)PA.COkiST.

There is WO writ of greater import. The State had faded to notice this paramount fact 

in the Peterkin Court decision. The major distinctions between the Writ of Habeas 

Corpus and writs of error have been overlooked by the State and*having been

Substantially deprived of hberty and fundamental fairness > Petitioner Sets forth this 

explicit challenge against its alleged warrant of authority .

Petitioner Contends that there Can he no power delegated to the state

avu

y.our
y thing the state Constitution prohibits , which includeslegislature to d

limiting or restricting the right to the Privilege of tbe Writ of Habeas Corpus } unless 

in Cases of rebellion or invasion the public Safety may feguire it. For, naturally)

o an

an\j limitation or restriction whatsoever constitutes Sus pension ^ an<^ +he 

government is profit hi ted from suspending the Great Writ of Right, further proof of 

this lies w the absence of any mention of writs of 

bill of Rights. See, ?A- COUST. ART. \)^ 1 et seq.

IhuS) the present ioguiry reguiring this Court resolute jurisprudence Seeks 

to ascertain as a matter of public importance involving b

Pennsylvania Post Conviction Relief Act of IW C PcRA') could displace the Writ of 

Habeas Corpus. The very case now Set forth for certiorari insists strongly to the 

Contrary. Accordingly , the Writ of Habeas Corpus is 'intended To have

error w the state constitutional

rights is whether theomar

a much

10.



Woofer Scope than that form wbiieH is secured by the Habeas Corpus Act ) for it 

may issue m all sorbs of cases wHere if is -sHovon to the Court tha\ there is probable 

cause

doe process of law . Williamson v. LewiS) 3^ Pa. R.

for believing that a person is restrained of' His libecfy unlawfully or against
Mi

The Tost Conviction Relief" Act falls short of the swift, imperative o.n<d

dy of the Writ of" Habeas Corpus- See^ Common we aAVH ex rel. 

Levine V- Fair^ Fa. 2d>2 (\c*6'8<) ('The writ of Habeas corpus \o Peonsyl 

may be molded to suit the exigencies of any particular case - If is an implied 

Common lavu power) not created Hy tbe Habeas corpus act. t ^ gup existing bofb 

before and since the. passage of tnat act.').

The State and federal Constitutions

effi cacious recne

vania

were designed as limitations upon fHe 

respective governments. They explicitly limit tbe government from suspending tbe 

Privilege of tbe Writ of Habeas Corpus. U.S- C0U5T- ART. I, ^ S ) Cl. 2 3 PA. COfdST- 

ART. f ^ 14 Your Petitioner further avers that tbe PCRA bas His case} fallen

far short in its subsumption of tbe Writ of Habeas Corpus . \n this case) The 

Petitioner Had challenged tbe jurisdictional statutory authority of the tria 

Court) and tbe State abandoned its duty to decide tbe matter. Your 

Petitioner also bad challenged tbe State's lack of probable cause } and tbe. 

Mate Had refused to address His claim under thePCRA. in fact) under tHc

> m

I

PCRA) none of tbe Petitioner’s claims Have been decided on tbe merits ^ <am<d 

Petitioner's Eight (8>) Year Sentence will expire on April \5) 2.023*

PCRA petition - THaTOn December M,202l, Petitioner bad fled 

petition had raised appellate court ^judicial bias in tbe manner provided b\j 

Commonwealth v. Koehler) 2.2$ A.3d TI5 (Pa. 202o))aod included all of the 

claims not adressed in the previous PCRA at 81 N\t>h 2020. The triad Court 

Had refused to file the ?CR/\ petition 3 it Had been fded on December 

202\ as Case Correspondence . Petitioner Had not discovered this unti l

a new

H.



year later ^ notwithstanding. Despite Petitioners Ovttempfs out prosecuting 

hiS neuj appeal) thetrial court nor its clerk wooli respond- Therefore) in Ahi-s 

Case.) the PCRA is proven unavailable ar>d ioetfeclooLl to the Petitioner ) and the

One

Privilege of the Writ of Habeas Corpus Subsumed.

Or* January g2023j Petitioner filed (oith the York County Protbonotary a 

Petition for Writ of Habeas Corpus and praecipe. The Protbo not a ry refuses 

to commerce the constitutional Salt. See} E>rcton v. Walker, IM OS.S^I (lllegitimate 

Ond unconstitutional practices get their first footing by silent approaches and 

Slight deviations f

adhering to the role that Constitutional provisions for the Security of person and 

property should be liberally construed-). ThuS) where the PCRA deviates ft

legal modes of procedure- This Can only be obviated byrom

legal

modes of procedure) the Constitutional provisions for Vhe Writ of habeas Corpus should

row

be liberally construed- See also, fcoyd v. b-C.) !i&> us 6>l(o.

state coord of record disable 

Sanction and/or detterreot for courfs

Z. Whether lock of statuWy authorization 

discretion, once challenged) requiring

\ts a

t"o proceed , notwithstanding^
'Suggested Cmsvuer i YcS.

CtateIn tbis instant matter jtbe Petitioner bad challenged hh«- 

authority to invade Inis privacies. Without responding to his challenges on 

the record) the State (Respondent) had arrested } tried j and.) inter aliaj

itv of iavu. Your Petitioner Contend)imprisoned Petitioner without authori

that not only bad the State lacked probable Cause in this case) but it also 

lacked statutory authorization f 

Substance j Drug , Device, and Cosmetic /\ct (Act of ^72^35 P. S - ^ ? 7?o- lol
vuhich it derived from The Controlledrom

ct seep

\2.



The. Supreme Court of Pennsylvania bad provided precedence In dine 

proper interpretation of the Act of \Q,1Z under dne application of' The 

Statutory Construction Act oT Penosylvania> i R>.C.S, l50O-i99l, and

the ejusdem generis doctrine. 3ee,e.g.j Meyer v. beaver County 

Community College, 6>25 Pa.-563 (2014). Accordingly, the State

\udgments Imposed upon the Petitioner On January 19,20)6 empire on Aped 15) 

2023.. because'its Void judgments have evaded adjudication on the

-of “the- Casemerits of Petitioner's claim. Mot with standing the 1 

at hand.
a co

The laco-of-the'case doctrine should have dictated to the State
(l "

that when a court decides upon a rule of laco , in this case the proper 

interpretation of a Statutory construction , that decision should 

govern the same issues in Subsequent stages in the same case . Ariz. 

V. Calif. ,460 US 605,6/£ (|9&3)

7aur Petitioner, in his application of the said the law - of - the- case 

doctrine, observed that the Act of 1972 

it definition of PfLRSOM uoVich 

•strictly. 1 Po-.C.S. ^ \92S (b) The findings of that precedent 

Wiener v. beaver CC.C, 625 Pa. 563 ( Pa.2oiM) 

remain the latu - of-the-case or stare c/eo as As .

explicitly excludes natural persons 

as a penal statute, must be construedfroiYi

case, i.e.

was never appealed and 

dee, C h ristianson v. Colt 

\nd. Oper. Corp-,^6 VS «oo, */6 (W8). Accordingly , the York County 

Court of Common Pleas lacked toe statutory authorization uuit\n

ioner. Th us, the 

expire on April 15,202 3) is

which Would permit prosecution of the Petit 

Petitioner's Convicti and Sentence , whichon

null and Void-
V Petitioner Should have had b discharge , but the vS+ateOLAf een

13.



refuses bo decide the madder. Yoar Petitioner , therefore, "is within bounds bo 

Seek review and determination of Vms Substantive. madder .

The Constitution provtides 4ha4 Uo mars 

liberty or property, without due process of laoo 

the IcuuS > by the Statesbut, Lohanever the States violate the Constitution and 

latus of the United iSbabes , tb-e people look to the Federal Court do exercise ids 

SuperVisory authority thereupon. Your Petitioner avers hereby that dhe State 

(.Respondent) bad deprived him of Property ) Life ar\d Liberty vuidboud 

authority of law, and shirks ids dody do bear and determine the 

Substantive madder.
The Gourd should remand dhis madder-bo dhe Gbabe 'Supreme courd 

wVbVf'instructions 5 or iwhadsoever id may deem appropriate in *Soch eases 

of d°fisdlcdmoal usurpation.

shall be deprived oP life,

denied ecjuod protection ofnor

the

3. Whether dbe r i^bd of self-represen dad ion \o Pennsylvania require

Substantive and procedural due process prodeedioos enforceable under 

Article 1 j 5 *4 ) of dbe Pennsylvania Goosdidodion as well as dbe Gixbh 

Amendment do dbe United Gbates Constitution %

Gu^esbed Answer is ) AbSOLUTELY YES.

Fundamentally } a ric^hb requires a remedy, bar a ri^bd vuidboud a 

remedy is no ri^bd at alL Vcac Petitioner avers bhabj m Pennsylvania) Vie 

fciad been) and continues do be, deprived of dbe right of self-representation . 

He avers that be bad been punished j impeded ) dis criminated against) and 

dbe excercise of bis coostitutional right of self- represendadion 

by dbe State (Respondent). Your Petitioner further avers dbad there 

protections, Currently m Pennsylvania) iz>y which dbe State is bound do 

respect. IhuSj where there are no protections > dbere is r>0 need dor a

impaired in

are Oo

14.



ffeatocd rnjht. \n the present cast, the -State refuses Voremedy , and fio e 

define and detail rob at the ric^ht of -self'- representation entails 

the State and Commonuoealth of Pennsylvania, nor remedy for its

uj i thun

deprivation, Therefore ) this Coord is prayerfully requested do d

Due process ifself require dale procedural foies dor tbe vindication of 

0bts . Your Petit

Sod5tondive and procedural doe process1 Lobich

ric^rvt of self- representation. Accordingly , tbe essence of SobsdanVwe due 

process is protecd'ion from arbitrary and unreasonable action - -See > £>lack is 

Lakj Dtcf lonar'y , 5+h ed.} pp.7^5 j 2M-2U2. this Coort should find arbitrary and 

unreasonable state action b-etovu vubich produced an unlauudul conviedton 

Sentence which empire on Aped but bad net yet been adjudicated

medds of the case. In’(act', Petitioner is appeal bad been so frustrate by Uudlfol and 

intentional State (Respondent) action that id no longer pertains do dbe main 

Cause of action®

o 'SO.

Si-ts for4h dbe in cpuicy ,here So as to as c e r t al n tbe 

decline dbe exercise of trine.

n toner

un

and 

on dbe

' .■<J«.Ane.<J as Safeguards +o one's llbeft-y

doW by I4ttr Wa<Wa+, United States Coosti+o+ion, 4och

of a

in the

Procedural doe process, however, \s

and property man
as the ria^ht to counsel appointed for one who i-S tndi^end, dbe rigbd to a copy 

transcript, dbe right of confrontation 3 all of which ace specifically provided for to 

Sixth Amendment and made applicable to tbe states procedure by tbe fourteenth

Amendment". See, frisk's Law Diction ary , 5th ed.) pp- 42^-629. Co'mci dentally , tbe

Petitioner bad, inter aha, been Substantively deprived of bis right to timely requested 

transcripts and bis right of confronted 

is also Supposedly provided for \n tbe Sixth Amendment and made applicable to tbe states'" 

procedure by tbe fourteenth Amendment ,

ion. Moreover j the right of self' representation

d also Article \, \ d ) of the Pennsylvaniaan

Constitution,hot Confers no protections in fennsylvama from barm ) oppression, abuse , 

mistreatment, prejudice fwjostict) discrimination) dlsadvomigg the like. It does Oofe or

\5.



fcontationtine ri cpnt ofpy of aGuarantee the ric^ht to 

protections at critical confrontations loith the licensed professional adversary (j 

Cyovecnmeni),,

noreona co nor

l.e. the

'3 °^hec rights associated With the Significant impairment of the, 

exercise of tne ri<^nt of self- representation. sSee, Wlcldeil v. Wisconsin) 501 06 ill ,117- 1? 

(Wi). This inherently raises an intexna\ sub-question :

am on

Whether the State was constitution ally and procedural^ obligated to the 

£fc\C' represented criminal defendant?

WicVi the vState is bound to protect or enforce . In 

Pennsylvania , although self- representation is called a 'ri^ht d affords no 

protections '\n'\ts exercise- In -fact) the exercise of the ric^ht of self- representation

- j ?a. R - Crim- P.

I Petit has foundloneroar non e to

In ?ennsy\vama carries only penalties. Uot protections. Se^e.^

\2l(X). As a matter of tact, if a party that is Criminally charged) and presumed

iftnoceot) elects to i/oaive their Oqht to counsel, that party is entitled only to be

protections at all for him in tineWarned on tine record that there will he r>o -

exercise of that particular ruqht. Id.

/Accordingly , if Self- representation is considered a constitutional ri'e^ht, there 

must also he a remedy attached to its deprivation, impairment or disregard. Like the

sel j the ri^ht of self-representation should inherently if>corporate.

to the Courts and due process of leuo that must be
ru^tt to 

rights of meaninqfd access

coun

fairly ec^ual to the adversary. On the other hand, \f in the exercise of the riaft of 

self-representation the State (.Respondent), as in this case, Substantially deprives, 

.impairs , or disregards, or otherwise unfairly prejudiced a presumed innocent , alonc^ 

th those other rights inherent thereto, it may Constitutevo i amercement proscribedan

by the Minth Amendment to the United States Constitute d Article i, 2.(on

lb.



of tbe Pennsylvania. Constitution-

Ihe klinth Amendment provider tb&t, The enumeration so the Constitution , o4 

certain rights, shall net be construed deny or disparage others retained by the 

people . U.S. COUST. Amend. T The Pennsylvania. Constitution Bill of Rights, at
ft

Article 1, Section 24> , it states that : Ueithec the Common wealth nof any political 

Subdivision -thereof shall deny To any person Hie enjoyment of a civil right 

discriminate against any person in the exercise of any civil right ) and, in 

15 , To guard against transgressions of 4V>e high poioers which 

delegated > we declare that everything in this article (.$ excepted °ct of tbe general 

pouters of government and stall forever remain inviolate -

Your Petitioner is Cjoda.menta.Uy unfairly prejudiced by tbe iState , ir> both
if xxbis' civil and criminal matters > depriving bim of meaningful access to, tbe 

Court Si to tbe point of punishment , and discrimination, for exercising bus 

Constitutional right of self- representation in Pennsylvania Common uoeod tb, to toif:

nor

Section

havei/oe

A. Your Petitioner bad been denied access to tbe courts by tbe county 

jail in bis Critical stages of pre-trial incarceration which denied him Ww> 

library roost of bis incarceration during bis criminal proceedings 

0>. Vour Petitioner bad b 

process of law when tbe trial court , knowing tbe disadvantages of biS 

pre-trial incarceration, rejected every legal filing by him.

C. Your Petitioner bad been unfairly prejudiced by tbe clerk, of courts 

which bad filed partial , incomplete, renditions of every legal document filed 

therein upon tbe public record-

D- Among other things j including withholding 

tbe day of trial, which not only contributed to Kis 

also Significantly impeded his appeod rights-

denied access to the courts and due.een

discovery from him until 

lawCU conviction,butuo

ii.



ction and sentence. > the. trial court (Respondent')Folio Petitionee's convivnoc^
ignored his timely notice of appeal and bis request for trial transcript. Your

Cjhts of appeal - Petitioner bad received

edincj transcript uobieh Co-counsel retrieved 

about 'September 4, 2020, noWithotandipcy- furtbermore, tU.

prehensivc and definitive

Petitioner never received bis ri an

in complete rendition of trial proce

Vulthin days
vS+ode (Respondent) refuse bo provide Petitioner
analyses to bbe merits of blu_ matters raised on appeal. See, Pa.R./K-P- ^ 3^1

\)(tftbe coorb address^ *feu>ec Vnan all claim's'1 it does not Constitute a

on or
Com

c CO(VKY\en

final order.3*
callv matters tor vubicVi the ''State should t>e bound toThese are uoeepoivo

dispose because it is a State-created affair , but it rebuses bo do so, lb looold 

Uve Kai W« appropriate ondir tt*. juAicial respwsibHitie^ oCW

PeonSv[Ivama Supreme Court > acting for tbe Com men localth of Pennsylvania) to 

adjudicate these important matters of tbe State because it bas often

Greater protection bo tbe rights 

of a criminal defendant than that provided by tbe Federal Constitution) but it 

refuses to do So in this case. See, Common local tb v. Self 50H fh.. H(o. IhuSjtbe 

Conflict ties uuitbin tbe exercise of bbe rujnt of self-representation of both civil and 

Criminal litigants, Accordingly , and of paramount important, all Similarly situated 

parties- litigants , especially prisoners, that fall under tbe said class if cation (or 

ecjuai protection of laoos from tU ruling in Farefta establishing this ritjht 

ponding to the ri^bt of counsel require fundamental protections against 

arbitrary and unreasonable state actions Such as tW. underdevelopment of that 

ri^ht in Pennsylvania and the mistreatment and discrimination of those 

elect to exercise that right, whatever that mean s. 'See, ety, Faretta V- 

California,MZZ ^ 384

1

interpreted tbe PennSy I vaoia Constitution to ensure

Carre'S

oobo

lb.



*f. Whether where challenges to the statotorvj aothorization to Impose d 

Sentence is \achincj \n a 'State court^it ha.s discretion to provide. its 

author! zabi on?

OOJfl

$03 jested answer • kio.

The. State , Respondent \o this petition only Function witbin/ under 

by it must be done
io-accord with some established rule or statute- Additionally > the Sentencing 

Gru'dc-lines do not authorize a seotencirx^ court the latitude - freedom o-F Actioo" bo 

use extra-judicial methods when Imp os \oa^ Sentence. Y 

insisted that the statute or role tohich tooold permit and authorize the sentence 

of t-h^ht (d?) Years jo the a3<^ravahed rcoo^e oT 15-21 months, on Wlarch \ ^2016? uuas 

recently discovered not to exist. To this illegal sentence chodlen^e j although* 

the State. Could not produce its 'Statutory authorization > H decided on \ts 

Own that Petitioner did not deserve re\jeF from an obvious i ll cqcd -Seoten ce.

der ) vuhicln the 'State refuses to the Petitioner. 

Furthermore ) the Petitioner had tiled a neto PCRA;on December 9, 202 I > and the

Fi ted j

, Can

parameters set by statutory provisions }and every act done

Petitioner stronQK/our

lhis Constitutes a collateral or

State refused to tile it. Upon discovering that his PCRA petition 

Petitioner had tiled a Petition tor Writ oF Habeas Corpus immediate Iy 

thereafter} on or about da noary l)2023> to ujbich also the State refuses to 

tile ond act upon. In consequence tbereoF, Petit

April 15,20*3.

was never

Ue^cd sentence expire on\oner s i

matters oFSuch deprivations oF liberty and -fundamental Fairness 

public importance. In adding Further insult to irreparable \rjuc\es,tbe State 

had once a^ain ignored the law - oF-the-case , or stare dec('sis; aubich clearly 

provide that Cijt there i

are

statutory authorization fe

the sentence is illegal and most be vacated. Common wealth vxW^l^csn },, 

5l9;52i ( Rn Soper. -2oto) In this case;

imposed Sentence,or an\s no
TX II A-3d

_________ i

there is no statutory authorization For
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less', iohi chthe sentence imposed upon -Hie Petitioner, in an excessive famje

imprisoned riot by virtue of ‘the

warrant or commitment , but on account of the dud^ment oflenience- See, Hi fi V- 

U.S. e* rel. Wampler, 2*9 US ‘fco (W3C>) (The Court speaks th 

any other medium.). Your Petitioner constitutional rights of due process and hts

Sentenced by the State , and

then 'Sub>s erectly deprive, of his rights of appeal- See, Hi Ra.C.vS. § HT$i (a)(The 

Defendant or 4b e Commonwealth may appeal os of njcjit the legality of 4be Sentence.). 

•Surely , this very Coorb wdl provide the iauo m •Such matter.

no

expires April 15,20.23, yeb Petitioner remains

its jud^menb, and nobrou

Protected Liberty Rights Were violated at the "time he was

fter discovered evidence and
be deemed uoaived f f

5. Whether ferady violations, or neuoly and/

facts i or any other discovery issue, in Pennsylvania, 

discovery materials were refused pre-trial, at trial or post-trial? 

'SuQQcsted answer Mo.

or a
Can

t. Tbe State (Respondent^ 

had promulgated Phis unheard of role specially for tbe Petitioner to iwork 

unjustly toward him. This is wholly a matter for tbe supervisory authority of this 

Your Petitioner , durin^ majority of bis pre-trial incarceration , Spent his

Restrictive Housing Unit within the county jail

assistance of an 

Petitioner had first

This is a. matter never before raised in any court.

Court.

time defending his liberty from a
despite having nocohere he was denied l library access

attorney. Mot withstand in(j > on on about Tune 25,2015
ested discovery and frill of Particulars, along with notification of the said 

-trial Conditions. The trial Court had rejected hrs request. This left the

aw

reeju

pre
ference was held (without notice, toPetitioner defenseless at trial- Pre-trial con

tbe Petitioner.
On Tanoary \2,20fk, date scheduled fir trial, toe York County 'Senior

pact disc to thesome pajes and a comDeputy Prosecutor attempted to pass

20.



Petitioner. Petitioner had refused the manner and timing of service. However ^ on 

Tanuacy W^offc, Petitioner Had acceded the papers and compact disc. Conversely

Petitioner Had never viewed toe contents of toe compact disc because neither toe 

trial court nor the county ^a'd would provide him to opportunity to do so. There lucre 

no witness statements therein } no alleged marked Serial numbers } or photographs y 

inter a\icx.
Or. kiovember \2, 2020, Petitioner bad discovered that a Supplemental ATFidavit 

oT Probable Cause> dated two da\jS adder execution ofa search uuarrant and toe 

Petitioner's arrest) was withheld by toe Commonwealth of Pennsylvania. Interestingly 

tois Court- Will find that toe Commonwealth's witness offered itsupon review)
probable cause testimony based on that Supplemental affidavit because the. 

initial affidavit was doo va^ue j bub)according do dbe Foorto Amendment to dbe
Consdidofioo and Article l} ^ 1? > of toe Pennsylvania Constitution, dbe Affiant

offered testimony outside od toe door-corners od dbe initial affidavit in violadion 

dbereod. This constituted a brady violation > hot toe State judiciary bolds to 

Id legislation toad dbe brady claim is waived because PetYdionec bad reto-sc-d 

discovery. Petitioner had also discovered , through co-counsel , toad toe drial

Courd bad improperly denied trial transcript do Petitions^ because dbe record 

shows Three (3) consecutive timely requests.

KieverdbeleSS j the State ( Res pond entV hold toad id did nod: have to address any 

issues by obligation recyxcdioc^ discovery toad had been raised on appeal by 4be f^didiooer 

because he bad refused discovery. The State Considered toe 5rady claim) waived> 

pertaining to toe supplemental affidavit of probable cause, 
considered dbe after - discovered material sbouoinc^ timely requests tor Triad 

dranscripd > which bad been denied by drial Courd order on (Hay 12, 20((o^ waived. The 

5>bate (Respondent) further deemed Petitioner's discovery tbad Search Inventory , 

Idem 1 was desdroyed by Sgt. Det. of dbe York Area DriKj Task Force i/ubich bad

lbe <State bad also

21.



Confessed to the same at trial ^ waived. However, the trial court had that 

Confession and, inter alia, the probable cause testimony 

d refuses bo correct it.

This Court should provide judgment on tbe matter -

it ted from tbe. trialom i

transcript, an

&. Did tbe 6tate violate Due Process' and Egoal Protection a>hen it. refused tbe 

right of direct appeal and timely requested trial transcript(s) by applying a 

STRICT compliance role to tneir tormat ?

Suggested answer.-YES.
In +he Pennsylvania Roles of Appellate Procedure (,Pa-R» A-P 3 *, the notice of appeal 

pursuant to Rule 9oM (A)} shalI be ^substantially in tbe toon provided therein j and) 

a request Eor trial transcript, pursuant to Role,1911, shall be "substantially ' in tbe to 

provided tor therein. Ibc State bad decided that tbe Petitioner's notice oC appeal 

and reguests tor entire trial transcript should have bad been strictly verbatim 

to the Eorm provided by tbe respective roles , and iwere otherwise deficient ■>

cm

no action f tbe courts.romreguir i og

doe process right underlying the timely filing of q 

notice cf appeal and, also, a reguest Eor trial transcript. O.&. COKiST. Amend. 14- ~l"he 

doe process clause protects tbe right to direct appeal, iheluding collateral appeal

(Accordingly , there is a

and all that it may reguire , when that right is guaranteed by tbe state- See* Evit"hs 

V. Lucey)^gU'S 3S7, 393-95 (5). Jhe State bad knowingly and wiUtutly 

of bis right to appeal and )Cx\so, a copy of the entire trialdeprived Petit

"transcript, and refuse to Correct tbe Constitutional violations. Additionally> the. 

record clearly do not Support wawer) whether there was a voluntary, knowmey , and 

intelligent rclinguishyyient of a r ight guaranteed by the Constitutl

Therefore, the Court should determine the law \n mattery tub ere "the

fuse to apply tbe Substantial Compliance Rule ho

loner

on-

3tcde f Respond end) fail or re

Z Z-



a timely filed notice of appeal and request For trial transcript.

appeal a6 of riqht the Stote discretion to decline. or refuse to review 

and decide matters in a definitive and comprehensive analysis on (Vie merits 

of (he claim violate State and Federal constitutional provisions?

Suggested answer fhfeirYE'S.

Your Petitioner avers (hot, \o (Vis case, there was

1. Whether on

discretion in (he courts ofno

the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania to reFase or decline appellate review as of ric^nt, bot 

(he Stale (Respondent) was ministerially bound to provide a Comprehensive and 

definitive analysis to all claims not previously litigated. The S(a(e had entered a 

decision on (he record tha( failed (o provide a thorough discussion of any of +h<.

Pursuant (o Pa.R.d.P. § 341, any decision addressing fevoer thanPetitioner's claims.

all claims Canned cons(i(u(e a final order. Mevertheless 5 (he Staie treads id as a

final order.

Mbhoogb these practices have become Common under the unified dodicial

System of Peonsy l vaniaincluding the state supreme Court supervisory authority , 

societal interest also demands an accountability (or (he State courts extending its 

Finality doctrine with gamesmanship and wasting /^utdic-vcxl economy.

After o. full

ovon

round of VCR A, proceedings j the Petitioner's claims &\\\\ 

litigation by the State. Thus, on December 4, 2o2i , Petitioner hexd filed
require

PtiRAa neio

petition With the Statej amending appellate court dudicial bias. The State refused 

to file i( or act upon it. A year later , the State Court Administrator Sent the.

PcRd petition wascase docket sheet informing him that h 

acted upon. Consequently , on daooary 15 2023, Petitioner 'filed 

a Petition For Writ of Habeas Corpus, among other things, and the State had 

not acted upon \t either-The right of appeal is guaranteed by the Fourteenth 

Amendment, and Such continual consti tutional violation upon consfit uti

Petitioner the is neto

fi l ednever ) nor

on a
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Violations should never be. tolerated under ordered Society where life and liberty 

implicated. Therefore > wi thoot lawful direction fro m this Court regard''03 the specif 

litigants exercising their riojis of appeal Could be deprived of f oedity vo

are

ic

matter 

similar Ctate fashion.

over inferior courts disable its discretion under <$PEC|M_'t. Old the Supervisory powers
allocator, where the state Supreme court promulgated Special and important reasons 

clover ninjit * violating constitutional authority Vo refuse it ?

^Su^ested answer : YES.

On kWember 21,202.1, Petitioner bad filed for special allocatur m the state 

Supreme Court from a Superior Court panel decision which * inter alia* addressed 

fewer than a\\ of the claims roused within the Appellant £>rief The state 

Inter mediate appellate Court also refused rear foment-

\ n Circumstance'S Such as this * lit 13ants look to the state Supreme Court > havin 3 

Supervisory authority for the performance of other judges to enforce their r^hhs. 

bihcwisc, the inter mediate appellate Courts also must look to the state Supreme Court to 

direct its Conduct. However* on 'September 2\* 2o22* the state supreme court bad denied

denied as well on Idovember 23*2022.special allocatur In the matter. Reconsideration

Any court * but especially the Pennsylvania Supreme Court 3 jud^C * or 30 st i ee * of 

the CommonvoeaWb of Pennsylvania * having Supervisory authority for the 

performance of other 30djes shall take reasonable measures to ensure fhat 

those juices properly discharge their judicial responsibilities * including the 

prompt disposition of matters before them

Z.ll j and* any state 30 dope or justice that refuses its own judicial 

responsibilities violates the fennSyWania Constitution. See^ e.j. ;?a. Const.

Article 5,^ 11 (Jo) (justices and judges shall not enp^aje tn any activity

was

fa. Rules of dudiciol Conduct> See
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prohibited by law and shall noi violate any canon oP lec^al or judicial ethics

C.ouct.).preserved by the Sop 

Mot withstanding

bad decided together ) in Us Sound judicial discretion > and in dbe pernormanct 

of its judicial responsibilities > bo violate bo-lb constitution and canon when it 

rePused. Petitioner special allocator- V

■State Supreme Coord decision, \n Pact) evidence General acquiescence 

Improperly discharged judicial responsibilities by dne inYcrmediale appella.be

ceme

•September 21)202 2, the State supreme coord justiceson

Petitioner asserts further dbad tbeoar
doooar d

court J^do^cs.
Additionally, the Pennsylvania Constitution provides a rpjbt oP appeal 

under direcd review and,also, collaieral revievo Prom criminal convictions CvncL

ScnVenceS) 5ee PA- COkVST. ART. S, ^ , and dbad ri^b-d must be Tnderpreded bo

juarandee an adeipuQ.de and ePPecdive appeal y and more dban merely a 

dneaninjless ritual. ThaV rijbt is also joaranteed under Ibe Due Process and 

Hqual ProdecVion Op the Laios. Vour Petitioner IberePore insects dbad, accordioj

Vbad riqbd sboold dnberendly bind over do the.. 

sVadc supreme eourd in instances lobere dbe louoer coords , under ids supreme. 

Supervision j Simply decide Vo repose a comprebenSwe and dePioi + ive analysis

do dbe coosdidodion and canon,

On dbe merits op eaeb respective claim raised appeal as oP right.on an

In dbe interest op ric^rtd and lauj, dbece must be a balancing Scale application 

Vo voeiejnd 00V judicial discretion aqamst constitutionally and canonically 

Sound judicial doVies and responsibilitieS , and do determine which is

ad-hoc basis. In dbe maVVer aV band^tbe very least VbaPloei jblier on an

should pave bad been decided by dbe sVa.de Supreme CoorV is remand dbe

matter for Comprebensive and depmitive analysis on dbe merits op eaeb 

claim not previously addressed \n order Vo secure dbe rijbt op appeal
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\n Peonsylva Your Petitioner contends hereby that lb is uocoosti totiooalnta -

\o do Qriy-VViin^ leSS.

Accordingly, the United States Constitution IS the Supr 

dddc^es In every State shall be bound thereby, any lhin<^ In the Constitution or Laws 

of any 'State. Vo the Contrary not with stand in 0 ] and, executive and judicial

Officers, both of the United States and of the severer! States, -Shall be bound 

by Oath or Affirmation j ta Support this Constitution. U. S. COkiST. ART- 4, 

clauses 2-3.
The Constitution-for the Common wealth oC Pennsylvania also applies more 

proposed balancing jeale inhere, if provi des , infer alia} that

-.shall Have remedy by due course

oP lav->,aod rijbt and justice administered without sale , denial or delay 

Pa . COUST. ART- \, ] 11. In Pennsylvania, CaHll

Lata j and theerne

i/jeijbt to our 

^a]U courts shall be open , and every mar.

See

have certain inherent andmen -

indefeasible rights , amor^ lobicb are those of en> 

liberty__and reputation - -.
-further warned against reviewing Petitioners claims on appeal as op rijjht 

and intentionally refusing to address them because the claim are clearly 

entitled to relief. See,e.^., PA. COMST. ART. I,§26> (kleither the Common wealth 

nor any political Subdivision thereof shall deny to any person the enjoyment op

ijoyo^and depending life and 
CoM'ST. ART. t,^ |. Then tee State (Respondent)PA.

are

discriminate against any person in the exercise oP any 

civil rijhte). Consolidation oP all the cjoe-stion 

petition should sufficiently evidence intentional 

Petitioner's Protected Liberty Rights.

Petitioner had challenged the statutory authorization of The
d Cosmetic Act op 197.2 j 3 5

any civil rijht nor

d facts raised uuithin thiss an

'c^lech against thene

Your

Pennsylvania Controlled -Substance, t)ruj , Device, an

et seej. Since his arrested > and the State refuses to address

lacking probable
p.s. H 720-101

his challenges*, hut,proceeded notvoifbstand*nj to try h im,
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Cause^ while vsinc^ evidence obtained after the police failed bo Comply uoith the 

State's knock-and-announce rule-, including 

Allowed Id

fession of spoliation

illegal sentence tuhich had been ac^ravated because of the. 

Petitioner is Statutory challenges. \t bad also b 

sentence also lacked statutory authorization. In this

officer isan Con
an

discovered that Petitioner'seen

the vSfafe (Rescase ,
Willfully neglected the -fundamental principles of precedence buhen it deliberately 

ignored the lau; - of - tbe - case 

relief clearly entitled to or, at least

doctrine (stare decisis') and refused the Petit loner

Comprehensive rind definitive analyst to hia> a

Claims -

Rules of 3odiciaiFurthermore, pursuant to the Pennsylvania 

AdmioisVration , It is the policy ok the unified judicial system that any 

matter at any starve of a proceeding be brought to a -fair conclusion as 

promptly as possible, consistent with the character of the matter and the 

resources of the system, ?a. R-dud. Admin. 703also, Pa.Supreme Court | .O.P. 

Fundamentally , tbe State (Respondent) should be permittedL> -3 - Ls>.
‘when claims are raised as a matter of ric^ht to refuse redress 

remonstrance . -See-, Pa- R, 3ud. Conduct 2.1 (A ^odc^e shall bear and decide 

matters assigned to the ^ude^e...).

never

or

S. Did the 'State have discretion NOT to review uubether claim Satisfice the

Collateral order three prong test regoirio0 immediate appcilevfe cevieao 

of right l
as

Suggested answer NJO- Explicitly } the collateral order doctrfnc

diate appellate revievu of any claim , order, or issue > or pn v! 1 ec^e 

f ri^ht, if it meets all three prongs of the Rule, Pursuant to Rule 3)3, of 

the Pennsylvania Rules of Appellate Procedure^

determine if the cla

provide 

as o

S imme

an appellate Court 15 required to 

'S-S ue j order , or privilege is CD -separable-from andim
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Collateral to the main cause of action where (2) the right involved is too nmpoctaot 

to be denied review and (3) the question presented \s suc\-> that if review) \5 

postponed until -final judgment in the case , the. claim jCte.^ will be irreparably 

lost- Se.6,e.g-> Pa.R.A.P. ^ 3l3 (see. note)(\f ao order meets the definition of a 

Collateral order, it is appealed by filing a notice of appeal or petition for- review*. 

However, when Petitioner bad filedi tine said notice of appeal, the State 

(Respondent) refuse to deter

proncys from which an immediate appeal may be taken as of right. Absent the 

Satistaciion of all three proofs of the Collateral order test, tbe State has no 

jurisdiction to consider an appeal. Spaoier v. Freeh,<i5 A.3d 3H2 (Pa.Super. 2ok)j cf.
§ i2.71 j see also, Comm.on wealth Y. brady , 5o^ A.2d 2^6 n. 3-7 ( Pa. IS^). 

Even if the State lacked .jurisdiction to h 

prompt determination that immediate appellate 

order role vuas unwarranted , the State was required to promptly decide if appellate, 

review) as of right was warranted" immediately ~ to protect the Petitioner from 

probable irreparable loss of a right. See, Commonwealth V- Lambert,723 A-2d 6i?<4 

(^Pa. Super. I^’s)', Kelly Sys., Inc. v. Leonard S. l"iorc, Inc., Iff A.3d 10^7 (fa. Sop

201^), appeal denied> 2o^ A.3d 56 (Pa. 20('g) ^ also, Vorky v. P. J.^A* Intercon , LLC ) 77 

A. 3d 655 (Pa. Super. 20(3).

Uot withstanding, the State refuse to review claims , issues , orders, or privileges 

to determine whether the. Petitioner \s entitled to immediate appeal as of right, not 

only in bis criminal cases , but , also, \n civil matters as well. In -(act, the State has 

effectively denied Petitioner , LEVAR LEF SPE.WCE •> meoun inched access to the. open 

courts in both criminal and civil matters. I bus, if this Court denies time, 

petition, >t will delay justice not only in Petitioner's criminal appeal but <xlso 

bis civil actions tor remedy from injuries and damages incurred in 

Consequence to bis criminal conviction and sentence. This Court should Pind

)-

whether certain claims satisfied all threemine

28 U.-S.C.

d decide the matter ,-from aear an

of nighi under collateralreview as

er-

in
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fha\ pbese on a-lbec-S ace comolapWe and ace So ^Pcongly Pied PogePber +V\aP

laujfui d^dgmerd in one 

of justice and fundamental fairness.

When !be StaVe ( Respondent) refused PePdiooec Collateral order revieco op 

his unaddces^ed claims , uobicb constituted an inter locoVory order,*)! compelled 

the. Petitioner io Pile a neio p(2R/\ on -Hoe on add cessed claims; and included a, 

claim of appellate court judicial bias. Tbe £tate refused to file Ph 

PCRA) and 'ignored Petitionee S attempts to prosecute that appeal. I! Had 

taken Petitioner a year before discovering Hus PCRA 

State -5 thusly , creating an internal tngoiry *

single matter toould affect PVie others \n the \nPeceSp

e neuu

■piled by tbevoas never

Whether the Writ of Habeas Corpus ,subsumed by Phe PCRA, is Pbe proper 

remedy kAven the former proven "iPself ineffectual or unavailable T

Uevectheless, Petitioner bad filed a Petiti for Habeas Corpus challenging Pbe

probable cause , among other things', and Pbe State again refuses Pc act op 

iP. Under +be PcRA , expiration of a sentence forecloses relief" therefrom. See, 

Common i/uealth v. Pierce,-S’?0? A.2d 99*3, 9io(o f Pa.Soper. i99o)( PCRA limits relief to

ion

ova

defendants i^hose sentences Wave no! expired and... precludes relief for those

guenceS ,)jlohose Sentences have expired ) regardless of collateral 

Commonwealth v. Hcxrp ,911 A.2d 939 (Pa.S
co nse

Zooto) j Commonwealth v. Fisher,wper.

“703 A.2d (Pa.Soper. 1997). Petitioner's sentence Spires on April I5,^o|5. I ben 

ice upon the Petitioner- -See)!be. Ctate KyiII have Completed manifest ir^jusfi

Pqgar

Loan Corp., 337 US 59/ (1999) ( defining collateral order), fhi's four! Could 

preveni the delay and denial of bustice. .

Greco, 399 A-2d 593 (l&. 197#)(quoting Cohen v. Beneficial Industrial

2<\.



10. Did the -State violate constitutional provision^ when it held a. deficient iwaiver of

address it in an over tdoun-sei Colloguy harmless where ’ll refused lo mention Of 

judicially biased decision?

Suggested answer • YES-
Constitutional provision protects both the right lo counsel and fbe right of

self- representation. Accordingly >4v,e relationship between these two rights require that 

of th
one

si be voluntarily, knowingly, under standingly and intelligently waived 

exercise tbe olber. The waiver most be Voluntary, knowing, and intelligent. Anything less will not

in order tocm mu

Constitute waiver. See, Adam v. b). ex rel. McCann, 3\7 US 1^} 2T$ (\HHz). lo this case , the 

on the record waiver colloguy was insufficient to constitute a valid waiver and The 

relief should have bad been guaranteed, but the State (Respondent) refused do 

address it. Vi Petitioner hereby seeks to ascertain tbe significance with which 

those rights should be protected in tbe £>lure under similar Circumstances- £>otb, +he

our

right to Counsel and of self - representation are guaranteed by the Sixth Amendwent and 

by Pa. Const. Arh \, ^ T - Deprivation of these rights can never be harmless* See,

Comiyionwealth v. Itoutz^S^ A.2d US ( Pa.'Soper. 2oo|) ( fail 

through on the record colloquy before allowing a defendant To proceed to Trio-l 

Constitutes reversible error- 
was withheld from him for five years which provided material evidence of exo 

insufficient waiver of counsel colloguy. However, when Petitioner raised The 

claim on appeal with tbe recorded proof, and the State (^Respondent) ignored if 

(while addressing tbe colloguy on other grounds. Tbe State appear to have had bia.5 

ll-will against Petitioner that, when Taken together, should feguire Supervisory 

authority from This Court.

fo conduct aure

)- v Petitioner had obtained trial transcript tbod­our

or i
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SOMMRY of REWNS FOR e*WnU0*TH\S PETITION

TV>£ reasons for a^fantinc^ this particular petition ace Summarizeci belouu. V, 

PtVtVtooer WUevcs Wt Ws <\uesVioos w-ltV) r^Ms af)(S \QuJ

attached , Vie will dearly demonstrate Considerations

Certiorari, "these

our

^overmnc^ review on
matters , lohen taken tocydhe^ exhibit cumulative deprivafioO S of* 

i^Ws Vo liberty and fundamental fairness ♦ Respectively) ric^ht an V justice 

Vs Wat federal established lato is enforced in We Commonvoealtb of

ri

demnn

Peonsy Vania.

The Government is prohibited from depriving individuals of life ,liberty

or property , unless it provides the process Wat is due.

Pursuant to We Rules of the Supreme Court of the United States, Role. 10 , \n these 

matters, set forth herein, -the state. Court had decided an important Question of 

federal lauJ that had not Veen, Vot should be , Settled by Wis Court *, and, also.

We state Court bad decided CXn important federal question in a way that Conflict-S 

with relevant decisions of this Court. Y fur thenPetitioner pocates the\ n corour

following •

i.) We existence of a conflict between the decision of which review is sought- and

. the laio- of-the- Case -a decision of another appellate court on the same issue " ue 

and

V\.) We importance to the public of the issues. Id-

factual findingsAdditionally, Petitioner had seasoned Vis issues with erroneous
hated role of law- Yoar Petitioner

and the misapplication ot a properly s
therefore respectfully prays WiS Court enter on opinion > ensuring

their bounds nor impose
d Federal Constitution and Wius;

the State
Weir

(^Respondent) arc not permitted ^r<x'fl'sQ)reS,S

the State anersonal will against the public nor
P

a.



,jSV\ce- .
vS ^

CONCLUSION
!

The petition for a writ of certiorari should be granted.

Respectfully submitted,

P/-.

Date:
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