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QUESTION(S) PRESENTED ,

@‘VHE QUESTION I HAD ASKED THE LOWER COVRTS WAS WHETHER Of 'UDT.
I WAS BNUTLED TO THE EFFECTIVE ASSISTANCE OF CovnSTL , DV RING
THE PLEA BARGAINING STABE, IN A MIXED FORM DF REPRESENTAT o
»JHtt—E L REPRESENTEY y\\(sug PRO PER TOR ONT CAJT (NCLUDED
N A TqLopaL PLEA DFFel. AND PEPRTSTIVED BY THE BPuBLc DEFEM DERS
OTFICE TOf THE OTHER Twd CASES INCLUDED 1N THe Grogan. THEA
OFFER |

@ANB WHET HER 0@ NoT VNDER THIS UNMIQUT SKT OF TACTS T HAD
g

CCRIVED) wreEcTwvE ASSASTANCE OF CauNSTL .
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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

[T For cases from federal courts:

The opinion of the United States court of appéals appears at Appendix A to
the petition and is

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[/]/is unpublished.

to

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

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

[/](s unpublished.

[ 1 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,

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LY 1s unpublished.

The opinion of the
appears at Appendix

court
to the petition and is

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[ ] is unpublished.




CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS INVOLVED
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STATEMENT OF THE CASE

—

1 HAD THRTE SEPEpaTE TtLody CAES PENDING TN THE
AN DEGO covmty subeRisg COURT | THE CASE NumMBERS ARE

TEVEINT2 | Sev 25SUby any sce 33839k
L WAS PRo YTER FTogr CASE  Sct 33346,
COVNSEL Feom THE san DIEED PUBLIC DEFEM DERS OFFlLe

WAL AS&ENEB TO REPRESENVT Me TOR CACES Scd 249272
AND S CD Z5S5TDL DENIS LAINEZ UAL WuNSEL OF PEcop(

THE TROSECUTOR | 1y cAacE SCE 338344 OFFERED TO

NSV LT Wit HER SUPERVIEDR TO ©XPloge  THE
(OB ILTY oF KESOLVING ALL THREE OF THE ARovE
NVMBERED (ASTES W A “Glpgal pLeA OFFER D
SYNE 26 2014, 1V DPEN ovRT.

| - (& SCE 23834
ON OUNT 27 2014 T Appeae<d 1J WVRT 10 CASC (CE 55' >
ASUBSTUTVTE PRUECUTOR. STANMDING (W TOR MS. SPITLBER G THE

W/‘NEC\JTDE— ASEIGVED TO CASTE ST S3R344L AND wHO (T>°?“FE<?*:D
TO LASVLT wild HER SWTRVUESER pecAe Dt A GLOBAL

%L‘EA OTFER ; ATREARED WITH 1N FORVATIDN THAT TTHE
STATE WAS OXFtERiNG ME VTyEARS Q MONMNTHS  FOoX
CGlLopAal REELUTUDN O THE THEEE CASTS.

[oou"\’ on 5.0 ¢ 2 ]
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA

STD. 113 (REV. 3-95)

95 28391

PeasEouog MSE SP\TZ BERG HAD, HAD TPERIDR

ALTHDU G H DENS LA IWES | DEPUTY puBLIc DETENDER
WAL ALLGUED TTD REPREIBNT ME TOR. CASESC
SCD 4G22 AND SCO ZSSYDP2  AND HE AYD

CoONEBSATIONS ABOVT THE POMIBILITY DF A
CQLOBAL PLEA OFFER INCLVDImEG CACES Scd245272
AND $CD 2SSH 02, TD WHICH HE WAl ASAG6UED,
DEMIS LAIWEZ WAS NOT PRESEVT I1J vt
WiTH vE OV YJunE 27 2014,

INSTEAY A« MARISSA REMIKER TRoM TH E
PUBLIC DEFENMDERS OFFICE WAS PRESENT. T HAD
NEvEEL MET MS. REM\eTR REFDRE M&.QEWKE)Z
WAL NOT TAMILIAE wWITH MY (ASES pR THE
REASDN TOR WHY T WAL BVENM W covRT N
WNT 27, 201 AND THE JVDGE  EBUEM NoTeED
AS MucH TOR T™HE REcoRD AT 2T © |- 28
((sce 338346 Juve 27, 2014) BY STATING THAy
ML BEMIKER  "DOESN'T ENOW WHATS Qojug 0N

THE YROSECVTDE AND THE CovBT (WTR MED ME
THAT BRJIECTION OF THe orpee OF 17 YEARS
SIOHT MONTHE DuLD RESVLT 1N A POTESTLA L
MAXIMVM OF 3D ODD YEARC 1N PRIsoN 1
CASE DF A QUILTY VERDICT on) ALL cPapoes
iN THE THREE CASES AFTER Tegal

LconT on s0.c 37)

$.0.c 2
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COURT PAPER
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95 28391

MS BEMIEKER  WHD wWAS Serbmb (N TFORE DEMIS LAIwEZ
DD NOT PARTILPATE 1 THE PLEA PRocEEding
AT Av L, ‘

WITH THE UNDITRSTAMDWG THAT T WAL FAGWN §
A MAKIMUM OF 30 DREYEARS | TOuMD GUILTY
ON ALL CHARGES (U THE THREE CASEs . T
REVVECTED TWE |7 YEAR T\§H1 MOoNTH OFFER.

ON VLY (8 201 | MS STITZBERG MoOvED TO |
ALLEGE ANDTHER STRIEE THAT SHE caraimed
THAT (HE TOUND, IMN CASE St 338346,

ALLEG:U\JQ THILS SECcoND CTR\KE MEANT THAT TN
CASE SCE 3323344 ALONE | THE FOTENTIAL MAXIMuM
SENTENCE WAL (NeeEASED TROM 23 YEARS TD
Y0 YEAR( TO UFE. |

L EXTLAWED T THE CovRT AT THAY PoyNT THAT
& T HAD KNOWN THAT T 4AD AVDTHER STRIEES
THAT Covl D §t AlLLEQey CEXPOSING ME TD A
POTENTIAL LIFE (INTENCE |0 AVY DF MY CASES
THEN T WIVLDY HAVE ,accepTeEDd ™E 17 YEAR
E1GHT MOoNTH DEFFER OnN JVNE 27(2014‘

T FILed A MOTIpN TOoF SPECIFle PRRFORMVANCE | N
THE STATE COVRET exPLAIMING THAT T HAd Been

- LcowT on $.0.c4)
S.o.c. 3




MISINFORMED AS TO THE POSTENTIAL MAX| MU M
SENTENCE T WAS PACING (N OASE $cd 245272

° WHERE T wWAs PEPRESELTED BY THT PuBLIC

° DEFTMIDERS DFTict AMD iN ST 338 34L Whpeo
YT WAS PRO PER. |

5

I T ©xPLANED THAT T would HAVE ACCEPTED

I THE 7 YEAR ElGHT MonTH OFfER BAD T Reen
S ProPLR ,,/\ }O<va _w/\ COVNSE L AND BY THT CurT
7| AND THE TROSKCUTOR ABovT WHAT MY POTEMTIAL
10 .E.%vn:s,\i SENTENCE wm,}rrz\ WAS 1IN LY T AT
HTHE UNGHARGED STCond STRIRE,

12 .

13§ —

I 1?6@,@24 THAT MS. BEMIKER wWHD wAaS REPRESENT Mg
“) ME poe SCD 249272, A BURGLARY CASE wHicH
51N cAL iFDR NIA 1S A “STRILE' DTFENSE Stiov LD

18] WAVE TOLD ~E THAT THERT wWAS A STwom) TR ke
170 THAT THE PROECOTDR Covhkd POTENTIALLY ALLEGE
18] AuD THAT (F THAT (TRICTE Il ALLEGED T would
Pl AT THAT POIMNT BE FAQNG A UFE SENTTNCE,

20§
2T TroueH T THAT EFFECTIVE AS) STANCE OF covmstl
22 MEANT THAT DURING THE PLEA BAPGAININ 6§ <TAGE
] UNISEL WAS RPEQUIRED TO IWToRM ME OF THIE
24 de_&zﬁbr MARIMVY V) SENVTENVCE INCLudivG THE POTIMTIAL
Mm CEFECT OF AnY UNCHARGE]D STVIENCE ENHAN CEMENTS.
6
27

LCovT o, S.0. ¢ Wq
COURT PAPER - i
STATE OF CALIFORNIA .m - O - - (*
STD. 113 (REV. 3.95)
95 28391
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T VLUMATELY TLED GUILTY (N ©XCHANVGE FoR A
3| YEA&R SENTENCE |, IO Avpd THE PoTeENTIA L
EE SENVNTENCE.

THE 31 YEAR DEFER WAS ALSO A GLOBAL PLEA

OFFER  RESOLVING ALL TyRreEE OF TH*E' ABDYE™
NVMBERED CASES.

T ASEED THE VBT TD FIvD THAT T wWas NOT
VROVADED  TFFECTIVE AISIKTANCGE OF (DVIJSE L
BECALVS E  MS. PEMIKER. DD NoT INTORM ME OF
THE RTAL PUTENTIAL MAXIMUM STVTENCE X WAS
FAOUNMEG N LLGHT OF THE UNCHAEGED (Tcon D
STRIKE 4, wileH FBEIWVLTED 1N My BEJE cTioM
VE THE T YEARZ TEHT MonNTH OFFER Wiy
WAS MORE FAVDRABLE THAN T ACPEAREY D
ME W JUNE 27 '7,014 L MY UNIN YogmE D
StATE DY MINMD, -

So.c s
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REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION

THIS caASE 18 VNIRUE AND DF NATIOVA L
IMPORTANCE BPECAULE THE CASES (N wiict
THE UnrED STATES SPPEME CovRT  HAS
ADD RESSED DEFEMSE COvNSELS BESPonSIRILIT(SS
IN MIXED RTPRTSE NTAT(ON CALES , WHERE. THE
DEFEMDANT (£ ALFO REPRECEVTING HIMSELF (N
TRO PTE& ARt FTtw.

THE DISTRICT CovieT HELD THAT BEGAUSE I WAL
ZEPQ‘ES“E!\/T(UQ MY SECE (M PRO PEV\_, TOR. O T éF
THE CASES INCLUDED N THE GLoBAL PLEA DFfe e
L WAL NOT ENTITLED TO THE Afcur AncE ot
LovdseEL . oN JvdNE 27, 2014,

THE NinTH ClReviT LRT ©F APPEALS DEMNiEd A
(CERTI\FCATE ©OF APPTALABI Ln'y .

T THE THAT CASES LikE THIS DNE AT Liktu/
D Qcove AGA M,

L AM ASEING THAT THIS (OVRT AFFlRM THAT COUNSE L
BVEN (N FoRHS OF MIXED REPRESTNTATION AnD dueiNG
THE CEITICcAL PLEA BARGAINIV G STAGQE ART ST L
PERQUIRED TO PROVIDE EFFECTIVE ASSISTANCE OT Coomnse L
INCRVYDIN § ACcuURATELY [NFORMING THE D5F€MMMT OF
HIS MAXIMUM STNTENCE +E FACES,



CONCLUSION

The petition for a writ of certiorari should be granted.

Respe subm

Date: S{ (9 i‘}DZB
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