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[, WWHAT 1S PROPEN REMEDY WHEN L INTE COURS
RERUSIKIG 7O HEAR CASE WHERE A Meet;r COctrLTY
GAAMD TUR: REBFUSED TO rNdfcrT PET? THOMEL A
ONE YEAR (ATER THE Drs7lck ATTORNMEY PROSEceriiz)

HIM AWK CORS | ON THE SAME EU/DENCE , FOR SHME AT

DOES THE OCULAHOMA STATE HAS FL/Risplcriors 7o

PROSECLITE AN Y¥WAY
2. To THE ScPPRESSor’ RBY THE SIATE pPROS/ZCeTION ©F

EXCULPATORY EVIDENCE, FAVORARLE 7O AN ACCLSED H
VIOLATION OF THE DUE PRocBSS AND (L.S.C A,

Coxtsrireerfond Armesnriexs 1Y ?
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RECUSAL TO IMDICT THE ACCLlSED LWAS HIDDEX RY T7THE
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TRIAC TR Y) .

3. WHEK Ong ACT 1S Rlowrss DOCWA! INTO APANY COCOATS
IN OME TRIAL ,SHAME EUVIDEANCE | SAME VICTTrRg | AR
O LLAHOMA STACK, SENTENCES SO THAT TOGETHER /7 EXCESHED
MALTMUM PUNTSHIMIENT DETERIMINED BY FHE STATWIE FOR.

PARTICULAR. crIME , SO LT CorlSTITULUTES DEATH BY (M AARCERA~

TIHOX .9

Ui WHER A PELSON 1S DETAINED XM A STATE PRISON

W HTHOUT A VALID ORDER. OF COIMMITMENT FROAI A

LAWEUL COULT HAVING TURIED) crFOnr TO DETAIY M,

i 1T A 22Ul o 2254 roarTER



LIST OF PARTIES

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

[ 1 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:
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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

[ 1 For cases from federal courts:

to

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

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[ 1 is unpublished.

to

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

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[ ] is unpublished.

1

For cases from state courts:

The opinion of the highest state court to review the merits appears at
Appendix _ A tothe petition and is

[ 1 reported at "/[4 ; or,

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

[ ] is unpublished.

The opinion of the _ /L LA CoOUNTY Dis7TRICT court
appears at Appendix A tothe petition and is
[ 1 reported at N / A ; O,

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[ 1 is unpublished.



JURISDICTION

[ 1 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.

[ 1 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. § 12564(1).

For cases from state courts:

A

The date on which the highest state court decided my case was $-4-253
A copy of that decision appears at Appendix

[ 1 A timely petition for rehearing was thereafter denied 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. §1257(a).



CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS INVOLVED
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STATEMENT OF THE CASE

JHE REcon)y LHOWS THAT Y 200L , THREE cOUNTTES
N THE c7ATE. OF OKUAHOMA HAD RAICED AN INVE i GATI O/
AGASNS T7HE PBTITIONER |, THE MULT] ~cCowNTY G RAND
TULY LIAS ASSEAMBLIED HMND DISAMIsSE wr/izzr KO
INDICTMENT . Two OF THRSE COUANTIES HAD DIROPPEL)
THE INVESTE 8ATION

Ber7r /A 2007, 712 Twesa County RAFSEY &P
PROSBCLLTION O THE VERY SAME CHARGES , [HEY MHAD
FALSTEIEDN THE OLD PRORABLE CALUSE ARPF/PDAVE T RY
CHAM EING ASE XUMBEH , YBAR AND ADDING ADDITTOAAL
ACCUSATIONS wiTHOWT A TUDGE SIGNATURE , A
AFTEL THE KMOTARY COMAESSYIO! HAD BEEL EXPIRED, 70
OBTHR AKX ARREST ceo ARRANT

THEY SBARCHED THE pouls CF THE PETITIONGR. A&LD
SEAZED SOME /TEMS wiTHOUT ANY SEALRTH (UARRANT,
(O CH NEVEAD  cfAS BEEN RETURKED (&KLA. S, Cr //57&92),
BLsO THEY WENT O THE YPHTSIHAG TP S rEE
COMPUTER. FIEBS WITHOUT A SPRELIIC SEARCH W'M’?"‘WC
AND AFTER 2+ YEARS ©F DELAY, (M 2007 , THEY PLACED
THE PETITIONER. A PRESON,

Accornarue 70 7#& LIS, Consrs 7oTioR , THE STATE
OF OELAHOMA UV/IOLATED 7THE DUE. Process | /5L Yy
FFE, T 3T Gy 14T consTr reerion Araend
THEIL. ACTIONS CORSTITCTE CrReesl. AXD LA e S p AL
PUNISHIMENT, CREATEN AT LEASF 7wo OOuBLE

TEOPALDY CLAUSES AND VIO LHATERD THE SPEED Y TRIAL

Ly coslT. OM PAGES
cont OF FTGED



coLT, 8 PAGE Lll

STATEMENT OF THE CASE

PROCESS,
THE PROSEcceTions INTENTIo/ALLY SWPPRESSED
THE FAVORABLE 7O AN ACCUSED Excer( PHTORY BRADY
MATERIAL FALT EVIDENCE FILOM THE DEFEASE (’) ,
DEFBNDANT , AND MISLED THE TRAAL TURY.
 JusT i 2022 , wiTH ALL DUE DILLIGBANGE
THLOUGH THESE YEALS , THE PRERTITIONER WAS ABLE
TO DISCOVER. THE ABOVE WR}TTBA FACTS FLZOM THE
RECONDS [[THE DOCLLrTENTS , SUPPORTING W HAT ’'s
PEING S A<D ABOUVE p ARE AVAI'LA&LE_)‘
[LANGUAGCE ANO DELIX I TION DISABINITIES (FAIPERED
PERTONBAS ABMATY 7O (UNPERSTAMD AND DISCOUVER
THE. EVIDEXNCE AND FACTS AS NO ONE wOULD

HELD (11,
THE PET/TIONED HAS BEEN SE&TENCED [LLEGALLY.



REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION

IN THTS CASE THE BVIDEMCE OF ACTUAL JANA/O CENCE
SO STRONG THAT COURT CANMMOT HAVE CONFIDEBMCE [

OUTCOME OF JTusTic AND CAMANOT SAY THAT PROSECLTION
WAS PREE OF MNMOMHARMLESS ¢ ONLTITUTIONAL RRRORS ,

REview TG THE CASE woUul) HELP TO MATKTAIN PUBLLC
TRUST (N AMERiCAN TUSTTCE SYSTEM AND LA .

MAY vi STATE 1916 OK CR 228 HELD THAT WHEN THERR
EXIST EVIDENCE OF MATBRIAL FACT NOT PREVIOUSLY

PRESENTEDN AND HEBARD , VACATION OF THE cOXMVICTION

O SENTEBMNCE MAY BE REQURED /N THE jnTEREST OF TUSTICE,

THe PrOsecuTO. VIOLATED His DUTY TODISCLOSE.
EXCULP ATORY EVIDBMNCE iN HiS POSSESSION ©L COMTROL.

DUE ProcESsS (s VIOLATED RBY THE STATE AS (TS 0w CoalsT,,
NO sTITE COURT HAD JURISDICTION |, sTATE GrAand JTURY
Rerused TO INDICT, YEAR (ATER $TATE COURT ORDERED

DETENTION WITHOUT AUTHORETY TO DO SO,

IN THE LiGHT OF CLEAR. AN CONUVINCING MNEW EvEDEMNCE

TS MORE LICELY THAN NOT THAT NO REASONARLE.
TUROR. wowutrd HAVE COMUICTED) ©L HAVE_ £OwAl)

PeriTioNen GuiLTy BBYOXD REASONABLE DOWST,



CONCLUSION

The petition for a writ of certiorari should be granted.

Respectfully submitted,

Date: _%" 7~ 23




