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QUESTION(S) PRESENTED

h. Did llie Fourth Cl____________  frcuil Court- of Appeals commif Error wlien TLP
CQ(jrt Denied Pellfimer's Cerl;fuahe of AppeflbbiliPy on Grou/iJs Ihof
Pi5PoSiliV€ Procedural Ruling is DeW~aUe And tiiaP the PeMioti
Had ho Slafe a DeboPable Claim oh h\\e Denial of a Conshiohvhat fejlrk

R. D;d Ike Uni-fed SUeS DaPricP Courl, W&slern Dislrfcf, CommiP Error WH
Tuf Courl Gfflhled PespondehP Motion To DisrT\i5S, Denied Pehhonef^
3L3l5H Peliljon o& Unlikely And iWed By Tbe SlaPule dr LiinilaPoh ^ 

And Cohclading IPaP PePPoner Faded ho Es+abbsb TFaP He ivEntPled 

To Etju'ilaPle Tolling.

en
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LIST OF PARTIES

y\ All parties appear in the caption of the case on the cover page.

[ ] 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:

RELATED CASES
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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

IV^For cases from federal courts:

The opinion of the United States court of appeals appears at Appendix _/? 
the petition and is
[Id reported at
[ ] has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,

to

a/a. J2Q 5 or,

[ ] is unpublished.

The opinion of the United States district court appears at Appendix 
the petition and is
[‘^reported at__
[ ] has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,
[ ] is unpublished.

to
r~....

ift >m(Z ; or,

[ ] For cases from state courts:

The opinion of the highest state court to review the merits appears at 
Appendix____
[ ] reported at
[ ] has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,
[ ] is unpublished.

.j

to thevpetition and is
• f

; or,

The opinion of the _ 
appears at Appendix

court
to the petition and is

[ ] reported at 5 or,
[ ] has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,
[ ] is unpublished.

l.-B



JURISDICTION

[\/For cases from federal courts:

The date on which the United States Court of Appeals decided my case
mMcMr iVi Qd93was

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

yf A timely petition for rehearing was denied by the United States Court of
Appeals on the following date: Mft)/ /2> i Ql$3______
order denying rehearing appears at Appendix C~

and a copy of the

[ ] An extension of time to file the petition for a writ of certiorari was granted 
to and including _ 
in Application No.

(date) on (date)
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
(date) onto and including____

Application No.__ A
(date) in

The jurisdiction of this Court is invoked under 28 U. S. C. § 1257(a).

0



CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS INVOLVED

Pbjj/nJlMt ^)NLsr:cruT^iQL rkd stmin^eV fWrg^RK

fl. luxted artiTgs ^fasrjTuTi^J^ /^wiEAibM^TFA krtp^tTu

<9^ fe*5sW Be>flhl ZfrR dtfTiig\^rypp>-riJ -f^g- i
AND Sueiggr TaTH£ ^uRKGarV^-Tl^eEaF, Flffe OJTITFkJ-; 

^ u^rr£D sr*rfes ftslc> SToTe where im Tvpygp^rriF.

~Uw lAgj? bEKiy-^ Amv»»>c^/Ervtoixrk
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STATEMENT OF THE CASE
-4~' fexfl&Nl'ER-lrj&ltif'dv fjxfcjf Jp \ ?KD 5E v -3& rsW&R£&fZPft&L> vlXTHJXl 'TV\E 

NbCTW Cp>(&toJpi ftbuLY Cz>i2£Brni2r/tfL ) U&S fkflDED ^uxCTV ~T^
"TUE OMMGE tiF HozSTfeSREE 9&9eM F^UARV 5?.aK 6EfeRElftE 

<3uog£ 3bix?v ^uiiEr! MEiklEvrBuRV Carrey £u?&zz& &l>gTi ffeceMa^fi r 

E£MT^\((LE aF MsMXMoAATa a33MMTYteAtftXXMuVL
^ - aftkr bv « ^Kb Juay ^ Mf ckiE/jaigy Uu^ity^u cwe&oaTT

^swuiz^ ftefe aF a £^n_D bv ftjvi f^uirr lwder ^ih dN^min c^uejiqL 

-ST^TuTe l K-.a*7 ..5 fl £REC6CsBHDy//^i4e.5.
False Ly-mo i^L_an.a3FfeSla2shteiz.filiKE5KEvN/A5 

0y AFTft£h)£y U)to REfefEkilED HlH PTTIWHSMEjT^R

Kft?E.fti>sb M RAflE l<rT was /\fcT £es)£. £>Jlte\M^vv CNDT^E^mijE. u/a5
* ufcs: a rape tar *F Tftevte-Im, tauA^^

EvfcDBvkiL Mad frRftltkcrvJftStaJE
Was ^ feuA/**> eusz. t* tonaz)^iT\Ei

iter^ER txfl^u&w fif^TT^
, teliwo, to*™ “St'’j“~f»MifcL
,EVH.rft-rr- tr"N o^-- , « ^ KRt^ ^ RfMTiMoPtoN
Testt* TftiTuMS **5 Rf*&tir
H£k&Jxjc -rztjfr JET flprfc/2-Ber*/'s' Thdfeo&yMas tofuMeSttOa

rtSS^’a5fc 1 v»s

, Rape iWw* w ^ (Wt* HoarcKBEBKja^

^6 equate <W7> ?fi&E ^ten***
C%&**£** m'^L jJ'cf-sw-s'7-^^)**fc*f* euao T> ZaSl?? r^sTm^

{can™Jaetj ch mmzMEo A/sre£eiJteTee**nm£>.

as



PiTTift£tlEb fbixP 4." *'

Pgl^inra^ERs ’Huc&M^rf AKD CzimmJIMbJT rfafevfoPk Lx<T THEAFFfr&t? 

a<> &rtz<T r^/CRPr:Kor^-msc Alf &S.\H .3A^TftTjrg'fe^TflTlffcgy 

Rft9g^£fl-PiVTi r> fty A/sf onui-r. feTTTrwgft wto^ &&JT&j3Zh ih mmyi 3:33 a^hto-Is 

XM.vR3^5flA/N/lg^rr AnIQ vJA6 ftggurrRP'n ~l& RE-M-PEth! £W^~fl~te SPY AFK^k,/r-fgp V-rsg1 1_t£F_
PgT^Tn^M^g brn mst CvEfe-of U~ts PljFft Ca^-o^taJ fip/ta /^a. . "l^LbFgrfTmy

"TlfAT frr-ffia^e yjjf&n&nf-* jtI'TVj &uLd NsrfrPfenl at
all
foLLov^r^S Tfcfel n&l£Pm>j2SL a¥ 7U£ Pka ti&gZZM&TTlby fefcfe2>K/Eg, TI-£ TfeTA/L
PTHMitey P/igTfte£ AftVg y^TiT^kfe^g Qfvigg. i.st£G>>(£ ThfoTfffirtgyvfcR
£aulq a£tt iqRfeLgjgkT aa4 ~mg ^ a<^Xf^nvrr^CA >\<vf1 ..

llftW fcgttbsrzxrsifi A^p txcstov/ggjfr^ TAg BOajT^F V&6 lj^Lft"flZ)gK£&
A/it f>^Ai/f) > i^T' PgVrn?>&T2, gffpfrJT TVm t? P&c&a&t U-Tk^ Ura Lf&oJ RiKifrS ftt*D (dgftnPSn-K/fi 

/,9-r*A'rA/&\ y^/’m^kTT^ 2f\dTtW£ Txlh<; r&ir Vg/>M 1W C/vifif ^)fe~TFtvLPEiTBAiJgg. 
LftTEfcfxLKb Vta^ExofTT ?KL£SLMb'T&»X VbV-ft?Pfe921£Tfe RElXE^ /l^gAFfgte. A/Vf^R

XK Tvte. tskXZXtt Ojptf&htfA fiiflgfrtApiQlEkasE4kt € EgBftjftgV^foffAHe/v^iJ/;
ft-f££iSTA^& M£tWylft^Y^frFD qW

PgTlXjdklp£ fr)£p ft PgTrtnfobl fcfc. \JgTT AfA rft*TVAfrA&51 £rttE Px/Z^fy^tfenJ ^ V/i^TH 

Ttt£ Ato/rm ^aka1x<jr ><rr ap ftfpgaL zW ig -Tua/s^ > eask>e5tbJ6 RgJigW TVte
i^NfxtvL af-rAc f9ftsrMf=>R /wmsh) >th£ eq&t lagto&gi fetM/Wwas

^ hpAiTFn^ as rsr^T?_ 3di£ v______________________________
FeiXTxdsIez. FxLgp ^ sgco/Jb torrz^hi ^<z vJrjt A^orgn^gA-g-c. /)n/
A^tovi gE^o£srx^/s ke^£vJaF T<^g fi&jxki- rri^r/^^e. vwmLSh) nJfecEtivJps
r^JjfeTs Vgtctlz^^ TU£n! TxLE-D (VtoXr^NJ ^wteT Q^UftRFRS

C CtxF&im) *hi ^



u FrrTRMgft z 0

QnI <ai oxJffiTJrl fvt 1U£TTtMp TW^lufngp qn/LV

TrJF^^^Trvyr: Q^rr^r^iJ^cr D

frj -^oXuLV ams i P^rrnyiArg£ \rrij?n ft ^%ln (n/i^ M^Nlfag: &Kv\Ajr> 

MAT-fryQ^ j ^/j^tM-TkI/^ g/TH-1 \A^L£Ft^/J /frf f^HAnV s/_yflftRYLQiJfrfafi1^V\M(Kv^ 

ttitVifellttS BRgfy* U aF P)p£> F7#t£. M Ag-.KAATV>\^/ iJn.<; hFAWT^n ,3/)flufi/^

FrrxT^gR Filed fefzi r- wgrr Qrcgfeij^gQgr ftTtgTHiRt>
?grrrW) Urrn TUgNtow Cm^trUfi C&utt&Y RPfefiLs od ^seTT^mber R

ggy^EW iDg ^xaL MtoiM/rmsf wlfKgLB v\Tfl6
OeaI-tf^ aA, ^gffeMftgg ^ H v______________________________________

an/ N/^Bgz 51 ?/> Fl, ?£TTfL>>him Ft) pi-> a^ ft ni&s/d Me^JT Ta ftxs rFtjTaif 

EhR VJg^T aF V4AftflA4“T7>-OsfMf»r>^_ Un*>Rf^ftpy^LPOVt yj2Aflfc^ ft»LD 

gfow^\ aF f[gq cIaym ypnl ftT^Kl, ak/^ m.q/ :3aca ftrfogMgyEflK/ \/Au&HnN 

Entered WftzMW'r m afkaLF Antd FxLed A- A/toM&z^&u.aA
qF 6u^Z)gT AaI 13 iTuiy 0&2fo.ftgS£2WP&7fErigPXT6 MfifttiN ~Q> M5A4T5S^

SaT^I fl\i&j£TJZZ)lfF Ml
aotq-^z/ Pg'gf£Wag,~IR&/fow£.rAntrr. -fesr pgrrmtsl u

jJaTT^F AP ftPPPtol. TMtr AftfrA) VIKS riFMTf^h /W
RfRiL \i > a&33 Vercfr&i&i jueA/QjTgp ft PgtrnzW lag $£H£%R&kS fti<D

1a

ferrn^ vte> gelded WmaV i3>QW3>



REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION
Reeled- fbd- iki Cour4- issuer's Wr<4 of CerJuvrari io Review 4e

following 155UeS oullined below"
Emifable Tolling
Pef-ifioner is under Fhe understanding fhaf lie 16 eligible -Pore^ui-fable lolling by
v?ri-ue of ks Inal attorn &y!5 egreg?ou6 misconduct and Pehtt oner's g-ft'empfs
fe pursue fits chirms. As oaUihe^ in PetittonePi Brief In opposition tt Respondent's
Motto ft 4o DiSflM'SS (Pag@ 5> Par&tjrafth 3.; Page 6 and Pag& *7j BxCagf&pF ^ <*nd £-)
marked as TvExhibit A'Qj Pdttioner was prevented from ttliiu} Uis Habeas Pefitioh
in fine Proper diMe due to the egregious ineffeebyeness and misconduct 0f k\5_
trial Counsel .(Petitioner incorporate By Reference Ike argument in Exhibit A,
entitled Emifable Tolling / in ^upporf of hiS argument here that he is 1

-for By liable lolling). Xfl add if ion , Hie Courb of Appeals was in
that court denied Petitioner Certificate of Appealability /RuleiWjfhaf Petitioner
mJsf demonstrate bath that ike dispositive Procedural Ruleiny is debatable ahd
fbaf the Petition states a debatable claim vf the denial of a ConshdulieftOl Right
The Ai5 Positive Procedural Ruling here oL% 0,S,C. 9l3L44 (cOWifi debdkable

because Petitioner trial Counsel Foaled to explain to Petitioner that he could 

Appeal his, Plea Conviction, ftwf Pefif/aner bad m!j 1 year from fbe date of
Conviction to Ale a habeas Pel if bn, that Petitioners Case wa5 never investigated,

Pef.'li After

Error Wheneligible

nor the true Evidence revealed that there /?ape Kii evidence tying Pek-tionerwas no
did irial Counsel Produce evidence that P&idio/ler WaStto ihe Crime <rf Rape__________________ _______

ftcW/y innocence 0#4Ke charge of Rape.© Continued On M&ched fme.111
Foofnerte" * *

® Petboner raised ;n his second motor -for Appropriate RyiinQ thatttefe was afera&ct of the 

PUo, Agreement on 4t& Pari oP -fine Stabs in that U?j Rea Aareeffi&nt/6bntrad~ rloesnot
mate; clear what charge Petitioner was Convicted of and what Punishtneflf ke d;d
Recced.In support of iks Shipment Peh'hmerfncoreorcde Bv Reference the anavemenf
jfi riLytibit D " on facte 6 heaiftflihQ with Ground 3' Breach of Plea fn support of the
^roiimanf here which supcarh Petitioner's chirn ilnai he /S innocence of ike.
Raps Charge (See also Exfabii At Rmb ^~1l)

, nor
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* ATTACHED PAGE £n

TKe • 5ixft\ \<o W l niE&i Sfates fj3nsl?hiEor\afford crlrdi^l r
vlke rijhf4o\<ft\sW^e of Gmnc/U.S. Cons}. A^encl.XlTle IkW Swes Supreme
Cow4 l^s kfild IWxV te/sknce^Kl^ is /pfiffrelii/e ;n fesaW\<j -fcj)l)gS....
do£s hnf rv\fief -foft Gins-kEitiohal mandate. fee£ fackete y/Jaylor ,535 [)£ \LXj
l£A (gpQoO.Cfmosel^ Performance jfjl'Lplow ^olnj^iye sfamlarvl ReaSo^ygm^
via0n &wn£fc\ Faiei te Provide -Hte v\eteS3rfJ asshteno£. PfiVAionef iaaS agaed
•jWj" as a resufr of CojAiite ineAtecfivefl&jy he Suffered ftejudrce To dfifeTMine
Prejudge- 'ihfe Cot^-pv4- gP a flUjfk Plea t a Pe-hfkmer m,\is-F .sWow tiood' tFfife
is a ram^e errors, he^ouli ndr PUJ fvl
m.Hv nrxj would ^ qofofl -trial (6ee RgyJ v. Tayfer
vsiofic;r^T(c^ 5liH VAr-f ,474 US.SS^ (Hffi

As (k re^H-of CouA6tl effectiveness ns ckftvoftsWtedl fPW> ^onk)ft.h^
Prodeiufft\ Rulrng is deliahxble and 4Ke Pehfjw elated ns KwutA. Erfeon v,PafjoA

5Sl QO^^f^ijires -UmP Protee Pleading fce I'nlerpfetedv I'jmlV'

<;nas 4o second moEoh4r ^pp/yafe Relief clearly sUFqs oh
ite feE Rge W- Pej-Aohef beeves ikefe was a W-gacP of f/ei and explaiheJi

wUte h£ wo6 -kyitg Eo sqj abaij- 4e cUrtp Ke was convicted of If Is also dear
Wf Mre. PeV.f o,h s\&y a l/fokfopi.

m f.5

Tn M'Moy\, Pelih'oner rv^d tee ckm of a IWy V-M<vyW\fl VMibn anc____
aMyd tevxV Cancel tefoite Stete witepe.U -favorable infermb^/i Eo Pe-Etener^
defarf^ aaoorngcfW oJvrsjnq M?j-;oher4nfkea)ulJ hof aygal noraHack

Heft.ftjreemehf jeal.IhSUjpc^/lhese^fe^e^ by
^eferaKce Hxe ArgDer/^erif ;n E^fb»4 /\, Rga 5^ And 7 ^ support sf hj<>
agt/flrvtftiq]- Igpre. ntloiqg wifl^ CotiknU&l On MLch&J Page 2



1^TTAO(EDPMe 2V1

fUe incjo^ofc^m of Eykkrf Darymenf op 5, eddied GfmrjJ 3 •
EWy Kokf/oH.____________________________________

Therefore a CerkTafe of Uppeakklfj/ <Uonid have bften jrwffia.

Furlloef noor«; Jiie Drtlfigf 6^/4 ErroreA wl^eh f^df Cotirl denied
tyikonerK naheqsPekhm as unkmely and'granted Responded'.? n]of;oh

To Dismissj For Ik Rpasohs fhaf lb? Cowrf of/(pp&\ls was ;n err&r.
DliS Couri should yranf TcrkoCari fo reW^k/ IL> decision oflhe Courf of

nppeak at\J ~fk Dfshricf 6>urb fecaise Imih CoarU are. in fiojobioh of
Esikseh t PiKrJuS, 551 1/1 1H(2cC>7)ih4Lif ftp Se P/edlihg.
nvf Aer/lg infprprefed liberally, Luf Hp Peflfioherls Pleading isb&hj
frpafpd (;ke fehiioftef fs a trained Attorney. Tift is a cohnptllinj reason
U\af exisf -£>rlk Couri 4 garase ih rkurefo/nr//junsdkkon ani nof

vh\y b&frg ttie Pro St Pltding issue
b(/i also on at m'fi&hql IcwL

are

in accord wfH) fks Coprks Law



CONCLUSION

The petition for a writ of certiorari should be granted.

Respectfully submitted,

,„*«*..••••.„
vv't G. WqS,

'"tliUllllt***
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