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loner hos Proof of hiis Tnnotente b Ly of new distovered e-mail.

2) Con a stote high coutconplefel abregate Wi Courts proceden-
A\-!c.! ruli under the_Sufficienc, of the eyidence (; eKson & Vir-
ginion) oF 1979 and use ex prsHeto /retro-active lam Lor 1965
(:&931@&8_4?@ I Sw.2d 72#)40 uphold PeFFioners-unlaufy |
ConviGhon , wherein +he Courts ¢ '

poo-foiy and retroactive Cost low Fo Japg S g e lsofex
3) Conthe fedemnl CouH—s reé)sy%o Moke Hhe Stok high Court
answer the Useof peryured (folseand misleadling) mony
Wherein suth effensive bse Wos Used o Convic Honer ongl
0 New Chonae in Coort-Low of +he Stote- lowered +hethresholol ofF
peryury in Fhis pa&ﬁdsﬂ Cose, Ex orte Qhavez (Tex. Crim. Ap 209
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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

[V{ For cases from federal courts:

The opinion of the United States court of appéals appears at Appendix A to
the petition and is
[ 1 reported at N/A ; Or,

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M is unpublished.

The opinion of the United States district court appears at Appendix _.B_ to
the petition and is

[ ] reported at N/A ' ; OF,

[ 1 has been designated for pubhcatlon but is not yet reported; or,

[Vl is unpubhshed

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[ 1 is unpublished.

The opinion of the . court
appears at Appendix to the petition'and is

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[ 1 is unpublished.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

[~/f For cases from federal courts:

The date on-which the United States Court of Appeals decided my case
was .

[ ] No petition for rehearing was timely filed in my case.

[\/], A timely petition for rehearing was denied by the United States Court of
’ Appeals on the following date: , and a copy of the
order denying rehearing appears at Appendix

[ 1 An extension of time to file the petition for a writ of certiorari was granted
to and including (date) on (date)
in Application No. ___A .

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

‘[ ] For cases from state courts:

- The date on which the highest state court decided my case was
A copy of that decision appears at Appendix

[ ] A timely petition for rehearing was thereafter denied on the following date:
, and a copy of the order denying rehearing

appears at Appendix

[ ] An extension of time to file the petition for a writ of certiorari was granted -
to and including (date) on (date) in
Application No. ___A .

The jurisdiction of this Court is invoked under 28 U. S. C. § 1257(a).
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CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS INVOLVED

"ﬂ"\‘:‘s Cose Involves f\buﬂ};/«D}sLm\/ened Ev?demg, Oiscovered b,\/
Honer's hapess Corpus Covnasel 1n October of 2020 in 4he
Beyor (‘A‘),UA'\/ Criminal Dsfr;&%m/g Nord-olive, labeledl /M
Frocot, Which, pellvdlly proves petitioners Astug] Znngcente ond
ot His convietion lwes elztained throwgh e Use 0 highl inClamad-
ory pequred testHmony ot comppled thely o Gonvietappellot-
With No evidence oo sexuol nefure.. Which s in Violetion of+he.
FIP*H”) onol 7:001“469”4’)’) Amendm&fT‘S% ‘H’)LUY)‘H&O' 3"'6’%5 60/)54—%-/——
UHon's Quorortee of-Due Fotess ond Equa)l Hotection eFthe Jows
oP4he United Stedes of America. ' i
rHoner hos. acduel Proof by Way o-fhree joolice rep |
0ndl On e-mai | in possession of-+Hhe Bexor Gourdy Criminal Dishict
AHome/s Office which was motertal 4o his tonvichen , +he Dis~
SeicHAH 's OGce. hed o, Quby o Jurn over-the emaln iﬂg‘ﬁu@
QO)icafr;po S ) ¢»mall ond ohherStedemerds from complaﬁnoﬁ'f'wh)oh
prows Hhot petttoner did neteHook Gomploinomtwih o Knlfe
0s Fhey Hold -H’tbgy_f_‘/. Thic is n Vielohon of4his Honoroble Courts
enlol Coses of Brady v. Morylond ) Nppue v. Zllinels p-
iHoners Eifth end Fourleen Amendments 4o he U.S. Gonastitotion ,
AM‘H’L“GS of Fbﬁ-h‘on(/‘ dgmf;hr?" Gomplohon-f-.'s orm ond )’)OIo/IrE

6 KnifeFo her} 0long with the e-maf| stotng Hhet-two disfict =
oHorne)ys were 02l Chonglos mefor " jntent- tommit-Sexual ossav

becaust o his "priorrecord. " This_test olso_involves o new Chonpe-
n Stode court-Jow. The Gders] Courdks refuse 10 Compell Hhe Shefe
high Gourt o answer this Newly Distowred EvidenceLoritbosed o
Acdval Tnnotente. Sehilup v. Delo, 512 US. 242 (1995).

3.




STATEMENT OF THE CASE

Petitioner Filed his First-dote hobess '
THuas denied wibhoutwritHen odﬁﬁfﬁ%&gﬁ@%ﬁ:
Stdutonoal ViolaHons Were readily apporend-; ex post Cocto /
redroathve Coselow Loed o phol o?efhcﬁ i cencl of+he
Svidence. ynde-JocKson V. \/Srg‘inia wherein \ths‘fﬁ'&hi@h Courd—
and the Rderl courts mw pcr‘ on OD§CUC§ erol
outdoded stofeCose, Johnson v. Stk , 397 SW. 20142, 2425 -
2% (CTex.Crim.-App. 196) , see Cobollero v. Slote | 292 SW.3¢ 152
(Tex. App Son Andonio , 2009) ) Wherein +Hhey quete Johnson V. fﬁfc,
Huice. ) anol .;&gxM*’z&Hmy,an Hrerial Courtunder
the statchobeas aetually said , in relortion +o displeying oad
aHtacKing the Comp lainord-with o Knjf “AHho\gh Hhe Comploin —
ont-mighthove been Per\)urinﬂ herself olbeut Cobellero hold lfzﬁa
Knife in hishondl | they Luee-only minor misstelemerts.” This
s shorKing 40 the conscience ) onol His coserequires Hhls (ourld
Supervisory powerto Campel $he lower courts o stap aliseriminai~
j@o ainstf’;f'H'im&n Forthermore., Hhe Slote Courts of Txos
Ore using petitioners Dublished Case to (php)ol otherdlefengiands’
Coses whereln Johnson V. Slpde 397 Sw. 24 424 | Stoding that-
No Vidknee of o sexvol Nedure ts required +o vpholdl o conviet-
1on ) Whith is ¢x yostficte /redvoastive. low , +heneby the stk
abregerting JoaKsen v. \finglnia 143 Us. 307 (19'79) ond subshhyting
archoic, €ase Jew in VieledHon oﬁp#%ﬁoners Bourteenth Amendmer~
o the United Stote Consfrution ond his Civil Righds.
In Febrwory of 2020, petitioner’s fomil y hired on expérienceg)

4.




Stodement o the Case- Ceont)

ottorney +o Find thetwo police reporks tha-petiHoners Bmily
Were unable fo Proture.. Tn Ostoberof 2020 adorney Daske E. Do
1Mguez wentirto 4he pProsecitors File ond hord drive morked gk
Brodued” ond foundl-Hhe-two remoining police reportsthat-tonclusive
Pm/e,{_y-;—j-‘;omr» oicdd NOT hovea Knifein his hono’ ; onol an €-mail
beteen Jwo Chorgiry prosecisfors, Lirda White. end [Qoberf-McCivre
Stoting +he/ will Choe ediHoner with bumlad ofe. habifertion With
inferfito CommihSexUal 6ssaul o in light-oR his prier recor. .., ”
feitoner on Janwry 19 y 2022 vecened o benchtrinl heaning for
his Newly Distovered Evidence Lorit, wherein he claimed Adctual
Znnacence ) Bredy v Morylond violodions and Folse and mishead~
ing) Testimony Hhat-ledl to his convieion. (see Apandix ED. Th,
Ahree joolice reports and @-moail werethoroghly and Concicely 9one
‘H’"‘Qy’) by Counsel and eftioner In Front-of Hhetric Judge. et
She-dnexplicably refused +o Jolk aboutthe folsHy ofFhe Knlfe
thatpetfHoner Los olleaed by “brondishing” andl arHecking +he_com-
PlelnortWwith | Hut-Phey Vommered 4o T \ory ) and -0 Wwhich
Wos e Sole lssue Forirhc/\')wy'h cmsw‘ﬁor towiction, asthey
Set-o Noteto +hetrial Judge- 05King ) “Whom heol +he Kn iR, the
Comploinorrtonthe dendord-2” Ajm) ofCourse,, petthoner Was
Convioted on-this Qregios fle 01) misleadingfestimony. (see
Appendix E | pooes 4~ pp. 21-24 , ppos 26 427). This Olealal of
pe;HHonem's ConstduHonal Rights ond +he Loyrts precedentiol Coseof
Nopue V. Zilinolis, 6o VS 264 (1a59) is a direct-offrost-by +he.
lower Stede and fedeml! Courts o Usurp +his Honorelle Courts Super—
Visory power The shde. high Court Denied Wihast Written Order”
getitionerss sote Lorit-(Newly Discovered Evidente) ) ond Hhestrial
Courtnorthe sfale High Gourtever ruled o “uecessive, Wri-
osthe V.S D|:341‘I‘0"’ U"'I‘On() UsS. CgurfoFAppealﬁ Forthe RAH
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Cireort hove overstepped their boyndaries. Fhns been readill,
oDrere the issues (aksed on Petitioner’s “Suessive weit”
are Qlireet ) bri butahle o he Newsly Discovered Evidence hat-
holsters onol proves Hhat-petiHoner Wos (oavicted by o gecelived
QY « The lower Rdersl Courts amclm.»ly exereising their auth-
orih/ In an Orbi-.img and Copricious manner in orderto m
-H%IAMQ&Q of Hthe Slode Yower courts ond TH\?/ Bexor GOWTH/
Disinet AHorney/s oFFice. They haveastright-lied 4o heve pefif~
loner Convicked and are Colludling o Violate Petitioners Due
Bocess rights, EQ.\LQ[ Cralection of +he Laws ond )f)is@,_}w'_l_
Kights. Thisis d@hmgg and ShotKing o +he Conselence
AhotUniHed Sledes oF Amenco Courds Loulo Commit-Humoan
Eigh{'s Abuses 4o Someonethey do not-liKe. Obviously,+he
Sheede ondl Federal Courts ore objectively Unableto rule in an
ebjechive moner dueto petitioners "no Gorest? plea o
Sexvol 0SseuH-, which Qettioner vehemently mairdeins his
iNnotente on | in 1A%, This Honerable Casrt-hos oteod fastly
moirrtalned thatpny form of DISCRININATION s agolnst
‘e Fourteenth Amendments Duefrocess Clause cnd Equol fot-
econ ofthe | ows rorony Amencon Citizen. &gm&p&-l—his
extraordinany issues in-+his Cosethatafects he InteorHy
ol Unded States of Ameni ea Courts ) FP:P'HW hUmb)y—H’)nolgh
+he Grace oR God asksthis Honom, bl¢ Cg_gr_?f‘“fo xercise Hs'
Qdliciary RBwers 40 inshill conficknce ond irrtegrity boek info
dhetovrks 4o Stop +his madness.
The Stode ond Lederol Courts haveal] been given mUHip){
Copies of-oll-Threepolice reports ond +the Jomning e-mall by+he.
Bexor Courty Distr &A‘f‘fomey(s Ofce. ) So-thely Conspim‘/b

6.




Keep \Aioner ootof-+their Courtreon®S. The (zders District
Courtyud9e Onlendo Gevtia, Sead sty refuses o aokinow-
\edge -Hhot petttionerls coment 28 USLR 2254 s o Newly Dis-
cavered TEvidence Writ-and Lnbelievesbly sfefes+hatpetitioner
i iledto moke £ subsfantia] shawng of-the Denn) o2 Rdersl
Aght.” And-he US. Coortof-Agpeals Simply yporrots et itoners
Claims, tothoutspaking aboufhe police veports) 0nd Usesthe-
Somne- ltﬂaida@m os 4he Westerm DistrickofTexas. —his olistudh-
Jr_lgw%ea, Courts ho.ue,ergaged 1n Conspl ‘ VY, ObS eshon
o ustice and ergaglng in orgonized Crime in Ongler—to fm}w!'
the el achviy of4he Bexor (orrty Criminal DistrictAtton-
ey's Offe To Keep e Storecaurits Grom Qaswenng his Writ-
ond o Violode his DueProcess end Cavil Q@J’T/’S

Moreover, Pﬁ"rﬁoher' hos bfmg\%pmd o New mﬁanég;‘h%&
Slole Courtow | Ex porke Chavez, 371 Sw3d 200, 2008 (Tex.Crm.
App. 2012.) Which lolvered Jhe-threshold of "%ur\‘/:) o “False.ond
M‘lsleading,TaS-H monly " het-Wos moderial 4o 0 defendants nvietion.
And 0s stoted eorlier, HHwesthe “bra~Jishing ond “aHucKing the
Corﬂp)o.)nad—w% o Knife | nowhere 1n +he yecore) )Q_'"_'QC‘*O friol +hat
hed pcﬁ"-imer corvicked. This is beoauae‘Hv(()u,y'qs gole/th'me fBr
Corvichon or notas | “Whon hed the knike, Fhe tompbinont ordef-
endant?” fr) of turse Hwns lied upon-that ZotHeoked With &
KR when-threepolice yeports soy/olidFereH, - Houwever, Hhetriol
Courh Hhe Stadhigh GorreRise-fo Keep i gldence 11 0n DpN

Lorum o violate VS, Constitution , BS. &pmme,(bﬁ’prwdw(‘
00 pethioner's Qil Rigpeds. Refthioner hos morethon prown his
allegeetons ond humbly Gsks +hio Gurt-for Hs jnfervention ?

7.



- REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION

His }mpe"&ﬁ\/&%iﬂ‘f‘h'as Hororable Courteyercise s JM

Unided Stote- Constitution , US. Supreme Courtd precedetol
Cost low ond Stop diseriminating Ogainst-pef joner §)mP7V
betause-they. don't |ike me., The-Counts arenct-o be misused
ForViog lort stiee butto orrive of Imirticl 0nd QRective
YusHee Lhith s Sed by notthe cose here- |
Te+his s notdistublag in iHsel P, pefttloners case.

Cobollero v. Stete, 22 Sw.3dl 152 (Tex. Crim. AgpSon Antorlen
2007) hos Jpeen Quoted atHeost-Hen 4imes In other Texas Cases
Ho upheld clfendorits’ coses. {&titioners Cose is_rotfen and
Shonoling on 0 Foundation ofsond o begin with as his Case-
s Upphelo! from an glosture: Slede-Case From 135 | JohnSen V.
Slade., 397 Sw- 2d 424 (X Crim. App 966) , Lehich such arehle
terms as ‘e’ were-shll used ond is Offerdnis Court Preced-
erHol ruling on Sufficiencl/ ofdhe Evidenee LaseS and Sald Cose,

Tehnson, htes thotevidence ks Ndtneeded o Convict for burglary

wvth et o rope; Hhereby moking Ha tonvieHo bosed on “‘Hwﬂ,"‘/‘
Crime)’ in Jing wih (‘jeo@f, Orwells 1984 . This is & isfurbing .

And s eedaln h JncKson v Vimainio ; 442 US. 307 (ICNCD,
which Pe,%onaﬂs/ﬁghb_n is besed on retroaotive, o @X@f |
foddo law. This is in violation o pefitioners MATW%
Due Proeess Clase. ond Equol Botection oftheLows. [itioner's
QUPLISHED Cose will Couse (mony fore.oHen opple Lonvietons o

be.1ypheld on “ThoughtCrime.

3.



CONCLUSION

The petition for a writ of certiorari should be granted.

Respectfully submitted,

Date:;M_Q_)Lﬁf_h_.,_ZQZg



