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TIn The
subreme court OF The united

I red _David TackSon #316HO  Peffioner

(VA
Shate oF m;i55:661 PP(M

mr. Beand Hufnpman,
S, perinfendent oF S.M.C. fj REEPaﬁdeﬁvLS

- on Petition For H wirit OF /a/abms* CorPus
Pursuant T0 A8 u.5.C. 3A54(d).

T8 micsics/pei Court OF APPealS

Dav/d JacKSon # 39640
S.m.C I.

P.0. BoX 1419
LeaKResVvile, M5. 3945




QUESTION(S) PRESENTED
I .
Whelher +he wiarrant/ess Search and Seizure
of /:ebrb{afy (4, 19917, # Violation of my Yt and 147
HpendmentS rightS -
I .

Whe ther 1y wiarrantleSS arcesk of February 14
1991, # l//a/oiZ:én 07_0 my 47 and (4™ amen dments (gt

probobie cause never oS 26 hablished
T

whether my rightS under the
4he U.5- COmS#//#u_A/om were Violated whhea my chacges

efere riolle ProSeq-quJ at my pre//';m/nar)/ Aecm'ng
oL March 2001977, faor lacK ol Probable cause 170
be//’eve %/m%f /fzaa/ Comm//#lé‘d any Cr.'Me} buf T

(oS never rf*/eaS’E"d pram C(/SvLady,,

as sutficlent ovidence +o 9et

9% am endmend o0

helher there

- /
an /%C[I%'?Ll?/)ﬁﬂ%} C‘md o Cal’)l/:pC‘/’IQI’)p



_aueskons Presented condinue -

3L
Whether +he alleged wiritben Statement 0 Februacy
/’741/7‘7'7 /1/egal B(VIHGnCE, i violatfion of my
19" Amendment €ishtS under the w. S const tution.

7T,
W hetheo #he alleged turdten Statement of
F@braa(}l (7 /Q‘W} became (nadmissible €vidence
once the SubStance, being an alleged Oral
Con Lession +hat T SubpoSe Fo have made at
Lhe Scene 0f arrest, wlaS SupPressed .
I never tlrote @ Statement Sayr(ng T made
an orel ConfesSion at the Scené of arrest.
T4 wias fabricoted.

I .

w/hether my righks yndet +he 4 and 197 wmend =
mendtS H Fthe w8 ComS’an(vLuHon were violated

i hen Some one af the Scéne Clalmed Owinershig

of #he alleged deugs, but I was SH1I accested.
11//787%@.’\ a#+r»’«?f) '/"/’)8 COhﬂé’S’S‘l/OVl d*p Some ane
eiSe Claiming swnernShio af +he gtleged deugs,
octablished reaSonable doubt.

i >



Questibone presented continuel
IXC.
Whether my aprest wioS refaliation for me
7[:'/,’;4\9 a VT Comﬂ/m/n/ agai’mSJ— +Hhe arre&’nly\g
oFLcer. Due 40 +he Lact Hhat fhece wiaS NO
Probable Cause +o arresSt me.
7—77@ ﬁQC?Z 012 7%6 C;'V/(/ .5UI(7L ufa s Svla+6c1 a-‘ ‘l’(!_(a‘/
T+ s on tFranscrieoft.
~N_

Prior Convicton uSed For Enhanced funiShment.

s
u//;e-/—ber Prior Convichion #1190 wlas V’oluwﬁa(y) Knoqu;(ng)
and /;7%6///:98177[6/ made.

whether +here wias a factual baSis -ﬁar +he Plea.

77)6%& fj’ no (?I//"c/ence to SupPpPor+ H’l .(S’ Cif)arge.
Jo .

whether +he imdlctment Tn Orior Convichion & 1140

Loatarty delective for Fallure +o State all the

8/8/7’)@%‘5 07[\ 5-/*01-/4(41&85 MIESI COC[G ﬁﬂﬂvqr}"(q/ggr

A,
it/ hether T plead duilty 0 a crime wi ithout fr\av/nﬁ
Leen fodormed af Fhe Fvue noture and elements.

.
i/hethec €clor convicton #1140 (¢ a Orlma Pacle
Case of denal of CounSel and delective ndictment.

(177 )



AueStionls) preSested continuel

XTI, % .
\Iﬂeﬂfechlt/e 4SS/ stamce oF counsel HF 77/2./0’

Whelher Counsel wias ellective Loc nod
afﬂu'mg f//égaf Qearcl and S€ zuce,

Whﬁ%ef COMV)Se/ wlas //ﬁe%‘?ﬂ@(;%:/%& Af‘ /70#
0"’&““‘5 lack oL Probable cause for arres ¥

T
Wﬁé#/&r COWISC’/ wraS /(/419»/74367['/{!/6 -ﬂo/ /')ovb

l"éﬂl’&ﬁenv[/(hﬁ fo 7%6 JW‘/ 7"/40;1{/50mé, on € (9(93
hod ContesSed +o the Crime.

Ay
Whether counSel was nellective for al lowdng
an alleged oral CondesSion, #hat had been

Supprecsed, Jo o the d/ufya The allege gral
COHP@fSQ(OA 04{ FebrAoary | (9917 4

1z,
W/’)eleef counsSel tda$ e lfective Lor al(aw/nﬁ
an uncnsdutional Prioc convietion be uged

#Or en /)omce d ﬂuﬂ,’f/fvm en ﬁ

{i\/)



QUestions pPresented Contdlnuel

T,

wWhether frial Counsel wlas melfective Lo
allowing an alleged wiritfen Statement +o
- go Fo Fhe duryfs The Same ofl/eged cirtfen
5%&#8/478/7% that wias e SubJect o +he
SuppresSion hearing. Whith allegedly Stated
T_ miade an oral ronPBSSon at the Scene
of arrest. The Quéé?%ance of +hs Wi Hen
Statement o:m\? _Qup,or‘eg’ec/ﬂ Betng #he oral confe SSion.
See arrendit T -

Whether frial Counsel wias neflective for
no# argufnﬁ the a//f\’geo/ urien Statement

oS ncd il SS Lle evidence.

v .
Whether all oL the above conStHute meffeckive
7L)‘fa/ COUMg@/) 7 V/Effaf/gm oﬂ /44)( [DH‘ dﬂcl /L/Jrh

omendment rightS inder +he LS. conSttut or -



Question(s) Presented contimue s

CO/’)f?l/‘UC%/VG Dem’a/ OF COUﬁS’Q/ on Hereal Z

L.
A/feal Counsel falled 4o raiS€ any of fhe
meriior louS [ssueS on aplleal:

/, WarrantleSS Seacch.
o, Warlant 1esS arcest
3 Fabricated evidence.

¥, Some one €lse 50/4%’e§§£0/ to the Crime
T whas Convicted For.

5, ReaSonable doubt.
by The ugig of Supbressed evidence:

9, Thoulficient +rial Counsel,

4, Eailure +o raise +he i(85ue of retaliction
as the wotlve for +he arrest,

Htter my apfeal wlas alfiemed, ms. RoSS C:[MPPQA
my CaSe chiFhout ﬂ///{mj For reheacings

I

my r,‘ﬁm under +he L Amend ment Wece v lated

by frial and apPellate COM/)SEISG .
StricKland U, WaShingtons Y6 U. S, bb ¥ 1984

(il



QUeStion (5) Preseited cContiaues

XIT .

Whether the courd oF #pp/jea/ﬁ oF mM\iss (s pry,
alLirmnton of TJackon V. state, 1% S0.2d 130
/o’lem/>) erroneous ond Controry o Federal faus
hovend X Ay Which ts my caSe for Possession of Cocaine
wiith infent.
_ <,
1A(Ae ther +he courk aF APPeals oF /44/?8/3’9/(,”,&/()
dec/s/orn in TackSon V. State, # 2020 —CP~00T4-COR
[ J\D;l'/\) fnwhich F denied my st-Conittion
1z oL/ fion AOP redress COMCEN/)/%& /702# con {//{C///aﬂ
# 1190y ©f roneous ond Contrary fo Federal Jawls
Hopend X B.
When I recelved a copy of +h/s ruling i+ wdas
fo Jate 40 arpeal. HE 7‘7{@}/ do atl of my
Po.sF~Con (/12‘7[//0/) fc///,an¢ -
T hat i< why T ack 1h/s courd For help
i Fhis matter,

3
)
The above consStitute €X hauston of my ctate

Courd remedies.. 49 u.5.C. 254 (b)}
Supreme Court+ Rule &0@”(8)0

. 7-{ ’
i hethe r Petitianer have made a ﬂrf{mo\ ZDa(_s(e
§/IW119| J-;é U,ﬁ ﬁOﬂS’/’:l‘/’d—#/{oﬂa/ I'/iD[CI :anS ¢

VG (1.5.C. AE (bl

(vii)



 Question(s) presenfed con Linue &

. . mo m_r :

Ataal Dental oF counsel #f plea hearings
- Prior Convictinne. -
uhelher T wdaS denled actual counsel at my

Plea hearing, Petidoner State Hhmt he wias Fotally
whthout counsel at hiS Plea hearing:
which Vs @i‘/f{dem[ by +he “CFinal D’mdgmen’(
0F COﬁlf;/C#’omﬂfS no+ S:/@ned by any a%#omeyr
/4Pﬂe/f}d:’)( Fo
| = XV
_ Dol oner Sates that He IS Actually Tnnoeent,

Po L Loner wdill Prove i /,‘EM/ 0f all the

e_v:/demcp:’”a 710 reaSonable d{u(‘(ﬂ‘ waula’ have

Conviecled him. Schlufv.els, 513 U.S. 299 (19953 -
TTme barc on challenges o Ourlty PleasS Can

he excepted »L)rom the procedural bafjﬁiafmﬁ

Can be reviewed L pne can eStablish Fhat the

CO”S?LIJLJ‘VCIaaﬂQ{ errorS haSs Pfobab/y resulted "

- 4
{!'/ne COMV;/C-»L//OV\ 07[\ Ine cdho 4(3 C?C#ually yNNoCen v

Bousley Ve united States, 535 uS. b4 (623 /1998),

([7716 qUesiz/M gresented fo wihether ﬂe)[,:#«(cmef’ﬁ
aﬂﬂ/f‘ca#.lam Lor writ of Labeas corfus LHed Tnaoe

Clate Court alleded Lac Yled

Lo wihich L Proven ent

(vitt)



_QUeStan(S) Presented conkinue!

him 4o release from PriSon because he wlas
held purcuant 4o a court Judgment rendered in
vislation af rights Juaranteed him by +he
Lederal consLHution?’ |
Smith V. O'Grady, 313 u.$.229, 330 (1941 e

The Lallure 4o conSidee #he Claims wull| result

in a Lun domental m/%’CarP:age QP :YMSJHICef
Cbleman 12 Thompsony 5ol U.S-122 (1a%1),

P&L:%fmer fJ'onLe %/’)aﬁ /ﬂe /(S OIC7LMa//y 1?4/00&6/1-/
07[) the C’/’)a(\jﬂ O'po‘ ﬂ&fﬁfﬁ’f{%m O—p‘ Cocalne OLJ:(7L[4
intent fo d€+r bute.
pé’l/%(ﬂﬂé‘r ypurl/)er‘ §/m‘e /’Aa% he 159 alSo /ﬂmoc‘:ém%

of the Charge of ¢ Burgluy of an inhabited da/e//fng
at n.ght armed witth a deadly weagon,

Roth of £he above Char3€5 ofe unconstHutional
Gnd Comﬁram/ +o federal law. |
Poditoner 1S Claiming actual innocence.
/470// asK #/?;avl Z bhe Qf'vem a Chance 10 ﬁmké.
an octual mnocencCé ,S//)Ou/h'mgf
Bousley, 523 t.S. at b15 SuPro..

(ix)



L /¢t oF Parties

D(j Al Darkles atpear rn fhe cap Lon of the cose
on +the cover pPage .

Relafed CasSes;

I, JoacKSon v. State, 778 So.2d 786/ Miss.CFHeP. 200l )
Brlend' X #A. |

2, TackSom v. State, # 2030 -cp—007/Y-COH (miss.).
AevendiX B

3, In ret Dovid TackSon, # 19-900 30(5*cir2020) -
Motlon 40 Proceed it/ hobeas PetiLon. Denled.
BpPendix C. |

7, Jack Son v. ﬁrmffmnﬁ) # 3o —cv.— 5734 //VHESD .

First habea$ corpus peltition [wovember jo, 2002 ).
tnted States DiSkrlch Cow#i Far the Southern district

_Dém,’eo./a T do nof have a copy -

5, T3 relDavid JackSon, # aa-90097 [5* clr. 2033 )
wiod-lon Lor Jerm SS fon 10 Life habeas CorpUhS
De L Lan, Denled. ppPend X D.

(¥]
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APPENDIX A T°C Lhe Clate courd decision L aSK |
this Courd 4o revieuts [/447’55, ct #ro Q\Oof\a
nis Cou

F Hppeals
APPENDIXB v-¢ Lhe £

iR Oeard denyfn m ﬂdg#-comn?/:z{m
motion 4o dismiss my gaf/;/%/ plea. mdickment,
APPENDIX C ‘

7S +he /—_./rp#) Circui t COu;-/f o #revealsS deényng

my [Hholion to Proceed im Lhe diStrict courts
APPENDIX D =~

W e Fifbh clrculf court o
V ental by +he Fifh clrcuif cour, "
/—E)Sﬂﬂ%g/f‘sﬁqdeecnﬁmq i?ﬂlv w)etion to Proceed v d&frict Cou
APPENDIXE the ) conSttutional Srdictment Lrom my 1987

N\.A
59:3,’/,45, dlea. I wlasS never indicted Lor o deadly weapo

(7 |

‘. ﬁggﬁ[}/’) CO/)S‘H(‘H/;KOI/)Q { Qul‘/ﬁf Plea » I-// ,‘5 uﬂglﬁned

by any coun8el,

Aptendix GIS the “order oF Sentfence” fronz my L’Ji’/?{ ;
| L Y14y Pleas TO Shout £ /4
un C;OWS‘['I#U‘)LIOK"Q[ ﬁu// 14 e ot ,,(qd.(C,‘Féd Locs

/
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Tadex To Appendifes conbinue!

Dplend X HE TS +he +wo @) rolle Prosequ

orders Lrom Tustice C@(;r% dlamissing

my d ChargeS: PoSSess dn of a
contral SubStance and pagsggg,‘a,/,

of a firearm,

¢ the respmse Filed by Mr. Canned,

[ atfarney, Stating that T
d o m PfE/ifa’)/(nary heam"mf)

© Juskice courf, He was Stating
that my C/fmrgé’g never wlas dﬁ?h’\f&f@d
¥, gustice court. which wlas un frue.
/‘#pé’ma'/)( JiLS 3 PageS faken Prom n’)y /’rs/al Fronscr ot -
| 77)6")/ Chow! +hat fhe diskrict atorn ey
ond my lawyec StateS Fhey Lound out
about the alfeged oral olatement Hhe
d&y béﬁ%rf’ Jfr,/a/, W/)Kd) wia S SqPPM@ ,
o be e uidece Fhe Slate baSed i#5

(s /;}d;/c#n’) C’/HL Of\,ﬁyf‘mm_(’cf/ﬂvl PO 135 13(0) fﬂg)
I don?L have Pase 13, IFS heen misPlaced.

o pendX T!
//))/ 7Lr/(a

Never ha

otel #tendix B is +he Court oF uppeals at M&‘Kfﬁﬁfp@f)
denying my Dosh-compictlon motion, not +he +rial
Courd, Tiowhich I asked +hat +he guilty flea
/ndictment be dismisseds

‘(7('.1')
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IN THE

SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES

PETITION FOR WRIT OF carseRasl HabeaS corpus

~

#

Petitioner respectfully prays that a writ of certiorari issue to review the judgment below.

OPINIONS BELOW

I}(] For cases from federal courts:

The opinion of the United States court of appeals appears at Appendix @—Dto

the petition and is 20-9604 ’7(
] reported at Tn re? Dovid 7a(,\<96"\,,# 8- : or,
[ ] has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,
[ 1 is unpublished.

The opinion of the United States district court appears at Appendix

the petition and is Don "+ have a Lopy-

reported at Dackson v, #rn 37C/qu W.301-CV=5 g‘l or,
[ ] has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,
[ 1 is unpublished.

4 M For cases from state courts:

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

reported at JockSon V. C-Az—fe/ 718 So, Q«:’ 180 ; or,

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

The opinion of the MlsSisSipo! Court oF fHppeal court
appears at Appendix B tothe petition and is

M) reported at FH 200 —c P—oo T/ —CoA ; or,

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

st cs) Y12 =03,




JURISDICTION

M For cases from federal courts:

B-@8. T ulaS, denled PeriniSSion
+0 1@:/8 a SECOr)i lqabeaf ﬂeJ/IJr\on.«_Da#eo October 3, 203

[ ] 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 . v

The jurisdiction of this Court is invoked under 28 U. S. C. §1254(1)
PurSuant +o Supreme court Rule Il T am lnvok ! ng

the courd’S 0“\9”’\0! Jurisdictlon umder #rticle 3 ot
Lhe conSittation of +he united States. A5 US-C. (IS

\pé For cases from state courts:

The date on which the highest state court decided my case Was;)\/a 7/ o/
A copy of that decision appears at Appendix [ /

[ 1 A timely petition for rehearing was thereafter denied on the following date:
veyel wlos Lrled , 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).

29 u.5.C, 2354 @V Which aives +his Cour#
Om&ma/ (/LI('/S‘C]/C?L/O/).



| CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS INVOLVED
/) Miss.code Ban. 77-17-23 ,‘/Be#’ore i wae amended (n

Heelt o 1996,
QCEVer): perj’on ano S/fm// /56 COn V//CALzSLZ 070 b/‘&ﬁx[(»lrg

and entering, [n the night, #he duselling house

of Qno#er] armed with a demf/y- ttealon | in whith
Lere chall be at the Llmne Some human 56,’n3)
Wit htent Fo commd Some crime therein, |
Shall he funished by fmorisonmieat ia the

Penitentiary not more than +wenty—£ive vears.)
¥ The mdlctment in miy Drior Convichbn (s based on+hi$ Satute.
2, A% uS.C AA5T[A)! /

(“The Susreme cour) o Tuskice H\ereo\o) o Cfraufk
Judge) or & d/strich cour+ S’Aql( entectain  an
arelicodion Ffor o wirit 0L habeaS Corpus 'n behat£
0# o Person 1n CUJ-[oc(y PurSuamL %OI the Judgm@”+ |

0l a State courd only an +he Ground that he ‘9

. | , (
I Cu&’-ody o violatlon oL the const fution o0 laws

0r freaties of +he uniited otates.”
a Primao PLacle Shaouing
-L:Lul.(m/\a( r:ﬂ‘q'\'s

3, A€ us.C. 448 Ma /(.‘n9
2L £he denal ol cons



COmS)L'/'u)L/ )
i 1dnal J&ndSnLﬂknLOf\/ Prov,Sion§ Cond/nue

1 ¥ g,
Ly amendment ¥o the . S, ConSkitul on 4

/ CThe
Ders f'gld’ ol the Peorle +0 be Secure in theie
onS, houseS: favers: and effectS, againgt unreasonable

CeaccheS and SeizureS, Shall not be violated, and n
WarcaatS Shall /,5}5(18] but upen Prabable CauS€ "
Suvpatted by oath or o Llrrmation . and Parf/culnc)
dQQC(‘f[n’nﬁ Fhe Place fo be Searched , and the y
Pocoon ar things 1o be 367’266/'7) |

5 5™ pneadment +o +he u.S- Covxg-l’n(mjm{m\ g

[d +o anSuiref Lor a Capitaly
:W\e/ unless on a Pfeﬁem{—m@nf
~ be Clepr’n/ed |

e proceSS 0! lD\W}’

(‘(A/O PerSon Chall be he

o shheruhi S€ {afamontS Cr
or mo/a/c%’ﬂew‘lf 0#0\ ﬁmr\d jmr\/\o e o NO

of ey Iiberdy, oc Proferdy wuithout du

)

2 [pth amendm snd #0 Fhe U G. COHSHLU(—L\/W\:
}/
(n all Criminal Prosecul.’ams, the acCu ced Shall
of the natuc®

{3\w+ 40000 bC ?n-pOfW\eA
P +he QCCuSaHon R and 190 have +he
Lor NS Aepewce’.”

67\(30\/ the ¢

and CauSe a
6551 SFance oL counsel



const/butional #nd S faﬁ//o(y Provisions contiuvel

Z J4* Amendment +o the .S, Constitution.
(¢

e0 0 /700" 5/)0// 0154}/ §7L0_7le dépf‘l%/ﬁ C(/’ly p@fSOﬂ

of //708 //ﬁé’m‘yj or ﬂfoPe/‘#/) Wi thout due ProcesS

ot /adu) nor dery fo any Person with b 74

Juricdictron the equal Protection af the /au/

PO

X7 he declsions of +he court 0F BPPen (S 075 m/gﬁfgsf(wf,-
which o the Subleck of 1S habeas cortus Aetition,
are Contrary +o all of #he U. 5. Suwemc Court’s
DrecedentS, TF /s +o0 Sanction an fhoustice 40
allows Fhese cases o renialn m/icsissivei lawl.



STATEMENT OF THE CASE

on Valentine’s Day, February 14,1991 wle odas
//lav'/ng 7N Qelv#age%er at my mom’S  houSe.

my S/'oferr s ba)//,)rf&w/ Cameé mm and tdent Fo hee
room. Ahout 15 miaudeS later narcotic’s aseat Jim
Macledd and about Futeaty (20) members of the
Mad'son county Sheritf detartment enfered +he
houce, my Sicter’s bey Lrlend Name vda8 Demetrius
RobinSon | )

They Starfed +o Search +Hhe houS€. 0?16/ Ofﬁ,cer*d
Came ouf oL my Cloter?s room and Said [f\@{\ha
Lound cocalnes And another on€ came O,U%O Y

room didh a boX ol my ledal Paper3;+
T | . 9 ‘VL Mﬂﬁ(’e .
I hey Chowted +heém fo agen o - el

They wiere . COPY ol o Jaid Sui

F ! : 'C‘(ﬂa(‘ e
a&c«’nﬂ’ a@emL /ﬂar/e%f fol #ry“"? fO ieﬂ a : i\mw{
0 e onNce hetore, I fold hem I do no

n m

bout what my ciofec s hoy Friend do.
o
’ Z/ﬁ Stuted at Lol that Somée Oa PerS uleré

. And he aise Sloted
beought to him 1 the hatl-way- ¥



Slatemenrt oF The caSe Con Finue

+hat they were |edal ﬂa/’ens\afm/ they did have
A name on Fhem. TranScried PP. 03 —205-

Then he Started Soying he belleve L cdas my
CocCaime, DemetriuS RabinSony my Siter's baoy Lriend went
ahead and Sa'd +he allese Ccocame wia$

hi%. pgent Marled+ then Hhreatened 1o Send the
minor Chifldrea 1o SoCial cervices and arceSt
“my mother [ T did not occenf gunerShip of the
allege Cocalne. When L drd /’)0/~/ he afres{?ed N E
and | my mathec. Hpoend/( A; '3’acK90m1 '7’75 50,2 d ot -7?7,
8, T had o ﬁ/‘e///m/movry heaetiney

on March 200197
1 TFusllee courd. The Charges wereiﬂa//e ﬂmgequﬁéid

Lyr lack of Probable CouSe o believe L comrHed
adny Crime. But I wla$ stirl not ~eleaged +rom
Cuvaodon waS held by ordef of asent Marlett.

on May &I/ 1991 I codas /{nd//c%edo I do not Km(m{ |
how they 9of an iadicdments L d/d not Know Vol
He day betore trlal that agdent MorletT Sad T

h/)ac/e an ﬁfa[ 5-[*014(:%)(%7[ af +he Scene a-ﬁ arﬁégf
The diedrict attorney olated +he day ol trial



K%a-f@mgbl OF The caSe continuel

Lhat he Lound out abouf +he ailesed ocal

Sjm‘em ent +he doy before +rlal.
[ranscried PP 125 —13 o I luend +o trinl on Decemb

on Hhe day of frial +hey alSo cfated that T
made a writHen Statement Saying I made
an oral Statement af+he 5N of anrest.

/e had o §uﬂﬂf659u(0iq héarfngo The allesed
cClan wdaS Supbressed. T} nevetoe the

er 9,197,

oral Camf@
alleged oral Con LesS lon ond +he ollesed wiritten

§¢a%emem$ bhecame ‘nadmissible.
DelenSe CounSel arlowed +he State 4o Present

Pf 4o the Jurye ¥nd T tdaS Convicteds
ms. L isa m. RoSS, handled my direc+ afPeal,

L wias given conStructive denar of a%%omey,

ms. RoSS did not argue any Sosues +hat wlould

have reSulted in my Freedom. Hiter +he

appeal udaS a-ﬁffrmec/a) She Just o/rap/oea’ my |

Case. She never Lfed for p@[f\@Qf‘(mSo

She tdould not anSwer any af my corceSPondence,
T wdas Convicted ol Poscession with ftend 4o distribut?y

as a habitual ob¥fender, and WdS diven a thirty years

\5\817 %@/’)C’e ¢



Slatement oF The case ContFinue s

I Filed a Bar Comiflaint wi'th +he micsi'ssippi
Bar agafﬂS% my Frial lawyec e, Chris Gannel.
. C*amm?f) «Sould //}07‘1 +urn over o 7€ GM)/

of +he QXCu/pa—)Lory docamentsS +hat could win
my preedom, bnd tn his response +o my COM]Ola"n'\’,
he Illed +0o +he Bar by f#a#/m\j T never had &
pfe//fw,%afy /Jemr./ng (n lTuS’%ICE court. Wﬂﬂé’mdn@)( H
Shows that 7S tntrue Bnd [ also Shou he whaS
i Lact my atfarney.

The State and fLederal CourdS are €rfoneous\y

denying all my mokigns and PetFionSs

Even /n 4+he face of all +he documented evidence .
S [ the caSe of +he /7/€jQ/ Prior C’omf/cvlr/@m,

The courd of AppealS in misslesioe! State +hat T

thas Convicled fora deadly Weapon in IS dec!slon

0f Hugust o, 2031, See pevend (X B. oniy a deaflydeadly weafons
Bud no wihere [n any of +he court’s dGCfﬁﬁIOV\ do

I+ State olhat +yee o weapon i+ wiaS.

Thie Same courty in Hareis v.S+ate, (1d S0, 3d &\,\
(miss chApp 30149), adreed that © A deadly ateadon

A Y
may be detined as any Ob:lecfj
A deadly Weabon 1S nat a Chacge Per S€.
T wdaS Coerced intao that plea by the Cour+ and
CWI:(,C?LN/(:// Q#%Ormey,



1/46 _’/)0//0“/”;"7 are +he riames of +he atforneys
Fhat revresented me of tHie FPollowing Stages

ot my casel

/) /4#‘ ﬂl’e////O’)/:/')q/y heare M. C//m’S‘ MK, Gannel

405 Tombighee, $7 , FackSon, ms. 3920

A, A arraiepment and Pleal 1k Chri's # K. Ganne

3, AL Leial 220 Chri'c v K. Gannec

4, # Sentencing? ML Chr/s w2 /<. Cranner

5 on Appeald M5 LiSa RoSS, L.0. BoK ([T,
Tackson, MS. 39283

lr molion For Rehearing: 5. 00cs pever Liled £or

rehearlna. She Just drapped my CaS€.

[ (
_Prior con et #1190

Dol Lioner State that he had no atforney at

his Plea hé’wf(njw ¥n atterney <tood by me at
my fo&n(gnmenl ond Fhat was /‘%;
ThiS tiac mn Circuit Courty MadiSon county

Canton, wssosin'. zip codel 39046,

[0



REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION
reasonable Seorch ® Th violation of +he

Fourth and /Faur%eem%/& wmendmentS +o the
U 8. Conskitution.

or February 19y 1991, about Fusenty(20) members
of +he mad Con COum#y Sherift de Par%mem{/\ with
Narcodie’S adent Tim maNcH) KicKed (n my door,

4 Search tdarcant riever usa$ Produce d.
On December 919971, +he day of +rlaly no Seartch

L wias PreSented. Mo Bearch wiarlant vdas

Wlarran
Presented at my preliminary hearing on March 20, 1481L
L HnS

4 Gearch wiariont wias never endered indo the record

CRS€E v 2.
Lrnreabnble Seizures TN vislation of 4he

Fourth and Fourteenth Bmendments #0 the
(1.5 ConStHution. -

on Fé’bﬂm(}/ 14, /qqq) I idas leff_g‘hf[{) UJII#L\OM‘F o
tdarcant, by the madiSon county SheciFé defactrmen te

along Sh narcotic’S agent Jim Marlett.

T helleve the alleged Ccocalne wlas put +here

0.’7L #/48 order Op a&@m# l/l/laf/EH’ ﬁ()f 7£I(/I(/\j o

ﬁlpV:{l SU//J"QQMI;’)S')L /45/), p
my chacges were ol Prosequied tn Tushice

¢ { oY
Courd on Morch a0 IqCI“)' b}' +he d(g'(’r\-c;‘/ .Q‘H'Of\f\.y

L



) ReoSonS For (’7rmn4/!/mg The ﬁcl./#/oﬂ can#\/s/\qe .

Gee Avrend™N H. But T tuaS not releaced.
Aagent Marlett (ilegally held me.
ﬁﬂo/ I wlas 'ti’)d/fcié’cla

3.

Eabricated Evl’dehceﬂ)ﬁeﬁuw 4 Indictnent;

In violotlon 0F The Fourteenih ﬂmendmem‘d"

79 The U.S. conS+itutlon.
94 +rial on December 91997, Fhe State
ntroduced Labricated evidentts LWhich wias a wiriten

Ofatement. BpPend!X T Showl that the Shate Sad
they Lound sut about The alfeged oral ofatement
Lhe dav before Lrial, The dictrict atforney had
an alleded (riHen Colatement Lor /0 Month S

but d'd not Knowt /7L.57L017L€d_’l: made an ofa I,
L H ¢ unhl

7£’[’)€ day helace 'rL’r:O\(: g ‘ S 'pab(nca—f’&f
the day before Lrfale MY Lral afforney Chated

he Lound sut about 1he n/leged aral Con Pescion
He day of frial. And my attorney gyplese +o

I &



ReaConS For Cranting The Oed/tlon continue!l

have had +he Same Mm@#em/ ofatement ﬁo( lo
70n#hS, Sut did not Know f Sald T a//ezae\’y

made an oral (0N LocSton a ¥ +he Scene oP oaccest-
They dd Not have evidence 7o Get an mdetments

588 ﬁppf‘//)d:)( "Cf.

4,
Fabricated E\/z/c/e/)ce 70 Secure A Canw/cw‘/.'amz

I Viola Lin oF The Fourteen th #mendmen r

70 The u.S. Congh'#u%&m,

Howd ed the ohate 4o Lresent

iy Lolal offomey o
a ﬁabn/c.a%eci m,/m/H'em §7Lm[’€n’) emL o the 5174(\/,
and T wlaS CON sieted L 0b seched Ho the evdence)

[Df/nL the fvrula/ QUdge Said T did no+ has

he UJOM/J WM# ducK“FaOC on my mouth.

The ybStance af the wl Cr Hren clodement wos Suppre
. 50

USing oypbressed Evidence 70 Cecure # conviction s

—n violat/on oF The Fourdeenth Anendment TO

The u.S. camg#,/#u#/om
+he olleged oral £Or\ﬁ655f0m tha & +he allesed
Jave Gl/:/dB:/)Cf aﬂ uloS ﬁuﬂﬂ/eﬁeda

Lo5S5on Suffose Lo have

csed.

(rHen 97%:#@”\@;4/'
This alfeged oral Con

[3



Ve ' Th
caSon¢ fFor Crfam#ﬁqu The dedition rontinues

hatoen on the 4 day of February, 1991, Bnd on
Feéruary 17, 1997 L Supposc o have alven o |
e Hen §'qu€mem[ Qﬁy'/ﬂ‘ﬁ T made an oral

Condessioa on Fehruary 14,1997, |
Cee TJacKSon v. Statey 178 Ga.ad 9L, 744 (2001,

al COmﬁcSS./am noyv O-

7 never made an 0f

Mfi'{/1((6m S]EQ')[fV/) Eﬂ#n ( '
LesSon wias suppressed,

When +he allesed aral CON
'] -
Lhe allesed suriHen SwLawLemenf Eecmmi: Ladmissible.
oed F0 90 +0 Fhe dufye

Rub 4 was SHIl all
Und T odas romvicted. The courts ((_7:1& Youl| read +he

/' [Hen Q%:%cmm } it Says he admis fo +hls otbicer
at the Church Chreet address Lhat # wnS his cocainel’

WependN Tn The allesed [Cohurdq chreet confesSion wa$ Suwressec/ .

Violation oF Due ¢ ' T
| roceSSs The UsSe oF #An unconstfulioml

Prior con¥iction =
n For Enhancé Pun’
: i.g/)meﬁ“/ Jz/#.
4 /4/?’)Eﬂd'meﬁ‘1[c

7 he //40/27[/77% y .

/ 1 q, ﬂﬁ[o:’ 0 (7[( j:f/ 0} S
/ f 4 ! ’ nviction ” 0 /
e E’C/-iVe’ orl /7[_9 #’0{@89 /he /%dA(C7Lmem',L ﬁai'/ed l%o

Th
. d&;bar/a Statute have an element of a dead|
e . " g
| ad Yy &/@GPOI} [s not in C/)&?ng{“)g Poart of {,}:Zeapon

(¢



PeaSons For Gfﬂ‘anﬁfmu The Pedition condinue?

1d etmends But I was SHII convicted and Sentenced

Lor a dead // (eatin. See HPPend/ces F and G-

ﬂfr@pa e 1= o hs CO//V/cf@(/ and &é/a#emced 7[5r
G Cf//n’)é’ I «/af§ /70# /hdla%ﬁd 700f: :
Which 5 a violatlon A the 51 dendmenrt 4o +h€

LA §, ﬁOn 97[/(7%/7[1(0/7)¢ /40/@@(![}/ wlealon ,(S na-[*a CAOIF@C per sé,
¢ ¢
‘ /4 .9(//{/7(»( flec. oPerates asS o wlover Op rn/)ﬂof/am%

rights, and rs Valid only f done voluntarily,

Knowaingly) and l(;’/%c?//,éeﬂ#(y, with Suldiclent awareness
of He relevant circumstances and [iKely COm\SequeﬂCeS?%
Beady V. united States, 397 u.S. 742 /1970)

0 dohawt V. Stumfl, 545 . 8.195, 17a(2005)-
(Ciibere o defendant PleadSs Quiltr +o a C rime
vwithout having been intbrmed of Fhe crime's elementS,
#AfS‘ S?Lama/am/ /;(_C ot h’)f# 0/40/ e glea ,@’ /%Va/fn/jj,‘d )

T wsas coerced by the courd and dfrict
CnLvLOrrrey’ /;440 10/8070'///43 ﬂuf/vL}/n

nder mMi'sS £35S I(/ﬂfl( [aut! MBecause an essenlil
i(f’)\gredfem% of +he oltensSe c /77/{99/!(49 fram +he

indicdmenty [F Falled +o Charge o crome and
Joid) Dure V. State 446 So.dd /0/6EREER (01T ( /W/),

R)



ResSonS For Gran ting The Pelition contie’

((/4// the authorit’es are o +he el Lect that an
/’/]C)//’C)Lff)eﬂ%) fo 68 Suﬂﬂr%/é/l?‘ o Por Ujhr(C/l a

Con V/(CAS/J may _C’#ana/) MUS/ }\87[’7@00% +he
Constituent efements 2 a crimmal offenSe-

Eoch and every material Lact and esSential
//ngredz'en% 0»0 #A(: oﬂfenSG MUS#AG a//;L/) W/’@C'(Q'rm"

and CervLa,{va)f 5@% 700/‘“”) ’99
BurchLrold v Steter 270 Sodd bd 3, 6A5(MES-19 723)

el L oner State that +he State of ms/ssiwa
/)aye @&Jefvl ngou’ngf all 0‘70 e case lawd
Olu#/)or/(lfes a/)d fooneausly dem:’ec[ all 0/’ my

/@ﬁq/ endeavons .«
The cA.S. Supremé court have ctated Fhat'

Crriterio by which Sutficlency ol arl i dilctmeat
[¢ fo be measured are 72/7*}7[) Lthether the

(o didmendt Contains +he elerends of +he offense

i ended 4o he charged, ond Sutticlently apPrises

Jelondant of wihat he must be fresared 0 meet.’

Russell v. . S., 369 (1.5.7144 [196:2) .
here wlas no fackual bass for flea.

T did not have o lawyer when T
Tn vidlakim of my M pmedment rights under +

CO{’]S"A(AJ'AIO'/M S%fl(Ck/al/)d 7A Was\l’n(v\ﬁ%m( b u.S. (ﬂb@ ([Vl ?Lj) -

plead Suilty-

he L. G-

[b



/ —
1easonS For (Jmnﬁmﬁ The ﬂe/,%fm contise!

{[fO Perm/t o convicdon Obtained i/ U ety om ol
Gideon Vo wainwright +o be t/Sed adahs F a
Dercon either #0 Support Quilt or enhance funChment
Lor anether ol sesoe /S 0 €rode the orinciple
oL that caSe. Worse )/976 sice the delect "
Lhe Prior convictilon wias denial of the f‘/%/ﬁL #0
COUHS@/) Hhe accused 1 eflect Sutfers arew
A’Om the de orivafion of that, =" ((9 bt
Burget v. Texas 389 (.5 109, /15 -

Gideon V. Wainwright, 3712 /.8 335,

T sk the Courl +o fake Judicial notice
3D the Lact +hat 4he m/sSsSiopi court oF A ppea(s™
O’E(:/Qlfm) Hrrend X R, only rofer +0 a deadly
LJeapon, THe court ol #roealsS never deSCﬁ(b@
&’,//’)a)[ /’)/,06 of de_o:dly wteapon (L was.

4 deod{\/ weapan /iC not a Cﬁarge per S€.-
T courd of) Asveals here in 135 I8SIPO, 'S

intentionally /770/(/@ erron€ous d€C/{_§/[oméa

These are (“‘excerstional Circumstances” Which
wlarcant £h/s Courd’s dfscretionary PowecS,

T cannot et adequate relied from ony Other Courk

Suvreme court Rule Q\O[LH(EHQ

[



Ke ' ‘ng T ]
abons For Gran /’c mﬁ The /67[/ 74’0;4 Con%ffué‘:

(‘ffﬁe I'/O/L//?%af/ﬂé’ss and /m#e//@@nce 01[\ Qa g’uf\‘\”)"
Plec. Can be GHtacKed on corlateral review only
L First Challenged on d/frect covred”’
Bousley, 523 u.S. at bl Surra .
PetiLioner have C//)a(/enged e above JGuilty Plea
On directd ceviews S€€ poeendi L B.

E o fjuchice of his convichon s not
/77/7‘{90#&5/ b)/ the PasSage dﬁ#ln’?@p HPS Plea Should
be 4reated as a ity and the conviction based
on Such a Plea Should be VO/J@J”:'A at bd9.

/Dc;ﬁ(/—,‘/an@f's plea of (9871 /g valid as a matter
of ConsH'futonal lows?

[ iKe +he CaSe above, Hhe Court and den"m(c‘f’
atorney had Knawlingly Conspired o deceive me
i order +o induce me Fo Plead Suilty +0 & Crime
Lot 4 not commik idat b1e:

& rhere can be na room Loe doubt Haak Such a
Cipcum Stance Cinherently results ‘na complete
miScarriage df Juskice) and Presents eXCePtional
clrcumstances” that d{ufvt:'fy collateral relief undes
290.8.C. 32 54@)5urreme court Rule 2010,

wherebore; I asK Fhat £he 1987 Jui{+y Plea ConvicHion
be VacCated.

/8



ConcluSion

Pelifionec'S Prayer 4o +he Court (S +hat iF
revien) the claim& Presented.

CProvicion 0f Antitercorism and €ffective
Death penalty ACT ﬂre\/em#/@ Supréme Couft
from reviewing Court of Appeals ocdec denyny
Jeave +o £iie second habea$ Pt’?L Aﬁn by
QPPGH/ or by wri ol certlorart does /7075
by /;77/9//‘ca+7‘0ﬁ reveal Sufreme Courd’s author ity
to entertatn original habeas pefitions.
519 .S 51 1996).

FQ/KQF VA 7/ur‘p(q)
L1.5.C. #. Const. /4r1L.37 Cectlon &; A8 U.S.C. A AA54.

Pettboner aSkS that this courd 3tant Sald
cdrid 070 habeaS’ CO(P“Q O;V)o/ —P/)a% he be re/QaSt?d

p (
fmm 1 Ca ccerotion -

The twol2) decisions of +he m'ssissieer court

a4+ ﬁﬂpeaIS’/ APpendices B and B are deﬁmdx(ns +0
7L/)€ /. S. CO/’)S?Z‘I-LLJ#/OM Q’?Cl S/’)OM[CJ nﬂ"/L be CaSeé

law /n +he $tote oﬁ micslssiper.
\)u‘y 121 3033

EQSP@&LA///)/ SubmiHed,
DaJrQ

(9



