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QUESTIONS PRESENTED FOR REVIEW

1.) Would Aets 495 create 2 situation thet would
‘alter the outcome of my triel?

2.) Would it be fit for the court to set sside
legislation and &pnly in@pnropriate unnece-

ssfry provisions of repeal speciel lows?



PARTIES TO THE PROCEEDINGS

") .Felton Jemes Ledet - Petitioners:

2). Stete of Louisifna, et 2l, - Defendents:

Ti.



CITATIONS OF OFFICIAL REPORTH

1.) Stete of Louisiene
Vs,

Felton Jemes Ledet
Seo.34

2.) Stete of Louisiena
Vs.
Felten Jemes Ledet
Se. 3d

3.) Stete of Louisicne
Versus

FPelton Jemes Ledet

.......

4,) Stete of Louisiene

Vs.
Felton Ledet

No. 2622-KH-98474
Jenuery 18, 2823

(2923): Rehearing*

No., 2922-KH=-®0474
September 7, 2822

(2222): S.Ct.le.

No. KW-21-20465

denuery 19, 2922

(29822) La. C.A. 3rd. Cir.

No. 1983-CR-48119
Kay 3, 2021

Unpublished Opinion(2821)

iti,



JURISDICTIONAL STATRIFNT

‘ The jurisdiction of the court if being
involked prusufnt te Article IIT of the
anstituﬁion of the United St?tes;iSection
One(1l) in cenjunction with Louisiena's

Constitution, Article Pive(5) et 2l..

iv.
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REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION

That the citizens of the Stete of Louisiane will
be protected from the gprlication of heving en iﬁem of
legisletion illegelly @prlied in violation of their con-
sti#tutional rights, The repesl of » law thet was passed by
a Constitutional Congress cannot be suspended by a regular
session of Congress., In the instant the court of the 15Th.
Judiciel District alone with the Court of Appeal 3rd.

Circuit, State of Louisisna failed to acknowledge the

procedural history of Louisiana's Constitution of 1974,

Article Three, Section Twelve, et 21., The wording of "shall"

is mendatory, #nd there should be no changes in that phrase
end terminology. The Stete of Louisien2 sheould equally
protect 2ll of her citizens under its' Constitution. And
when there is primery 1egis1?tioh in support of an &ltered
stetute the sltered statute should be apnlied in a clear

and unambiguous retroactive. menner without Questioning the
disputed newly adoptel legisletion illegally or legdlly
epplied, The process of judicisl review did not take judicial
notice that current legisletion was to 2pply to correct the
miscerriage of justice of Louisisna's 9th. Congress.

Due t0 the fect thet the lower courts decision is-
erroneous but having this court correct the illegel @pplication
would protect the entire United States Department of Justice
Sysytem from the mis @pplicetion of legislation, that is
illeg2l legisletion such 2s in the instent.

viie



SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES
UNITED STATES OF AMFRICA

B
—————

IN RF: THF MATTER OF FFLTON JAMES LEDET:

STATE OF LOUISIANA
V.

FELTON JAMES LEDET

PEPITION FOR AN EXTRAORDINARY.. WRIT
OF CFRTIORARI TO THE SUPREME COURT
OF LOUISIANA NUMBFR 2922-KH-D0474,
COURT OF APPFAL-THIRD CIRCUIT No.
KW-21-71465, 15Th, JUDIIAL DISTRICT

NUMBER CR-48119-B:

WAY IT PLEASE THIS HONORARLE COURT:

Wow before the Honcreble Supreme Court &Bf the United
States of America comes the vetitioner, Felton Jemes Ledet,

in proper person s his own pro-se counsel who shsll request

thet this honoreble court issue #n order of remend to the
LT .

Supreme Court for the Stfte of Louisigna seeking 2 more

positive response to the order that wes issué by thet Court
1.



on Jenuery 18, 2323(seesexhibit "A"). The petitioner in this
litigrtion shrll ?ﬂdress the constitutiongl facts that were
mis apvlied based on primigry legislftion. This court shall
be requested to look into legislﬂtion; Louisiana‘s Nianth
Congressionel Congress of 1983, The petitioner shall be
addressing violations under the Constitution of the United
StFtes Amendment XIV where it stetes in part...

«+."No Stete shall meke or enforce efny
lew which sh®ll ebridee the privileges.
or immunities of citizens of the United
Stetesy nor sh#fll eny St2te deprive any

person of life, liberty, or property,
without due process of law, nor deny to
eny person within its jurisdiction the
equfl protection of the laws., ..."

This courts 2ttention is being requested to turn to Anpendix

"B" which holds & xerox copy of Louisiena's Constitution

of 11974, Article Three(3), Section Twelve(1l2). This item is
primfry legisletion thet wes . to be respected in £11 “
f0rms;rof‘it5.appliCPtiOn, which will be » key fector throught
out this #ddress for certiorery.

The vetitioner shallApf0ve thet the Stete of Louisiana
daid @éké and. enforce a lew thgf edbridge the vrivileges a
¢itizen had in Louisiane during its 9Th. Congressiocnel

Congress neming Senfte Bill 459 of 1983 as & Senate Bill thmt
Ze




chenged the citizens of Louisi?n? rights to h?ve a f?irly
selected £ni imn"neled petit jury (see: Art. 799; I#. C.Cm P.
Acts 495 of 1983). This will be un for leter discussion. Thé
fect stfnds flone thrt during the 9th., Congress of Louisiana
the entire selection of & jury triel wos tinted by the passage

of Senfte Bill 459 of 1983, the selection of fny jury pcol during

thet period wes illegrl eccording to Louisifna's Constitution

of 1974, Article Three(3), Section Twelve(l2)(see: ?tt?chéﬁiéw);

B7sed on the frrmers of our Constitution they tookx

cere to provide tht the 17ws shell bind ewurlly to »11, 84A&

\}r

esneciallr tht those who mcke them sh-1l not exemnt themselfs
from their omerrtion, nd in this metter the Constituticn of

Louisirnag's 1974 constitution clerrly st tes thrt

Louisirne Constitution of 1674

Artielte-ITI Tegislrtive -
Brench

Section 12(A) - Prohibitions. Except ~s
ctherwige nrovided in this
censtituticn, the legizlrture
3h#ll . net nass £ 1loefl or svecitl
1oy, w.o(L7, Const.1074, Art.3 -

ec., 12):

)]

STATUS OF THE CASE:

The petitioner in this metter filed @ Post-conviction
AnnlicFtion vie hig »id fttorney, Mr. Justin Crin Herrell,
LouisifFne 37r No. 31471. The #p-licftion wrs filed into the

3



records of the 15th..Judicipl District Court; Prrish of 4
Lefryette, Louisifne. Thet matter wes denied on Mey 3, 2021,
Mr, Herrell then sousht writs before the Court of Annefl;

Third Circuit - Stéte of Leuisifna. 5 decision weés rendered on
Jenvery 19, 2022, The vetitioner "without" counsel then file

pro se his request for Supervisory Writs to the lower Stete

court in Louisien®'s Sunreme Court of Leuisiesnef, Neo.2022-KH-
23474, LouisiFna's Supreme Court would not consider the
epnlicction which wes denied en September 7; 2722, The petitioner
then filed # petition fer reherring/reconsideration which was

elso denied on Jrnufry 18, 2923. ‘

The petitioner is now befrre this court with # reng%%

to heve this mftter rem nded bfsed on violrtions of Loulsiama's
periirmentery proceedings of there 9Th. Congressional Cengress

of 1983.

STATFMENT OF THE CASE:

The petitioner wes frrested in Jrnufry 1983 for a2 crime
of 2nd. Degree Murder; Le, R.S. 14:32.1, I elected ¢ trial by
vetit jury. When I wes 2rrested the lew »llewed me to have 12
peremotory chfllenges. When I went to trirl I was denied four
(4)'challenges. There wes fn objection to this one violetion.
When my ©ttorney chrllenge the chenge in peremptory challenges
the trisl ,judge denied the challense. And bfsed on the statute
thet wes edepted in the censtitution of 1974 which wes & law
of constitutionrl nrodortTon which should hfve been anvlied

to my criminPl cese.
4.
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JURISPRUDENCE:

The petitiener in this mftter would like to turn this

Court'S £ttention to Louisifnals Constitution of 1074, Artigle

Three(3), Section Twelve(l2) Prohibited Locrl #nd Specirl Laws.,

This item of legislction prohibits the prFrtirl reperl or
susnension of ¢ generfl 12w, And in this matter there wfs a
repecl of & genersl lew under the originfl edontion of the Code
of Crimincl Prccedure; Article 799. By the Office of Legisleotive
Aff=irs suspending the origincl 12w viclsted the nrovisions

of Le, Censt. Article 3, Section 12 in turn efiected the

netitioner. Article 799 ves =ltered to the vnoiat if deprived
?ll of the citizens of“LouisiFné the right to lezrlly select

vetit jury. The apnlicetien ef Senrte Bill 459 of 1983 to "any"

Gfénd er Petit Jurers weuld be i];anl from the 9Th. Congress
té the 11th. Coneress of Louisisn®. The selection wmrocess was
tinted; it not only effected the petitioner but every citizen
who @pnefred before the judiciesry from 1983 to 1985.

The petitioner in this mPtter is retuestineg that the
court teke Juﬂici?l Notice of the vnrovisions of Louisiene's

Constitution of 1974, In the ceése of HWPrbury V. MrFdison,

5 U.S. 137, 2 L.Ed.62(1833) it wes noted thrt where there is
8 legfl right there is 7 legel remedy whenever thPt right 1is
inveded. And to deprive the metitirner of the right to heve

e legell imvrneled metit is ¢ vicleticn of his right to a
foir tricl,

5.



The petitiener_must é§ser? th?t under the privilege
sectioﬁ of the Jeffersons l?nu?l Qf Perlicmentrry Pr?cticé
the 2cts of Leuisisna's 9Th. Cengress did refch outside of
the wel? estfblished pelicies ef Leuisianahs Censtitutien
of 1974. This ?11eg9ti9n is supported by the frct tht the item

in questi®n(Art.799)‘was repeeled under Senete ®ill 557 of

11985. Acts 952 was intreduzed under Sen?te Bill 557 of 1985
La.'s 1lth. Cengress). When primfry legislrtion s2ys "shell"
thet w@uld be 2 mendetery lengusge witheut eny exceptiens(sees,

La, C.Cr.P. Art.5). In the cese of Stete V. Ledet, 458 Se.2d

1225(1984) Assigpment III there‘was a mis-epplicatien ef
Acté 4G5 which wes never legelly applicable to my petit Jury.

The fect thet the petit jury wes within itself illegelly
swern in #ccording te the PpolicPtien of Iouisirne's Const. ef

1974, Brticle Three(3), Sectien Twelve(1l2)(A)(B) when a8 general

lew wes renesled thet would hrve mPde the entire petit jury
ool venire unconstitutien2lly selected. In the mftter of

Ledet, supre there wes 2n ebjection to the #=nplicetien eof

Sencte Bill No. 459, Act 495 prier te trisl. ThPt ebjectien

wes overruled besed on precedure's. I wes errested Jenurry 8,
1983; Act 495 crme inte existence on July 6, 1983. Would

Acts 4§§@creste & situstien thet weuld #lter the outcome of

my triel? The tri®l court fpnlied 2 very clefr &nd ambigu@us
lew thet did net epnly te the petitioners trigl. There is¢i3

no deubt thet the sprlicetion ef La, Cede of Criminrfl Procedure;

Article 799 ef 1974 wes net illegel within itself, it wes a
6.




stetute thet wes edopted from Leuisisna's Constitutionel

convention of 1974. Article 799,Le., C.Cr.P. wes 8t thet time

2 clefr #nd unfmbiguous lew thet wes bonded by constitutional
gpvlicetion which wés to hAve been aﬁplied retroactively;

in the rbsence of centrery legisletion thBtvexpress%§:§E§§r
wise & well settled rule of statutery interpretatiOn, pro-
cedur”l end interpret?tive laws ?nbly both prospectively and
retrofctively unless‘they violate vested rights or obligations
under Louisiena's C@nstituticn of 1974. In the metter_of

Ledet, supre the only contresry legisletion was thft of the

epplicetion of Acts 495 of 1983 when the nimber of peremptory
ch®llenges were reduced from twelve(1l2) to eight(8).

In the mftter of Merbury V. Medisen , 5 U.S. 137(1893)

Mr. Mcdison wes secking his comrission thPt wes ewerded to
him; #s in the cfse of ggggﬁ; suore he hes & right to the
gpnlicetion of the lew #s it wes instituted £t the time of
his 2rrest deted Jenusry 8; 1983, My right heve been violated
end the lews of the Stote of Louisifna must efford me a legal
remedy. A vested legrl right afforded by the 14Th, Amendment
U.S. Constitution is werrented. The government of the United
Stftes hes been empheticslly termed & government of 1aws; and
not of men. I, will cert?inly ce2se te deserve this high
apnelletion, if the lews furnish no remedy for the violation
of & vested legPl right as in the instent. And one of the
first duties of the movernment is to Pfford that equal pro-

tection of the laws in @ very imoartial manner to £ll.

:r )



SENATE BILL 557 of 1985:

The petitioner in this #ren she11 eddress the merits

of primery legisletion of Iouisirn®'s 1lth., Congressional

Congress of 1985 - Sencte Bill 567 ( Kets 952, 8 1 ).- Number

of peremptory chellenges;~TITLE XXVI TRIAL PROCEDURE, Leuisiana

Code of Criminel Procedure, Chepter 3 Triol by Jury-Section 2,

Ch?llenges - Article 799 Number of peremptory Chsllenges.

In this Prea of litigrtien the petitioner shfll attempt
to correctly #ddress legislftion of Leuisifna's Censtitution
of 1974, Article III. The members of the Hoeuse of
Repreéent?tives for Louisiena 2dented frem there eerlier

Constitution of 1921 Article Four(4)=subsections 4,5 which

V! s
in{turn was 2diressed #nd wes debled Article 3, Section 12 -

ProhiBited Locrl #nd Specizl Lews, This item of legislation

prohibit the legislature of Louisiene from repesling or
suspending @ genercl law,
This court is once 2g2in being requested te turn its

sttention to the cfse of State V. Tedet, 458 So.2d 1824(19885),

Assignment of Error Tyhree(3). By this 2ssignment I, the
petitioner objected to the reduction of the number of
peremptory chfllenges he wes fllowed to hove. Under the law

of Louisiena‘ts Constitutien Article One, Section Seventeen -

O . s . . ..
Jury Twial in Crimin®l C~fes; that constitution®l provisien

states in pert za follows;

8.



Leuisiana's Censtitutien ef 1974
Article One Section 17

Section 17(4) ~;Jury Trisls in Criminsl
Ceses: "...The rceused shell heve
e right te full voir dire exrmi-
netion .ef brosective‘jur@rs end te
chPllenge jurers neremvterily.
The number of ch?llenges shell be
fixed by low, ..."

The lew ot the time of the commission of the noted offense

the law gtetes th?t y1, the petitiéner wrs to hfve Twelve.
Peremntory Chellenges which was the generel lew in effect.

The court found thet the law in effect #t thet time was neo
1@Héér apolicable. This wes # Censtitution=1l stftute thet was
adopted by ¢ constituiion?l convention, it becéme a"general"
lew for the people of Louisiana; one thet 2ffected 211 of the
Stete's citizens.

Louisiena®s Congress convened for the 11Th. Congress

and Sengtor Willism Jeffersen intreduced Senrte Bill 557 fer

consideretion, The mrtter wes pleced befere the full Senfte,
g | .
end the House of Representetives for 2 vote, the "Bill" wes

pessed. It(the bill) wes presented before the Criminfl Justice
Cemmittee which sppreved the item of legisletioen(see: S.B.ESﬁ
sttfch) with instructiens thet ;

".,..This bill restered the number of

peremptory chellenges 21lowed prior

to 1983. In 1983 the number of

chellenges was reduced by the legisletures

from 12 to eight. ..."

9:



The matter then proceeded before the Sen~te Committee on

Judicisry, Section C - Moy 14, 1985 the meeting went &s noted;

Sencte Bill Ne. 557 by Senctor Jeffersen

Senctor Jefferseb exnleéined thet this bill reises
peremptory chfrges from eight to twelve, Hr. Lewis

0. Unglesby of the Louisi~n@ Trirl Lewyers spoke in
supnort of the bill., Senftor Jefferson mOVed-tth:ir L
Sencte Bill No. 557 be reported fevorebly, end wi%ﬁou%
epnosition it wes so reperted,

This court heve before it & motter thet desls with a2 petit

jury selection process. The petitioner wes errived of the?ﬂi
right to have fpur(4) perempt@ry_ch9llenges{ His petit Jjury
ceme back with 2 ten(19) guilty verdicts; and two(2) not

not guilty verdicts. The issue of a leg?lllselected petit Jury
is the basisvfor this litigetion. The entire petit jury veniwe

thet wes composed under Bcts 495 of 1983 was in fect illegal,

it effected the petitioner who is fddressing this issue of

\
bei:g deprived of the right to = feir triel by en impartisl

jury. La. Censt. of 1974, Art. 1, Section 16 - Right te 2 Feir
Triel states in ports 2s follews;

"Section 16 - Every person cherges with 2
crime is presumed innocent until
proven guiltv end is entitled to &
speedy, public, #nd impertiel triel
in the perish where the offense or
en element of the effense occured.,,,"

1e.



The decision thet Wasfrendered by the petit jury en
October 14, 1983 was & decisien by @ petit jury thet wes
uncenstitutionally instituted 2ccording te La.'s Const. ef

1974. The dispute wes the spplicetion, but the remedy is the

protection of Sencte Bill 557 of 1985, Acts 952. The equfl

pr@tecti@n of the 14Th. Amendment in Sssecistion With Le.'s

Const, 1974, Article 1, Section 3 - Right t¢ Individual

Dignity is whet the petitioner is seeking. It hfs been noted
by this court that "this soelemn decisien of the peoeple sheuld
net be éisturbed by the judiciary; whose role as a co-equal
brench of government is te interpret‘the laws, not to
anneunce policy more rightfully reserved to the legisleture.
La. Const. Art. II; § § 1-2. And in the instant legisletion is
primPry euthoerity. Would it be fit f@f the ceurt te set aside
legislation 2nd epply inapprépriate unnecessary privision ef
reperl specizl laws? Stetutes 2re generslly presumed te be
constitutionrl #nd when & perty preves that the statute is
primery legisletion then these whoe eppese musﬁ prove by an
abundance of preof theat the essertsi@n is false.

It hes been noted thet TLeuisirna jurisprudence prehibits
courts from sua spente striking dewn constitutionsl &nd
statutery laws, All acts of legisletion ere constitutienal
until declated otherwise, 2 provisien under the censtitution
is 2 more basic; fundementsl vrovision th#t & ststutery
enfctment, In fact if a preper evelustien of legisletien woeuld
heve been taken this mPtter weuld net be before the court at

11,



this time. In the mftter of iedet;‘supra the @ppraisal ef
applying the p;evisigns_that were edopted from the 1921' )
Constitutien wes net preverly evgluﬁted. The State loewer court
knew thet there wes 2 change in the lew due to 1egis18tion; I
cen stipulete for the recerd thet wh@ever_reviewed the briefs;
memer?ndums;.weather it wes 2 lew clerk; research clerk, the
ceurts ewn writer, the librarian sgmeb@dy did less legal
research then whet the petitiener did. With #11 due respect

to the 2bove members of the Depsrtment of Justice, the_ene
subject moatter of peremptoery cgéllenges was @verl@oked.

The petitioner must @ssert thet when a law is clear
and unambiguous &nd its ?pwlicétion does not lecd to absurd
cgnsequenoes; it sh2llbe spplied @s written with ne further
inquiry made invsearch of the legislative intent; the ceurt
must téke into scceunt the besic histery of the stetute in
additien the_st?tutory or codel previsien enfcted by the
legislature and not disregard the letter of the law,

In the matter ef ggggg; supra the law that was

applied Sencte Bill 459 of 1983 was sn smbiguous law, It 1is

emphaticslly the prevince 2nd duty ef the judiciel department
te say what the léw is. These whe 2pply the rule ﬁe particular
cases; must ef necessity expound end interpert thet rule.

If twe lews cenflict with esch ether the courts must decide

en the operation of efch, The cese-~of EEQEE; supra is a case
on peint due te the fact thrt fhere weuld be twe different
items of legisletion thet have been peesented; legislation

nét evidence of oether crinmes. 1
2.



CLOSING STATEMENT

In cencluding this sddress te the United States highést

cogrt, the pgpitiener shall reguest phst this_qeurt take inte
legal consideratien that he is net fully treined in the area
of constitutienzl 1aw; and 2s a leymen he‘can‘apply only the
plain lenguege doctrin in this Iitig-tien. Leuisiena's laws...
were ch?nged en the petitiener by the Office of Legisl?tive
Affairs,vpnd after feur decedes of cruel; excessive and un-
usvel punishment the petitioner is seeking not only the equal
protection of the laws of the ﬁgited States of America, but
his freedom; liberty enil his right te seek the justice he was
w2s so deprived ef, The Centinential Cengressi, | f

of the U;itede States of America states "We the People of
the.United States; in order to form @ more perfect Unioen,
establish justice; insure domestic Trenquility, vprovide for
ﬁhe conmmin defence promete the genersl Welfare, and secure
the Blessings ef Liberty to ourselfs snd our Posterity, do
erdain and.est?blish this Constitution for the United States
of America., ..."

The petitiener in this litigestien ceuld heve addressed
the cases this court hfPve published en the unanimeus jury
issue, but this matter is net en the wotershed rule, it
exceeds the wetershed exceptiOn; The illegally impansling eof
a petit jury pool is the ebject ef this litigstien, not a

jury verdict. )
Jury 13,



This court have 2diressed the cases pf Ramos, supra;

Téagge'sa supra; Edward, supre; Dunesn, supre; Craewford,
supre; and Batsen, supra. Net ene of the 2bove cases deal
With a direct chfnge in legisletion. A direct ~pplication

of a Congress that itself chenged not procedure but the
substantial applicetion ef legislation without a
Constitution®l Congress being assemble to amend the statutes;
the #lteration to the statute wes so gress thet in 8 committee
meeting the notetion hed to be mPde thet reenstated the rights

. of the citiégns of LouisiPna, The whtershed rule that was

@ddressed in the matter of Teague V. Lene, 489 U.S, 288,

}99,$,Qt;”1060, 183 1.Fd.2d 334(1989) clearly stztes & new rule
of law. In the case of Ledet, supr2 primary law, net a new rule
of law is the subject questien. The statutery law in quéstiOn
was illegal}ywrepeglgd in viglapien‘@f the State's Const. .

~ The petitioner shall prey thet this matter is taken
under #dvisement fer censideratien 2nd further review; in
order to maintain laws ﬁarthlhaVing‘end'enfofﬁing~this court
must continue te ensure the laws of this land can provide
definitive answers te the questions 2 litigent like myself
present. This is his finel Preyer.

Dated this 31st. day ef Warch, 2623,

%ﬁ :2@/;25/06

on James lLedet ‘
Pre se
Leuisiana St9te Penitentiarxy
Camp "C" Bear One(l)
~ 8ngola, Louisiana
14,
D.0.C. No.104002

76712
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