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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

. OKLAHOMA LACKS JURISDICTION IN INDIAN TERRITORY DUE TO ITS

STATUS AS A STATE OF THE UNION BEING VOID AS RESULT OF ITS
FORMATION, CREATION, AND ADMISSION INTO THE UNION BEING IN
VIOLATION OF ART. 1V, §. 3, CL. 1 OF U.S. CONSTITUTION.

. OKLAHOMA'’S PROSECUTION OF PETITIONER WAS AN ARBITRARY ACT IN

VIOLATION OF 14™ AMENDMENT DUE TO FACT ART. 1, §. 3 OF OK. CONST.
PROHIBITS IT FROM EXERCISING JURISDICTION ON FEDERAL PUBLIC AND
INDIAN OWNED LANDS WITHIN ITS BOUNDARIES.

. PETITIONER’S CONVICTION IS VOID AS DENIAL OF DUE PROCESS DUE TO

BEING A DIRECT PRODUCT OF BILLS OF ATTAINDER IMPOSED BY U.S.
CONGRESS AGAINST CREEK NATION INDIAN TRIBE ET AL.

. PETITIONER’S 14™ AMENDMENT RIGHT TO ADJUDICATION BY AN

IMPARTIAL JUDGE WAS VIOLATED BECAUSE “ALL” OKLAHOMA STATE
JUDGES HAVE A DIRECT, PERSONAL, SUBSTANTIAL PECUNIARY INTEREST
IN REACHING A CONCLUSION AGAINST PETITIONER.

. COURTS HAVE IN EFFECT HELD PETITIONER TO A HIGHER STANDARD OF

THE LEGAL ART THAN MEMBERS OF THE LEGAL PROFESSION, WHICH
CONSTITUTES DENIAL OF DUE PROCESS.

. CASE NO. WH-2022-3 MANIFESTS THE PRESENCE OF FIVE ISSUES OF FIRST

IMPRESSION.




LIST OF PARTIES

-M(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:

RELATED CASES

’ MN\“(‘P\"Y \/0\0\@\{@[)%75 F%O‘{ g?(o
(loth Cire, 2017), Tudament ontered Mov, 9,207

¢ MEBICE Ve OK\O\MW\W) (40 §.C+ 2452
(2040) Tudament entered July 4,10L0.



TABLE OF CONTENTS

OPINIONS BELOW ..o 1
JURISDICTION......... e e oo e e s e oo eeseese oo L
CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS INVOLVED ..o 3
STATEMENT OF THE CASE ...ttt Lg-
REASONS FOR GRANTING THE WRIT oo 29
CONCLUSION ...ttt 3 E

INDEX TO APPENDICES
Decicion o€ Oklahoma Cour+ &fF
CYiing] Aepenlc
APPENDIX B eDQQV\,ff\(a\(\ gt Sdate Jr‘(‘f\o\’\ e OU\W%_

APPENDIX C

APPENDIX A

APPENDIX D
APPENDIX E

APPENDIX F



TABLE OF AUTHORITIES CITED

CASES:
— ACT FOR THE ADMISSION OF WEST VIRGINIA INTO THE UNION, 10 U.S. OP.ATTY.GEN. 426

(L862) e eeeeeeeer e ees oo meeeemsem oo ees et e e e s e versen st 1 e e R e e 0 7,8,10,27
— CUMMINGS V. MISSOURIL, 71 U.S. 277 (1866).......cececereerrmemcenremeescescsceermssssesessisssissressenarsansssssrssnssssses 15,17
—DENT V. WEST VIRGINIA, 129 U.S. 114, 9 S.CT. 231 (1889).....c.ccrucsrermmmrercercrmneensecmssesesimss e ssssss s sensnss 13
—HOLIDAY V. JOHNSTON, 313 U.S. 342, 61 S.CT. 1015 (1941)....ccvrrrirctmcntnntnniesresississssssosssssasasssssssesnes 25
—HURTADO V. CALIFORNIA, 110 U.S. 516, 4 S.CT.111 (1884)....c. oo reerreremsieinsssssessssissssssssstsnesssssossees 13
—IN RE MURCHISON, 349 U.S. 133, 75 S.CT. 623 (1955)..c.c ittt esesssssssssssssssss s ssnssessss s snes 22
—MCGIRT V. OKLAHOMA, 140 S.CT. 2452 {2020)....cosmmrecmmmererccmrcrucmnicsimr s semsass st sessessasmas s ssasses s s ssssssssens 9,18
—MURPHY V. ROYAL, 875 F.3D 896 (10™ CIR. 2017)....ouicreereerirctrrercereesnisesenassasnesseessessnens 7,8,9,12,15,16,17,18
—POLLARD V. HAGAN, 44 U.S. 212 {1845).....c.ceerererreeriecrcrrcrensenssessessessressesesssesmansssimsaesss csnsersass sssssssssassssorsssas 11
—PRICE V. JOHNSTON, 334 U.S. 266, 68 S.CT. 1049 (1948)....c..cemsseeerernrerrsresessssssrssmsssassossoseessessmssasnssesere 23,25
—RICE V. OLSON, 324 U.S. 342,65 S.CT. 989 (1945)......ciiiiiniiiisisiniias iesssssssssssans s sns s s e s es s 25
—TUMEY V. OHIO, 273 U.S. 510, 47 S.CT. 437 (1927 rerirreirrrnreinieenccr s eenensessse e sessssnssssssnssssanssensmssansnns 22
—WADE V. MAYO, 334 U.S. 672, 68 S.CT. 1270 (1948)....ccccoovrrcerimrerceronscorianesceriuns! v ensens 14,22
—WOLFF V. MCDONNELL, 418 U.S. 539, 94 S.CT. -2963 (2978).ceee et enr e e e b 13
STATUTES AND RULES
12 0.5.A. § 133 .o see et ere st s et seacas st et et ses e s s ek s er e an bR a0t ses e aeraen et neneA srE SRS e ear e sen e serene R eres 4
12 0.5.A.8 1336 s resh e s ses b eSS ERes er bR et ot RS SRR SRR SRR o8 sar sRe RS et e 6
LB U.S.C. B L1113ttt s er et et s e saesem s st e sr b v .................................................... 18
OTHER
46 AM.JUR. 2D JUDGIMENTS § 25... ettt sttt st e ee e s ss e s bes s et eaesam s st st b st o asn et sassasenes 14

72 AMUJUR. 2D STATES,ETC. 8 Lottt sttt sssass st ass s s sesme sereas et sessas seabis st sss st ssa assssans seasasses svee 10




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:

The opinion of the United States court of appeals appears at Appendix to

the petition and is

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

The opinion of the United States district court appears at Appendix to

the petition and is

[ ] reported at ; O,
[ ] 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 to the petition and is C{

[ ] reported at MV\p\Ab“C)l’le ; or,

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

The opinion of the S +Q+€ T\p l QL , C’O “ b+ court
appears at Appendix B8 to the petition and is

[ ] reported at AN P%blfs h eq s ory

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

[ ] is unpublished.




JURISDICTION

[ ] For cases from federal courts:

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

[ ] 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. § 1254(1).
28U5.C.82403(a) applies But neither +he
State +reigl ot appellate Court certifid +0
@::ﬁvg\ey General thot o Act of Cowaress has
CAWN AWt question .S, C+ Rule 27 (4)(b),

[ 1 For cases from state courts:

L - : 3
The date on which the highest state court deciged my case was 5 2’ Q‘ 02'
A copy of that decision appears at Appendix .

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

appears at Appendix

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

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

L.




| CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS INVOLVED

K CONST Ach L §3......5,1h12
0K CONST Act 1,810 o. ... 2]
U8 CONST Avkd §9... ..ol 1
U6, CONST A, 4810, ...
.5, CONST At IV 83 ¢l 1, .. 47,0087
.5, CONST Amendwent [H.. ..., |3

3 U.S.C. 81 .. L




STATEMENT QF THE CASE

Cotidroney wad Convitted of one
count of Shoeoting with Intendt To
Kill \w +he Muskegee County District
Couvdt (v Musgkogee )Ok!o\homq))coﬁe No .
CF-1994-995.Tn April 1996 he wag
sentenced +o 150 years in +he cuStedy
of the OKM\AOW\Q D.o. C,

On May 12,2022 Peh-ﬁo\/\%r £iled a
Wit of Ha\aﬁqs Lovas pursuont +o |2
Okl. St. Ann. 8133 , Cage No, WH-2022-3,

The firet 4hree \ovopog 1+iong (n Casg M,
WH-2022~-3 ave:

T.0Wahoma Lacks Turisdiction Inm
Tdian Tevvitory Due To Tts
Status As A State of The Uwion
Bewng Void As Resuld I+s
F—oY‘Vha+t@ﬂ Cveat) gnid Aotlm:ssmn
Into The U\mo\/\ Being Iw Vielation
of Avt. 1V ,83 ¢l .1 of U8
COV\%*P\‘I?M"I'IOV\)

IL. Oklahema Lacks The Authoridy To

Exevcise Subject- Matter

.




Tuvicdietion Over Crimed

AL
Commit+ed On Federal Publve

Lands and Twdian Owned Loands
Due To Being Prohibited From
Doing 56 By Av+. 1,83 of

O lahema Conatitution p

10, My Conviction Teo Void AS Denial
0f Due Pvocess Due To Being The
Divect Product of Bills of
Ad+ainder Twmposed By U.5.
Conavess Adainst Creel Nation
Twdian Tribe et al.s

V. Courhs’ Determinption That
Appellate Counstel wWasg Constitu-
vionally BEffective Gave Pot14ioner

Good Reason To Believe That The
Hevein fPresented ¢ loiims ¢ D1d
Nod Occur?’ oy “Were Not
Evvoys Ln The Eyes of +he

! On Aevil \Cl,l09v5)'l)is+wfc+ Judae
- Stuacd Tate 1ssued an ovder denywng
Halveas Coppus Case No WH-2022- 3,

e

law. >

5.




Theveln Tudae Tate pointed out +hat no
cervice was made on +he opposing
pav+y. See Appendix B, But 12 0.5 A.8
336 charges the cheeiff with the
duty of Serving +he opposing party. See
1L 0.5, A..1336.

fe*"““\”‘ appealed Tudge Tate’s
dental Yo Oklahoma Conrt of Cyimnal
Appeals (0CCA), Case No. HC- 1023-44 5,
The gole around was “ Habeas Judge
Abuged His Digeretion By Faling To
recuse Himseld Due To Having A
Divect, Personal, Substantial fecuniary
Twntevest Tn Reaching A Conclusion
Aaainst Peditioner, 2> On May & 2043
the OCCA '\ssued an ovder declining
S\AY‘\Sol'ﬂc—{—iov\ foy f-m’«lure to senve
op posing porty (12 okl, St. Ann. §1336
choraes the gheviff with +he duty
of sevrvice), The judgmendt was
entered on June 94,2015,

©.




@u-eS—Hon Owne

PeJclvl—[oV\eNg clmm +hot Oklahoma
Lacks yurisdiction \n Twnoian Territory
s baced on an opinien by U5, Attorney
Ceneral Edwavd Bates that was 188 ued
W A6 and based ow facts cited by
the Tenth Cireurt yn Murphy v
Roval, 875 F 3d 896 (1o+h Ciw 2017),

“he Said opinion specified +hat,
‘e Congress by Avt, (V. § 3 of the
(“,ov\ﬁ’y’rf-f"tA—’r'xO\/\7 hag power +o Cadmit?
new S+ates into +he (/lmiom,)bu“f“
cownoet make , form ,or cregte hew
states. A free, Amemcav\ state can

be made ownly loy s componenT

members— the PEORLE 775 Congress
connot admit ynte +his Ulmoh any

fevritory,district or other political
entity, less than q Gtate . And such
State must exist as a separate
wdependent body \Oo\vl-\(‘, Chefore’

T.




4 can be admitted under that clauce
of the Constitution (Act V&3 ¢| 1),
and theve 18 wo olheyr clayse ?? See
Act For The Adwmission o4 Weet Virainig

Tnto The Union, 10 U.5. Op A+4y. Gen,
16,496,427 (1862).

Accovding 4o Loete add uced by +he
Tenth Civeutt “wn Mo phy v, IQOYaI,“Ih 1§90,
Conaress Carved +he Tervitory of
Oklahoma su+t of +he WQS"I-QY\V\ half of
+he Twdian 'Te/‘rblﬁov‘y.ﬂ'\e Territory of
Oklahoma became +he State of
Oklahema n 1‘7107,99Mmrphy,‘5(4prq7875
E2d at 423-930, Tha+t att by Congregs
W 1890 proves that i gid indeed
form anol c\eate the State of

Oklahoma gyt of land from +the
Tindian Tervitory,

From +he date W+ was admitded ints
the Union 4o the present day,+he State,

.




| 0+ Ok\q\r\ow\q has never heen g 5apqrod‘e
i wdependent Yody politic. Because 14 g
always and s+l 18 governed by +he
Tevxritory of Oklahomag and by Trihg]
Governments See 7.9, MM\cp\r\y)SuPV‘q78’7S
F.2d ot 436,924 (“1he Enabling Act also
provided $hat +he laws tn force tn
+he T@Y‘Y“\*l\'o\”)( of Oklaho *mq?(?t‘i fayr ag
practicable yshall extend over and
apply to said new Stated?) ¢ 4he
Creel Nation, \\is%orlcaliy and
traditionally 13 o confecleracy of
autonomons +vilbal -’rowvxs)or Talwa,
each with 48 owmn political
ovraanization and leadership ??) Both
the Muephy and Mebivd decisions
conclusively prove +hat e State
of Oklahoma 13 s4i[[ governed by at
least two different ogovernmente

'OW\O{ hence 18 hot a ggpqy\o\‘l'e
wdependent fLody politic,

9.




Accovrdingly, Conaress exceeded +he
Powep %Y‘O\V\"\‘Qd 4o 4 \O\/ AY‘+ |V §5
cl.1 of U.S, Cons+itution w%eh H—
*Fovw\eol +he ”Ye,y»mr{-or\y ot Okl \/\oma }v\
\390 awnd admitted 1+ \nto +he Union tn
1907 ¢*as a pelitical enti +y +hat 13
less than o state due Jo not be\hg
a separate thdependent body politic 77
Gee Act For The Adwmission of West
Virginia Tnte The Union, 1o U.S, Op.
At+Y. Gen. t20,417(1862) Alse cee-
TL AM.TUR. Ad State Et+e §1 (A
otate 15 “'A” po 1+\qu Qow\w\u\m«l-\/
of L£yvee citizens occupymg o

tervitory of o{e{med boundanries,
svaanized under A2 quemmev\Jr )




Q(/\e%+iov\ Two
A, 1 éB £ OK. CONGT. specifies

X% quxow\e pav+t: ¢ The people

\W\/\U&\O[+\V\5 Yhe S+q+€, do aqree OW\D[
declare —H\ey forever disclaim all “3W

and Hitle A or 4o any unappropriated
90\\0\\(, land s lying within the boundar|eg

+L\ev‘eo{17av\ol to all lawnds lying within

sard imits owned or held by any
Twndian yFribe or noton, .. 27 See oK .

Const. Av+i §3
The U,5, Supheme Count L\Q%

condtrued “forever disclaim’’ clauses
W State cons+tutions +e mean +hot

“a state 15 excluded from e)(WCtSMg
buw%olwc%on over or tnterest in

whatever land +he State forever
drselaims viaht and title o, )7 See,

¢3¢ Pollavd v. Hagan 44 14,5, 212,

- A3% (1845) (That H\e disclatimerp O‘F

Alabama 4o all vight aud +itle n
P




the waste lands, ov in +he uhappropriated
lands | Iying within +he State excludes
Wer £yrom any \nterest 1 the ‘39”7‘3
+oo Manifest Foy olebod’e).

fetitioner was 'COV\}/‘!C“‘red 1 the
Muskogee County District Courd \n
Mugkonee ,0Oklahoma, The Tenth Circuid
avnd U.5, Supreme Court both have

determined +hat MMSkogeQ Ok {ahoma
& Tndian owned land. See Murphy v,
Reyal, 875 E3d €46 (1o+h Civ 2017);
MeBirt v, Oklahoma 140 5, ct 9454
(&O&O).Hg\/\ce Oklahoma exceeded i+s
yurisdietion by progecuding Petitioner
on Yond where s own Conshitudion
(Av. i7§3) ‘pvo\/\v\bw\-}'% 1t from
exercising junisdiction on ot over,
Ok\q\/\OW\Q)S £ lagrant Lailure and
Cefusal 4o comply with 14+3 own
Constitution (Art 1 .§3) 1w 148

|




| O‘F J‘.‘V\Q’ "\V\Okl\\/lol[,tal q%q\ms+

s prosecution of Peditioner constituted

aw acbitreary act that dented him
aue precest v{o)aJr?ov\ of lt+h
Avwewndwent. 5eeqe.9.5 Hurtado V.
Cq\i—FoM\iq) \\O U4, 8S. 516,57 % S, C+. 11
(\88+4) (+the words ¢y the law of
Yhe land 2 Lvom +he Magna Cartg
weye “\\mhanded +0 selUtre +he
wdividual Lvom +he axhitvary exercise
o+ +he powers of government??)sDent
v. West V\'vqihiqq\lﬂ U.5. 14, 124 9
S.Ct A3V (88D (T +his country +he
veguitement of DUE PROCESS 18
whended +o secure dhe cidizen aganst
MY acbitreary deprivation of is ﬁngS)
whethey vela¥ing fo hig \'\'-Fe?»\lbev\«;w
0r preper+y )5 Wolf£E€ v, MC:DovmeM?LHS
U.s. 539,558 ,q7 S.Ct 3,‘163(\%74)(%&
touchsStone of due process g orotection

9~\‘\0'\+-\r‘ah:\/
action of 9overnmend ),

13,




Demial of due process Venders g
YWdgment vold,See Wade v. Mayo, 334
U.S. 74 (083 68 §.Ct. 127001948)
(olevnqL 0{ du\e proCess renders Voio +he
yudgment and commitment under which
Petitioner 1 ol ld)5also 46 AM. TUR. 24
Tudyments g A5 (A uo\g\mewl- cah he Void
ot ownly for lack G‘F ju‘mSo\\H-iov\ ,but

also wheve dhe Cour+ acte \n q

manher contrary 4o due Process)

K.




@\Aegﬂj\o\/\ Three

The U.5 Supreme Count defines
Wil of adtoarnder ag follows: <A
ot adtdavnder 18 a leaislative aet
which wehete punishment withont
yudhtial +eial gnd 1neludes any
\eog\s\a#\ve AC+ \N\/\')C,L\ +akeg Ihe
e  \iberty ,or pv0p9r+\/ of A
pacticular wamed or eagily astertamable
ArONE of persond because leayslature
ks them quilty of conduet whiceh
deserves punishment, ” Cummings V.
Migssourt, 71 U5, 277,323 (1866),
T Muephy V. Reyal +he Tewth Creurt
adduced +he following FACTS from
condressiona| records and reports!
“Twn 1893, veflecting federal po\\mes

+o %om\bt\/ ass\milate Twndians 1nto
nehw—Twndiah culture and o eVehvhmH\/

(5.




. ireate o new State tn the Indian

' Tevtitory, Congress created +he Dawes
Comm)ssion to negotiate with +he
Five Cuwilized Tebes . The Five
vl zed Teibes \f\owwev refused +o
negotiate with -H\e iDewveS CDMW”@SIOP\
and CongQSS-—-SJr Il unsuvre of +he
ccope of 45 authority to forcibly
dispose of +eibal lands—began To
force +he 1ssue by placing Yestrictions
on +he Tndrian governments, . Tn 1897,
Cengress wnpoSed several measures +o
force +he CreeX Nation’s agreement
o the alletment poliey (Alletment
Acts Weve laws dedigned +o force
Tndrans snte vwdividual allotments
cowved out s vesepyations and +o
open WP uhalletted lands for hen-Tndian
sedtlement Murphy, supra, 75 F 3d gt

| .



A19). .. An 1898 law,+he Curtis Act,
Comdinued +he Qampﬁ’\% for allotment
by abolishing +he €'><\S+W13 Creel court
oystem ound vendering theh- - ex154ing
tevbal lawe unenforceahle i Tederal
courts. T+ alse provided for forced
allotment and Teemingtion of +rihal
land owherghip without Leibal consent
wnless the +eibe agreed to allo+meh+9”
MuephyySupra, 875 F 3d at 934,

The ohove Ci/b\@'heo{ tacte fyrom

Mucphy manifest +hat the retaliatory
pumx+lve measitreq \vv»posec{ by Congress
agaihst Cveek Nation 1n (297 and
1898 were \n effect bills of attainder
l W othe Sense oefined and described
| by U.5. Supreme Courd tn Cummings
v, Missouvi supra, Tl (5, gt 32 3.
TheY alSe prove beyond doub+t +hal
the State of OKlohomaq as 1§

{7,




cutrendly constituted ,0perated, and
qovevhed ,would not ex\s+ hadl Congress
net ev\oxc+eol bills of attainoer in
1897 and 1898 +o force Creek Nation
et al. *o agvree or subimi+ 4o allotment
Accordingly,) Mugkegee County would
net+ be a part of +he State of
Oklahoma absend passage of said

wills  of q++o(md.ev: W 1897 and 1898,
That means Peti+ioner would have

been prosecuted by a different
Sovereigh Under olncwceremt elements
of crime with different centencing
%u\de\mes Swce Muslkoegep County
15 Yot+h Eedeval public and Thdian
swhned land(see,e.q,, /\/\mp%y,swm
g15 F 3d QQ®<u%w1c\w 2617) and
MeGird v, @Klahomq |40 &,C+, A45L )

Petitioher?s cage weu ld have been
gqeveywned by +vibal gr {ederqi law,

1.




Ande v JrY‘Jw\Z)Qi ov ‘FBGLQY‘ON la w Pa“[;’\"f';OheY‘
wou ld wot lhave recleved 150 years
for attempted murder gl g first
ofFender — +he federal statute for
attempted murder (18 U4,5.C, g 1113)
carried o “maximum ¢f 20 YveaPS,”
clear |y, +he bills of attainden
wposed by Congress qgainst Creek
Nation 1w 1897 and 1899 hod +he effect
of dvasdically altering +he courge of
\/\RS"’"OV‘V awnd +l"€ qu\%‘Y\‘lS';LY‘q'['{@h o+
“bu\%«l-}ce and AW 1pn +he Thdian
TertitoryY bhetween (397 and L0223,

- Move \mpontantly, passage of
bills of at+tainder 15 prohineoJ
by Av+ i,)SecHoms A and 10 of U.S,
Conotidudion.,

19.




uesHon Four

Ty +he €iest +hree propositions
\owese‘hﬁd W Case No, WH~-2101dl— 3,
potitioner made valid (Colorable,
viable challenges +o +he congtitution-
Aty of OKlahomagds status as q
member of +he Union . ALl +heee
eropositions thvolve (juvisd§c+ioy\ql
defects otemming €rom erthen
Congress’s enactment of
anconshfutional laws or okjahomals
axcbitrary enforcement or outright
disreaard of 48 swn laws, P\esolmﬁoh
of eidkher of sad ovopoSitions th
Povor of Petitioner would,as an
‘nevitable legal consequence. render
void Oklahoma’s status ag a
ctate of +he Union, Loss of 145

¢ctodus as a S+ate of +he Union
would cause OKlahomoa +o lose

2L0.



ALL \oo\f\—?’mq\ power ovey and tn +ff§€
W\\o\a *\'QN‘V%O‘(‘\/ o\ \Oo\lJrlmi covvwv\um%y
K nown as the ¢tate of Oklahoma.
ALl Oklahoma Gtate judges ave
| vi\\o\oyeol ahd Pﬂilﬁl by +he State of
oklahema. See OK. CONST, Act. 7,8 I
(salavies awnd Qx\oemsee—vRe#\mmem%f).
HW\Cg 0 —i:q\/ovo\\ale "(‘\A\(Y\ﬂ +or
Peditiener would cause ALL OKlahoma
ctate judaes 4o lose thele employ-
ment, pension jand other benefitg
that comes wit+h +helr State
employment, Accordingly, ALL OKla-
\(\ovv\ox SFI‘W’(‘@ Z)ud@es a‘e Cd{siua\incfed’
£yom adjudicating Case No, WH-
1022-3 due to ¢ lhaving a direct,
personal , substandial pecuniary

wterest i veaching a conclusion

againgd Politionen, 2
“WhWe U.8., Supreme Coupnt has

2L\




determined ag clearly establiched
Loderal law 4—lf\q~\h“]+ 15 o D{QV\‘RO{'I ot
due process of low f a criminal
defendantis life \iberty,or property
(6 subjected to +he judament of a
cound, +he yudae of which has o
dicect, personal, substantia] wnterest
W reaching q concelugion agarnst
Wim an his ease 7 See Tumey V. Olnio)
273 U.5. 510,523 4T 5, Ct, 437, 4HH]
(19375 Tw ve mec%"\Sohg?ﬁG{ U.s.
133,136,715 S, Ct. 13 (1955) (A
?a\rfrmal \‘y\ a falr +ribunal is a
basic We@u\wemeV}“F oF due proaeSS,
Thue we yman 18 permitted $o Ty
ca’el8 where he hasg a o('wec»h
substantial pecuniary ok persenal
thteresd i +he outcome)

~ Deiial of due process repolens
yndamen+ voio. Wade,334 U.8. ot 643

oL ol




(Ruestion Five

The U.5. Supreme Couvt has
determined as clearly egtahlished
Fed@'/‘oll law «('—lf\q-lﬂ,)“ Cour+g cannheot
wmpose own peissners +he hWigh
¢ tandards OF t+he Yegal ar+ which
they wmight place on memheng of the
leqal profession,” Price V. Tohnston
338 U.S, L66, RTL, 68 5. C+ [0%g

(194 8),

State +rial and appellate courte
both held +hat appellate counse]
W3 C,omsﬁrl*wf"\ovmlly eLfective.
such g deterwination v effect
Q%%M%ed aypellate councel for
oMmassien oF any versible evrors
Yhat agpear on the tace of +he
:)\AO\QVV)QV\*Q" coll. o

But every £ime Petitiohen

2L

J



P“‘QSEV\"\*Q G aou\‘(\+ wH—l/\ Qa hOH‘FPiVo'OMS
cubstoantive on procedural claim that
WaS omjdled on oirect appeal by

CoV\S+i+u+iOV\a11y effective appellate

CounSel y +he ceviewing holds that
cold claime are barred for farlure o
valse +hem on o{’\Y‘ech aPPea\‘.

When a count excuces appellate
counsel’s gmission of revercible evrrors

(Q«‘Z\») 3MW\QdiC+]oMq( d@“FﬁC‘{‘“S)OV\ olfrec+
appeal but +hen (w the came \wmstance

LoTally penalize a criming) defendant
for presenting said omitted elatims
dweing proceedings after divect appeal,
the courd \n o ffecd holds +he
prisoner +o a HIGHER standard of
the ‘Q%Q{ ar+ than membere of +he
leaal Profecsion ave held +o.Because
cuch o Y‘(ZS{)LH‘ evincee thal counits
VQ@M'\\PQ PNSObﬁV‘S +o perform +he
| N



csoteric legal ard “wmore effectively ”
than members of +he [eaal profession.
T+ 35 a denial of due process and of
‘{:U\hdqme\(\"‘o\l ‘Fa]Yhegg A0 TQq,Ui'V‘e
prmsoners +o equal or oxceed the leqal
performance of members of the Bav.
8€2,2.0 .y Pv”\ce?guprqo 334 .8 at 294
(courta cannot "\\mpose own pr"'zgohem +he
“\iah standards of +he fegal ard whieh
they might place on wmembers of +he
\eaal profession);Holiday V. Johnston,

313 U.5. 343,350 6 5. Ct. 1015(1Q# D) (pro

ce petition for \habeas corpus ought not
be scrutinized for 4echnical hicety);
Rice v. Ol8ow, 314 U.8. 186, T9(-712,

65 S, Ct+ 4RI (1a45) (same),



ATE’S LAWS ARE vern”’
Queshow-«émm,‘,n o ion,
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REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION

Due +6 all sf +he Su‘%SMthﬁ’ed ALts
and examples of pervasive 30V'€‘PV\W\?"’+"".
corrvption cited in sUppoet of his
clavmS, +hie coage “raises iscyes of
sfstemic consequences for +he develop-
wment of +he [aw and +he adminStration
of yustice.?’ Hence i+ would be in +he
wtetrest of justice For +hig Court
+o declare and demonstrate to
the public what’s superipr oyt
o+ ‘he +\~lf\\r\e€ BV‘CW\C,I/\BS 0 Govern-
ment and the U.S, Congtitution.

The answeyr wneedg +¢ be
PEMONSTRATED T0 THE PUBLTC,

Considering that Petitionepss
claime avre SupPpopded by SubStantiate
aCts and examples pf unchecked
aovernmental corvryuplion found iy
CondleSional records, +his Coundog
farluce +o adjudicqte +he mewi g

\.—P‘s

34,




will Anevitably show +he United
ciates of Amerita to be q
o\\c+a+ov‘gl/\1p or authoritarian
cegiwne \n the same Sense Americq
perceives Russlo, China, and North
Kovren +o be.

Te +hat the message and '\vhotge

the Counrd wan+s To Send +he
pu\ohcp

Ov has +he Cound hecame So
p\\«lﬂ&lled dogmatized . ond
\moloc+v~x%a+€fol that 4 doesh?+

even feel +he glightest weed,
concerny ot vresponsihility 4o

dewmencdrate justice to +he
pm\ol\c?




CONCLUSTON

The petitien for a weit of
covdtiovart should be granted.

Res pectfully Submitted

Dodtor. ., fphmen

Date: Auaust 94,2043
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