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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 ; OF,

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

[ ] is unpublished.

The opinion of the United States distriet court appears at Appendix

to
the petition and is ‘

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[ ] is unpublished.

[VI For cases from state courts:

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

[ 1 reported at Dacket nacs 163392-3 - ; Or,

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

[\/]’ is unpublished.

The opinion of the Mithics &ul [’ els 3 834 34935%eourt
appears at Appendix _A°_tothe petltlon and is

[ ] reported at ; Or,

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

[vY'is unpublished.
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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.

[ ] 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).

[v]' For cases from state courts:

The date on which the highest state court decided my case was Aw‘m(' P9 PR3 |
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

[ ] 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).
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Statement of The Case

Tnhroducion

In the Sommer of 615 the Pebilisrer was P&rdlecl #a:.m prisen en Jone b, atf tohere
he was ass'igoecl to parele agent Ryan Fisher's case loack Belieen Fne |} and Julb‘ 13
Aer5, the Petibioner located Nemecsos Preperkes in Wayne cm47 thal appeared +s be
vacanl and/lor abandeoned and began to execeise the Jaws of Aélvem Tossessicn by qu&r;m
possession anel Filing quitcloin eleds on the preperkies af the Lagne Ceunly Register af ‘i)eeelc e,
Abter filiag Wis advecse claim on the pr cperties, the Potitivner commenced s exercising +the P«JL;&PS
and Priwf?lgges of ouwnecship over the prepechies and began adver#c“s:‘@ anel renhlzg the pnperll\es' ¢

potentral bovers under the geed Paith beliel that his govtclaiv olecls cad actioms vere lesal onder
the doctrine of Aeverse Rusgossion.

Arosnd E"'Y i ois, the Petitianer r cgb'ed'ed fo f'{‘”ﬁ“’ his resictonce anol M. Fisher wenl ot
fo the roposwl proye.e‘y. (e, i/ 13//9’/ Pys 4/5.5/4), Lohile ,l/;e,;_.) M1, Fisher netizad mlbiple oboocts

to dilferent hovses fhat the Rtibiener had sblained on fhe Kilche table, The Riihenee 'Preely
gave the waformation abest o deds 4o Fisher, i Fiher tock @ meata] nofe o He deact:
anel sospeeled Hat the Politicrer might be in yislalion of his Par«:leJ bot diel net vislate
him ol that time, Afpmximaleﬂz a ek /a/a; the Rlibioter eontoeted M Fisher o repoct a police
Contact, Ssmeote calleg) the Ridflcd Pelice berayse the Retitivner was af a Prepecty the caller
beleved L1as Vazg»}; the Pebibizner Sheved e peliced the cloee! he hael t» thet Pregerly
which resskel the issué. Ay that Pty M1 Fisher reached 6t to g Liond of his at He
Vreasury department 1she diracted him l-'inalsay Calheon of e Udfne Conty Deed! Mo Frzud
TasK Force . id o 44, Aber speciting 4o 1, Calhoot, 1 Fisher vislahed! the Ratibianers parsle
and had him taKen infa cusl»ody.

Procedom Nisjmry,

At bis fiest trial, the feople 'inﬂ-m“y chacged Hhe Rihitister in tus seperade cates 3 15-00799)41-F
and 15~ c’dgll9-a/—Fj// ’ bcueVeG the cases cletg consolidatec] /ﬁr one brial. Case file I15-00749/-91- Fi

originally censisted of the fellowing Chagef: Camt 1 ~Ceinmine Enterprie fir Lo inci denls J:ngeri o 4
Docuament /%f‘“(ﬁ Pedl Tcperty and one ceont of o Protorss as the preclvake Hense s lstgood by, cight
Loutls each oF Rrjery o cocomen, UMering znd Riblishvg; and fe[ora/,:,zf Favolbtbnd Conveane A/U tede
ci‘ - g’:‘"”m‘ Erlerpie chugye. (s, Originel Taformation of Charges attache 2 Apppnctin E}')
AS€ Lile 15-008119-81-FIf eonsishe of the filley,; J . Y .
Real Ysperky), one epund ytteriy g anel erewing charges s one coont Frgery o & Decorvent Abecting

R’“"’"le one Lot Recoroling Fauelon ,
& Fd’% Pm{'eny. (&) Tnpdrmaﬁm a#ﬂt"fa/a} 4?’8”‘//% Fd)f‘ 6 4 4 yl' < ﬂVé}'dMej ana/-f_A_w Céwtﬁ'




. The teial coort Aireckd verdicks of' acQo:‘f/ﬂ’ for all ceonds ol‘ Rdel"dl)y ﬁf4uqluém‘- Gaveyane,
- and the Jor convicked the Pebiticner of the rematning couats (Tv. 3/20/12 5 Pgs. 167-158).

0n his ficst Divect Appeal;the Gouck o Appedls vacaked the Reliticaers canyictions of ‘*Fcrﬁe,y
of & Decoment Mecting Real Reperky® and “Uttering anel Poblishing’ on Suml‘cienay groonds,

;The Court of Appeals fucther orderedl . news rial on the temaining cants of Cenoluetmg Cevminal
Enterprise for one count of False Redenses relabie o case nomber (506749801 FU, and trio conle
Fale Relensss celabive 48 case avmber 15-c0g119-01-F1f die to q vialation of the Ratitienerts

(ight 4o self-cepresentation- (sce, €.0 A spmica, Agpendit € )

Second Trial

On cemand for his second r‘r:‘al, the Rebikiener requested o eveccie hig 'T9M b gelﬁ.rgprg;eniahm which
Yhe deial cort granteol. (TR. 8/18/18, pg 3-4)- At the fiesd Predial Hearing, the Pesple fled ard served
a si na'e % Fooobh ™ Amencled Trdsrmation c;mrgm\g the Retitigner 1ith Conduc#nj Criminal Enfecprie fse
theee counks of Talse Petenses as He Rew predicate sense in (ount 1, 4nd Hhree conts of Fale
Pretenses ovtsidle the bedy of the Crimmel Enteprise as coomts &, 3, and o enoler cage 15-007991-61-FH.

The Behikioner objectee and Filee numecous mohons challenging He inaccoracy A the Borth" Mmonclos!
Infsrmation nahﬁ@ the Court that the Tnlormahon ineloeloy mote preclicate affenser iy He
Crimina| Enderprise than what he was remanctee! Br anel Hhef He Rople have failed s £, anel
Serve an imQ.fnmfiM perfam/y; f2 &se nomber I5~og9-0/- FH.

Ihe Rsple responcled by Aling a “Fifth" fmenotsy Tndorriradion m/a/,y o addibisnal coms of Fole
Preferses in the Cound 4 Criminel Enderprise fo'l'a//iry Live incidents of Falie Petenses as He new preclicate
otense, The 5i7"'9/e ‘Em Y RAmencles/ I'héfﬂ?«?flbf was /,’/ea/ B Case nomber 13- 0674801 FH. (;,a%

Ffh 'Inf’arma/rizn, Append ix G).

bur?na a motizn hearing the Riitioner chifllenged He invalid * 5l .y .
thcing e Cark ek He i Tofuration e more el of e el 2o el
@_@4__&/ br and Hhaf he was shll vnavace of (ihat dmryex e fnvelred M case pomber
15-cogllf-o1-FH beceore fhe Rople faileod fo Al an iplormadion of Charsec 1 seid cag nomber
(IR 10/5/18, Pgs 16-17). The Pedibicner arg ved Fhat Leclfored Tovnship was M on;u Complainent he
Was charged with ancl the Reple admitked do net Isting He obfer witreces as cenp/ainanis.

(TR m??s//zf, % 71-75).

“The Trosecotions Cosz
To Keep simple, the Rooples witneges: Tamika U:‘//iam:) Dexter Dotsey, Daniel tatsen, Falicia
”am‘sl ﬂnS’ey H»am‘;) Daileng Ea;le” and Brian Sincle aff festitied that He Zeﬁhoﬂag Presemhvy
himsell a¢ the ouer, csllected oloem f”}'Méﬂ/Y Hom them fossarals P”‘/Wf";y tHe Properkies /o/u

way of Jand Contract or lease 1ith apton b by centrack. Thege wiposses rope m I lsted or charged
as viehms in any Infrmation of c’/:arjef filee! é;/ He Feople,

L.




Pehhoner s Remaval From Courbeasm

e ———

 The Tefitioner made variss ob jections doring the prosecutsry closing argoment a;i ;‘he
trial Couct erronewsly exclvded him from the 4rial despite He fact that he was ‘ffﬁ‘:e ;,Z,z,
hmself, ( TR, 317113, . 1R-13 /61 7,85-31-; 94-95 -37). Sevecal of Hhe Relbioner's abyectons
were néther ruleol on o addresar/ éy e ﬁia/ Cort

The trial coort srolereo! Mat he sit in a Ao/a&?y cell anel listen 4 Ho Pesocutors clesing
Argoment htogh @ spocker. The teial cont hagl the Robbisner brogght bhack aot fo moke 2
clos’?(y agumeml bt cot his previcus

¢ ' ly éllotee! Fime in bell 0)749 a//wi)y him 15 mntes,
Aﬂer'gw;@ ‘ﬁS CIoSlnj &qumenl;s} l”'}e Hik%dner was ‘fakeﬂ Lack 'I’b ”76 I‘)a

there during the presecuterls rebotzl paot Jery iShrockions. ' af 44 ¢3.

While $he Pedibionery standby ¢eon L
o co 5'6’ [ ; .
the Dobsfioners « fj“ o rchre:en/x#erj;w nej// m;he @ﬁmrp e hz?/' Coort never elsconbneed
| made stondly consel Hhe PRlisners primacy Counse]
after eXC/ua/'y him frem fho beial. (Jhea the Retitionec rehunedd 4, He Cordroom afler missma the
Peeple's rebullal anel dory instroctisns, the Rehifioner shyecled anol nodity
misheard +the PfOCaaa/@ becace

e the frial coord thal he
also never gawe §, Jory ‘instro

lding cell anl remaines

the spesker 1545 “crackly (7%, /7144 79 €4)- The 4rial coort
c/ion.s’ aﬁ ani Kinel r egard:y the thl’imk fenmvg/ ﬁfm #Ie ~r‘r:'¢7[

_\/irJ:Cl‘ Ancl &n}mc;%q

The yury convickigl the Rbtrer on all conts, The Hriaf cont bisner 4o a term
of 40 #725 years Ly Condochng Criminal Enferpai Y cart Sealeqced Hhe Rhitianer

e for one et of False Pretenses in case number
15= 007491 ~0l-Fif (see) Tidgment of Serlence, fppencl D

4’0 a ferm o/’ e fo 35 years /v‘:r {ga ,j'epefz:/c Covmts J ﬁ;/,@ l;%/eﬂ,@' m case 7
( see) " Lodgment of W/ Hypendix U-.)’

\D'\reczl ArPeal

The Rebifioner appealied b right hiy seconc! #rial convichons, raising He exact same cloims
raised herein this Redition for teit of Certisrari. (e, Excerpis of Aprollale Beiel aacd standaed Y Berel
in Apperctix DY, The Gort of Appeals affirmeed o Rolibioners cenvichon sn May 97, 621, wsitheot
adldressing all Hhe Sgues rated oy Hhe merits, and concocle! Wit e Hrial oot eppeet L,
remoying the Relitioner from his +ial - wyithot varning - 45 prescribod/ by #is US Sepreme
C{:*’"- M Tlinoss v, Allen, bt spined that the emer oy harmles, ( (.5 4. Piainn, pgtf AppondiK »4)

the Tetitioner fled a <pmatiay Fer Recansiclerator on June 1) ges) , rebutting the C.0,7% decision

hased on erpnens ﬁhdmgs' of &IC'/K, svch ag their Anclmg of any “Sitth* Ameadec! Tndrmaticn exisding,
and the C.o.Als failore o gelutpes some of the ¢laims on the merifs. The Metn wics slomivsd on
Jore 20,R04l, The Rdiienar theq biled 4 }m:e// Leae To Arpeal on ja/}/ 27 Do, raising the

3.




exact Sawe claws caised here in this Tetitipn. (e, Exeerpt of Appellant Beies and heawe To
" Hppeal in Apendices D anel L), The Michgan Supreme et held the ekbonery Leae T Appesl
i aLeyance Yiice an s s accord belbre elenying Leave on fugust 93, 8633,




1 The Trial Court Vislated Pewli.honer‘: R?gH To Be Present, K’a‘gM To Counsel,
B 'And ngH To Self ~Representation I.dbere T4 Tmfmp.griy Exclooled Retitioner
Frem The Trial buri‘n3 e lqﬁhj /‘crgumem( Lhen He tJas Répr&nﬁrg Himsgelf
And Then Faileel TA Give Thg Tu-fy A C’uraffvc ﬂt!ﬁmﬁm Kej#o/'y //j}' EKCﬂEIbm,

SuPPé\"kﬂj Tacts

At teial, doring the %Mbeginnm Covrse of the Rrasecution clesing acgoment, the

chcrl‘ione; while f‘_ePf‘éfenH[g hgn_,sde was excluolee! From #he Covrdroom - Luithout tWarniag-
£ simply (aising obyectisns 4o what he Lelieveo! Ldfere m?;/eaaé‘y stutements made by the
R'asewiar) anel s forceel o sitin He back Au//'f’fﬂ tihile rial Centimved tuithood him
dvting the eeilical stages of sommation by the Poseevtor and Jucy inskoetions, (s TR. Y79
'Pjs, 26 ".33) The 3M{Jmper exclusion from the trial twitheot A}dﬂﬁ{)j and gdusl,zj the Pro se Poli fioner 4o

miss Yo crfical stage proceedings vislaked the Rbidimery right 45 be pregeat g Hhis Supreme Court has
held ¥ Tllivois v, Allen, 397 s 337,

The ceurt of Arpeals, in s opthicn, conceded thet the trial court erreel n remeving the Rebitisner from s

trial withet Warning him fest 4o Menalated by Yo U Supreme ot
2 y / .
Howetfeo; the C.0.4 4 ” " Alle, 397 U of 343.
Preper

17elying on 4y onnegsanabl, determnadsy o/’écé; Found Hhe temaval 4o be

wecae toe Whbser alleged mude 10 sygetues gy g e chsing argoment Hat
o nd st i ad doec] being “infartiptions hal 1o oithe) Rbponers
2 Pppendiv A),

cemoval frem the riq) Preceedings.(see, ¢.0, 4, opinian, pa.
( 1olating kil o
'f’ ;’ “"Tf;)’e’fr‘;i"“"f”"{? P“""Wf% ight b Le preent af 4rial f ol hoo the comalitive effet of
Viclating fe Tetivienerls right to continve iy Self - represent sy in cooet gngl his p, bt 4
present dumi"zﬂ trial, On remand of his <ecunel /n‘aé Hhe Relitione, 9"

:i,th the Zzgal (oort granked. CTR. 31510 1, 3-4) Lhile representing himself yif} Shandby coumsel,
elonie By )\“5 Secancd chait, the febhiuger raised varjas ob; echons a/urify the Pesple's ¢losing ar on?é/n‘J
4o what he !oe'ieVed were mﬁs/eadhy S/d/emeﬂﬁ’ of el /y e Posecodor a/FrlAé tria ﬁYt
ev;lucka/ h,‘l:n Bor doing s, withest warning, The #ial gourt clerse fhe 7 ?‘ih‘;Ze i 5;[;:46:;0{?{; )
“;k ‘f‘"d : l:‘u . *‘1 f’e *f;,a’ theegh 4 geater ¢ 17 LI7/1G, P95 9532). Tre trint oy albced) Ho
etivicner .k hw‘mohama‘\e his cIMMj agumen#) bu«i d«p*er md’a@ hiy f/agiry orgoment 7"/@ i%ﬁﬁzmerwds
taKen back +s 4 lding cell whege he remained Hhee glyping S, Posonst kgr' AU”J/ il Jorg I hoctions
CTR- 817119, pgs. 44, 63). 9 Hoseccrs (ebttl and oy nghuches.

hawe Caunsel
regocsfon 4 represent bimsolf m

- A/@/e 2 TR, mauns Tria] Retorol ;) Co A means Cont A Apeale

5.



Lthile the Tehibioner was in the holding cell, skanby covnel Melorie Bates remained in Yhe corbraom,
bt the ria] court never diseontinued the Pefitienery cight +s sell-represertution por made standby
* counsel the Pefilivners primary covnsel abter exclueling him from the frials hen the Pefitioner
returneel b0 the Coortroom afier missing the Reeple's rebuttal and jury instructions, the feditioner
OLJ eccked onel netibied the tial coort that he misheard the proceeding becavse the gpeaker was

”frackly‘) (TR. 2/ 7/1?) Rgaé‘l)o The Hrial cout alse never gave the Jory any ‘slroctions of any
Kinel regaml g the Yeditivners remaval from the court Ieavihj perspective jorors Yo wonder as 4o
L)hz Hul Felifioner So, equ a/ea‘a/e/ s0t Shaw Azﬁe, :

The C.01h., while @@ o adjodicate the Rebibisner’s ¢laim on his right 4o self-represeatation be%?
Vielated wshile alss missing the critical Stage of Jury instrections on the men‘ﬁ'/ agreed that the
hrial (-’éw" Should have des'zyﬂélea/ Sﬁtnz/éf Counsel as primary L‘awp;@j} bot opinea/ that +/7¢ errors
did | not prejodice the Tefitioner becavse he was only abseat for 2 “short pericd vl time Lrom his
trial which only pertained to the Rrosecotor’s rebuttal and d “smay portion U yf the Progectsrs
¢losing argoment. The Cooi A further opined that the Pelibicner soas nef pregodiced while he
Was ghsent becavse he was a//e‘gea//y able b hear the Proceedings sver 4 speaker in another

(oom.( See, £.0.4. spian, g, Appeadix &) |

A defendants ight 4o 5e/p~refrefenfairbﬂ ',v/am/y entonpeses certain specifie right te have his
veite heard. The Pro Se defondant most be allowed #5 control the o6rg4niza Fien qnd centert o
h?s 6Ll deﬁens’e, b make mahzms/ o argue Po‘:m‘;’ oﬂ /au/ /za par/‘ia‘pa/z’ m Veir a/ire/ fo gum%ﬂ

’i«ﬁiﬂeifef/ and to addnss the cout and Jery gr‘ aeerogrigff ?oinf: 1 the 'I'ridi . ( MclkasKle V.
iW144ins, 165 08 16164 S.ct 994> 79 L Ed/ adl /o2 (1997)» The record reveals that Hhe
Pelitister was not gffsrded ol of thee rights.

The Sixth Amendment guarcantees net anly the elective assistance of coonsel ppdler steickland bot
also the prewence of consel at all eritical stages of Hhe proceealimgs vnder United Stafes v.
Cronie, YLl US 643, 164 S.c4 2039 86 L Ed 9o/ 657(1999) e The diflereonce 7% & nel of a’fyfff'
bot of Kind. Bell V- Cone, 535 Us 685, 697; 122 5.¢% 2437 /5.2 L Eo/ 9 2003), TH coomse]

is absend o o el shoge, petedice s pesomed, and i Sisth Amendmrt 5 Viats,
ronic,

e Coe o ppecks hndlng ot Hhe Pebborecy chindhy camsel ; o Hhe ;

n 2 presc me e rofe of primary
covnsel forther lodsed! fo Pobitioners right 4o éé/ﬁ_reffgf&r/'d’ﬁlﬂ bemg ¥ovlated and 15/:76”@/ ieted
Hiis Svpreme Courdis ha(di/{f n W i99ms. '

In Liggins, Wis Sopeeme et beld 2 “ The Po So slolopalont i3 entifled fp presecve actoal control sver
‘Hle mf'f’ he ‘lff-w fo present 4 the Jury-T 4 S/‘dnc/éy Censel’s participation sver the lofmolants
Objockion clléctively 4///6 s coutsel by pake or sl stuntilly iatertire 1o any Signiticart- facticel
dec:is”mnj, or s cm-;fro He goestiening of witnesses, ar 4o speaft jnstene! s Ho Aefonolant ae any matter
of ‘wpsrtance, the right fo self- repeesentahion iy erscloct, Mekaskle V. tigging, 45 05 169

7




: " Contrary o the Codt of Appeals &ndi‘lg, record evidence dedr‘y reveals that the ekibtoner was

" Not only' absent during the prosecoters c/os'iry argoment and relwé% but he tyas ale

. ab sent dum‘y e critical Sfage pmceea/mj o Jory, astroetiom. (TR, 2/ 7//2 Tgs J4-43)
Forthermore, the curt of Appacs apinien that e petitivner was et prejuclicect becawss he condld! fear

H;e 'Pr‘dteea/r‘ryj over the speaker' in Qnu#;er' reom 1§ a,n{-mfy Yo record evidence, ‘7;;& recar J

reveals that He Pelitisner raised an objectien no,t,;@,;,‘, He Cowt Hit he mishears! Hhe
Proceeding dee to the Speaker Aehy detbelivne. (T R. 2701 7,;354‘/)

Focthermace, the Cocet of Appeals ) relying on an vnreasonable oefeemmotis of facks, appled a
“plain-error> analysis to the Praferlf peesecveel shoetvnl errsrs raised A,V Asse55ng Hhet
the Pefihioner never acqued in fhe drial coct Hhat bis Constitotiona| rights were vislofed. G o i
Gpmicn, pg. ) Awd A). Hosever, record evidence clex! c/ear/y reveck thal the Rbibicner Liled
8 "Metion Far New Teial® gn 97/5?5//? Qrguirg Hhat bis Supstantia) rights were viglated
While abseat beczose he cadd nof hear 2:/&&/}* Uhat s Ae;g saidd in trial ner covld
he Alodecl' or roise other dlgea‘mrw duﬁ@ the fuyse o trial whik ba was absert

( The Motisn R Meu Trial tans Blad in He Conl an J/«?S'//f ond it wuas aanered fo Rdideners probin e
Reconsidepchon To The C.0.A. as E\'hcbi-l-l)

Merese, the iss.es raised age Stroetva] epors by natoe shich olefls hérmiess aﬂa/yrar m Libich
Yhe C.0.4 Should net have gpplied in His case.

“A shockoal efeer is a funclamenal constifuticnal ercer thel oftes ana/yn? éy “isrnies errec
Standarels* Nedar v, Jniteol stutes, 527 us 1,7°198.et 13271 LEA 3o 35(1994).

Due to the cocrt of Mppeas Ao 15 acyvidicate on the Key component of Pebionect: right
b 'Se’p*f'e}"" esentation l:sen(‘Ij vielated a/urhy hix alz.ce,q}-;) as well as ik /4’,/0,@ s assess gn beo
He Relitmvers absents me‘g Pe crihical Stage of Jery wstr cedisne may bave oy feo! Hhe
Hamevock of the tr ial, the moltifsaet question raiced remains tnanswerecl:

b'irec‘ Apféal of Grovnd One

The Tediioner aised, in pack, the isswe of his risht ko be prsest and 4 represart homselt beiy V’."liu U
his ‘Mottan Bor Red Teial’ Bled 3 the trial aort 67 2f25/1g in which Y Lot never ansurad, The
Tetitioner then caised te jue ot Nireek Appeal in fhe Gt 4) Appecls exacth, hew it is raived hee
in this Petition, (, 52, PG 16 of Appellact Brief attuched o Appendic D), The Lo A domedd reled on
May 75 9o, andl, nshemg fhat the ¢,0,4, fitont f, Q) citicate an He merte o) Me clam, He
Pelificrer flect q 7‘/»)341 ‘Ploten Bor Recs osicterafiom’ which cigs clomed A, He LOA, on Tune 30,000

The Btitioner then raised Yo dssee i his dimely Joawe A v the Mickisin Sprone G eractly bov it
15 raised in Hhiz petibion, and 146 c/emz;/ on ’:@(,;/ ;ffff.zg The /-emg 7 Apeil cos Alod on'7/27/31.
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I 2 The Petitioners Kis'nn-o Fair Notice was Violated whe@/ Mier B@,s Remanded Bor A fleo

Trial Under Beth -Case Numbess 15-007481-01-FHf And 15-06@11q-01-F * The Tresecsbian
na

Tndsemalien Tortaming To Case Nomber tjs-mguf»al—/:fl,
A[e |ec"'ed TO Fﬂejﬂnd Sef'Ye, /4n Lntsrme erta Vy

T iolated
Additionally) The Retibierers 2:31;: Te bc;zcﬁjn;ﬂ; h]::(zur‘;?ﬂf: m;f*maﬁb‘ﬁa 7;
i On Charges i a
?ﬂb;aﬂufméjﬂai;fﬂn:;ﬁal—%’ /},:2/ Convieteed on Complamants ,(_L):I— cﬁ_pggd In Case
Monber (5-007:g1- ai-FH,

Supperhng Faets ¢

Tn the laeg‘inn?nﬁ of this entig cas, the Tasple fedl an Of'iﬁinafi?e{o:zy Tofyemator char37n3
the Pefitioner withs Ceunt 1 - Condeetipy Criminal Enterprie listing ten jnciclents o) Farﬁefy of
A Dcoment Mleching Real Repecky, and a0¢ False Petense as Hhe prectscate allones s » anel
eight Comts of Foggery of Bocement, Ulering Anel Poblihing), gpef Recorcling Frawdutunt
Conveyance qs ac/z{il-ional c/)a(‘je! tsiok /1)2 Scope o He Criminal Enterprie, “The Infecmatin
listed “Tanship of Redlfiol” as the only Vietm and t1as shermepiuey n the Court os
case nember 15-007481-4)-Fy. Csee, Tnformabisn i Hppendie E)

"The Resple then fled 4 Seperate informedys,
Reaording Frayelfont Conveyance, and

/' ( 4) _{_i_J_a Conds of Fols /,)re,le;z@f,
[isted “Dantel Uatson and “Bsnk ofﬂmeﬂt;'- as the an/, e
in the frial coort 4 case pember

of chigges ggainst the Plitioner 2 (1) ane Gt of
() 0re ot Ul/m@ Y 74..4/,3-4;;?9/" (3) One Cuat
The T formation
am/ Las a/a{ameaﬁ"a/

Vichns,

L00@NG-01-F. (See, Tnfrmehoy
e Yo coses p eonsoliclade,

i Appeadi £)

o for ane trial vhewe Y R honer Shoof trial g #ing hingell
and ud.f acew;%a/ on all Counls a/' feearo/,*,,ﬂ p o ool :/ (mieya::a/bul— zwei ::I:Z&g en Jhe
r cma':""?p Charges by ”bd‘”?' A/_Lﬁmméa/ Zﬁgflﬂl/lbi Was ever ﬁ/ea; at bis Lot frial

On his first Dicert Areal, the ¢, 0,4 Vacated the Rlitione Vivli, y ‘
A "itery cenviebions of 15, o/ADo“”"e""
anfl ’D#erl\@ And RU:S‘A:‘%‘ on 50#%4‘36"“7 Grounds, The Co. A4, Z’:m';/:»er ora/er'c’a/d j j;{rufk/ '4” ned
fr:a' on the rema'mWy covnds of C’ona/uclt{l} Criminal E"l/efpf".@ or gfe eounf of ?&/.ve Fetenses> as
;} relafes 4o cage Nomber /5'—4074’5’/—0/—/’/5‘ ane! Fado counls ol s
0 Case p T

{/:Z/Je /?'eylc’ﬂfe.{’ ) Qs ,}1 re/m‘ec/
cmber 13- 008119-0)-1. (. £e, C. oM dPuict in. Appendiy C)
01 remane for hi's secend +rig

Lyt & i iy hed 5,871/ the Bosecore A
and setved Rbitione; Single “Fourst A,,':,,;; Tofomatn oo MG He Fose ’

/ o orma//"a” /Oer/ainmﬁ to case nuinber
15-057Y51 “O-FH. The “Foorth frended? 1 ormaten charged Hhe Rtitivner ciths couet 1 - (.me//)y
Erimingl Eﬂ"dt‘PﬂE e @ incicleats d/’ False P

re/em’e;d!/éeﬂ_a_ap 1‘64/6

ne,




o ncludling a

The Rehhonec filed @ metion in frial cort Chd"eng‘lr{q the “Footh* Information due 4o '
oditional caunds of False Trekenses in the Ceiminel En*afp;rxe charg.je\ than what
he was wpw‘ck’a/ af ane remanded back for in case fik IS-MZ‘/KI%I-E . afﬂ\e %‘1h oner al\:)m
raised Hhe Tssue of the Rosceutor #ail'ins to fle and senve an infermation of ¢ arges re

fo case number 15-00g119-61-Fl). ( 2o TR. 16)5/12, pgs 42-43)

The fresecetion respondecl loli (‘almg aQ-“ F.'f}h“ Amended I'n/’ormakw? on 9//0/7{ and served if
to the Pofitioner on 9/at13, at the ﬁll@ fretrial feacig. The @b 7, f) o paticn inelookd
an qdditional 4130 eomls p) Flse Refenses in the Criminal Enberprise eharge for the dokal of
five False Retenses. The " Filth" Information also lisked “Tocnshyp of Red, 'érj as the arly
viekim, and 1as Pled for cae nomber 15- 007481-0-FH- ( See, Fitth Amerdocd Inoyrmation
in Appeadix )

‘Thfoug}:wml H'\e Course o{' hi‘al, H}e Peﬁmlianer rai, secl an aLch'idﬂ as t ulm Qs er tias nef
lisked or clnarseel as a viehw in the Ffth Tnformation ) hows the fafermation was zénﬂ;mj and il net
appise hin as o which charges belenged in case pumber 15-00g19-01- FH, anel, o5 molbple
Oc¢cagions, the Court and the Teeple expressedl conflsion aqol uncertaindy eoncerning ohich case nombers
the indermaticn pertained fo. (- 3 '/7?,,?/7//@ P95 9-12)

burjha en Prclmmar? mather, atler the Polifiner rarseel an objection s +s wihe wiis ar pas pot He vichm
iSted in the “Fifth* Tafsrmadion. besides ‘Redfrd Township), #he trial covrt expraved ijs orm conlissize
and ombnty unertainty as o cihether or not the single Ftth Tofsrmadion soclvetoos bolf case
biles. As staded on record 2
The Curt ”T/ im[;rmakq, hibth ameacted infoemation ays #e complainant or vichim is Taaship
of Redford. Mo T Kncor Fhat e combinad o coses anel I dopt Hnewr i His inksemation
includles both of the Piles; dbes it 7 ‘

ms. Willes &mecu#r):’ “Tt dbes, bot ot oloesnt list al) of the vicdme becacse thew are o pumber
ot viekims?

The Lovet? ,(0’(4«/, That can ke amended, Thir is )‘ame/lszj Hat can b amenaton!”?

Thecgh the trial court 5 fecl +h /TR :
sgesied thot the “Fillh* Tofy rmation cxlel be e, )
and / e Reople Mﬁl‘@" amendleel lsrmatien ) MJQZ -t-::,, ever file ‘ZZ :f:f f:: JZ,;’/ :j::t,;m
ier%z;?g te case nomber lS—oo?Il?«-dl-F//' and the Rhbitivner L0y convieted fysed! apmy}:lée :,; b
Fitth " mended! Tnformaion 153 ), anly Reclforel Toumship® charged as He vichim of Lie /‘nc{zian('

o False 7fe;lem'¢3', (fee, FH If./;rmdw/ /ip/eﬂa//'z G)




Douring the jury nstructions, which the Petifisner wias not present far the Court read the CEGlH

" Amoaded Trformation to the jurors vechatimly as it was weiffen withet verbally stating coho the

: %g a"egeol vichm was, The trial courd merely instructed thot the Fale fretenses were felaked
bo cerdain peoperkes for the Ciiinal Enterprise chage, (s, To &/7/19,pg 57). Haueua, the
-h‘fal Court Gobmidked verdicl ﬁrm}' Aep?ch“vy T&m]ka w}l.h‘am;; Dexter Dotce 7,%(1] el w&*‘ﬁaﬂ, a 'lé’l
Felicia Warers as the complimants in both case ffes despite the fhct they were ot charged
n the ‘Fleh Tobormation andl po infermabion tsas flecd for case nomber 15 sogilg-oi-£H,
( See, Verelict forms, Hppendiy ) X | . N

Aﬁ a res::/f) the Peditioner was convieted based Ypon c’éé;ygr never A/ea/ ajam# him as i ¢ elates
o the Roople’s Litnesses Tamilg Uill:“amg, Dexter Doteey, Danel Latson, anol Falcia //arw}} as
well as Ansley Herrs, Dafned Ea;/e, ,and Brian Sandl vnelly case nember ,;_myz/y/—omrl;
and convieteo! aﬂ _/t_.{a FZ;[Q’, ﬂekm’g //n/' eve @f Qé_@y_g/j ner ;% (,7 Mﬁ z/ dnf
written indormation vnde case nomber 15-008119-01-FH Upon remand iy vi Lbion of

Ratitieners gheer Due Process righ&-' | |

Even though at sentencing, the trial coet dlectoled ho emter Jodgment fur Crimmal Enterprie
bor one oot Falte Tretenses in case pomber 1520674 $101-FHy anol a speate Jup townts of Fale
Fretenses l’Ar_ case Nember 15-00¢115 -01-F4 (#10057' a6 \nfermation uas Piled )1 the Couet shill ermaneocsly
bllewsed for e fecple to charge the Rekitioner £ vay more conts of folee Prtenses in He G
Trfor mabion than cshal he yus remendeed for grel dolvered’ Hbose acbds foomal charses #5 Hhe
. Jurers o donsider {5 Case Lile Ié‘-ocJ-’/S’/——a/vFlé 4,74/0{?/,;,9@4/ c/ lrger 2ot )4'/5’5/ " f,?

informedion onder cose fifp I1S-coB¥4P-o/-FH, X Sentences
15-2op9-61-14, A pendi T 7 aand ; (S&’/ Jw/5”'6’4/f’/? "(e_‘f_’é" e
! Ap ¥ Case nomber /5% to@h9.- o VW, Appendix “’)

In Ofégol'\ J His us Sopteme. Lol h_e___!_d #w:‘: ¢ Lonvietion Lpon a eﬁmye Aot ;,_14_2/5 Uw/d/
be sheer denial of dee ?mceg',"_bej;nge V. Oregon, 299 U 353,

La ﬂrka'n:as, v‘lz':‘s us .Supren?e dsurﬁ b_gu 4},@; “A Conviction on ope gramdm&y not be Sc_’a”f‘;b_’_f_ﬂ’
on emww(s Hat mr‘gm— have been cém;yea/ bot srere ot It % as me. Violaton o

A a Violation 54 Due
Precess #6 send an qeeogad 4o Privon Bllocing @ conviedive of a tharge an colich he wsas mever

5 ‘Zﬂ ol b 4o canvict bim open @ hagge fhat ws uers made” Cole v; firKansas, 333
5’5 ’? v ’ .

Even the M?chigan Sopreme et held Hhat? T, Mic‘yan , & prosecotion most be byseo on an
Mm;bgzr or an indictmen, MER 6. )A(B). The toeryf « elvctment® meloales /%ﬁa‘fﬂm"/fa@ pregentment
¢omplaind, warrant, aod any other frmal wiillen accusation, mel 755400 ;2 [hsplev. Grawe, Y55
Mich. 439, 459, n Y- Sad g 47 (1997), The term win dictment’ ix fo be treaded a5 alio referring fo charges

ma ly the /i/_.ey 4 infermadan . Peple v. Reszo, 439 mich. 5 919( 588,174,487 Ausel. 6787/’/994)/“
See also Mel 767,82,

/0.




The Cour? 0f Anmls Failed To Adjudicale This Claim 0n Tks Merits

The Petitiorer then fiegl 4 ppealled by right bis second trial convietion. On Diveet Agpeal, the
Co0- A did net adelres #hix issve af midles on s merike hou it was raived, Tnstead, the

Court of hppeals “recunshructed 3 the guestion raned fom hew i s Phrasad here in this
Yelition, which is exactly how 17 ias phoisedt jr He Politivners stanatand/-4 5ri‘e/; (5=,
Cxeerpts from Robibvers standacd -4 Briel attchal g gyhibit )/ and rephrisect it in their gpinion
as follsced ¢

“Delendant argoes that bis cight 45 Jhe P

vocess woas Violaked beegys, the inbom ot
Lailed 4o inform bim pohich chargee! Conts wece agsociad, ol 2 infermatien

; # which fosser zoomt Pl
and becacse the Tn-&rmahm dllegec/ that Bocllord Torotsh® 145 r‘%elap; V?;"r‘;v",’ 4
Cco. A, OPiien) P3s 8.y Appenctix A )

the Caurt of Appeals oviitad the ¢ Fair Netics!
as a dobicus alfempt # thusaet
the P(osecubrbneglealea/ # Lil
15-008119-0/-F/,

The Cound 010 Appeaig S"&lﬂ:{ that it pﬂund o eror reguinny reversal on ac'?owl# 6[‘ the 0lormatian -paihy
to state which eend s associated with b

ich Jower coort bile, For cne thing, the indormation W,
specity - it clearl, Prevides that all four counts are asociates ) The informa hes

it case “32/Sa0TYS1* 1 hich
presomably reetes ¥ L2 /5 ao7fot-o1-FH.” Furlfwm "y
all the counts were gsssciated (it L 15-067491 -01-FH.,

: The ateruey of Miis is ancther matler ¥
(' 5&‘) C oA apinion, Pgs S’—z Ama'Ji;( ,4) -

Fiest of all, the fact Hat even the C.0. A, T/l f??zza/i/e//m/é/ questioned Hhe “accord Y of
Hs oun assessment of Hhe fock- cencerning fhe indecoracy oA the informadion anly 4 ighlights the
Pact that © celied en an vneassnable plotesmiation of Laels in /hd?{lj an opinion esncern g
this 5sce, 771«:03‘1 it 15 meee than cleae dhaf the Coont of Appedls remanidedd case nomber 15-0074%1-01-FH

bor a new trial Br Crimnal Enterptive and ane tont Falie Potenses ds c/etzr;p sroleses in 1ts

Decembar 19,dol], afber opinien (Appendliv ¢) tnd asiecded Js 7y i opinian concern: the
Secord trial in /fﬂd/ﬂa/e‘f/_g“(ﬂmmlm Aﬂfﬂﬂ)) even ;6 on remaﬂaﬂ 0//'”9/[03”/5“1«)8@ 4;'}'061'&'/8&/

with case nomber 15'*007‘1'5’/-'0/—;"/19 it shil] pould et explain why the Pobtisner was -H'ren
qven a genlence of g0-35 years for tuo conty of Fale Petenes unde- case 15-00209-01-FI
ithere a&olu’t’ly o ?npormdic'ﬂ éﬁ c’mrgef

Las ever -pilea/ on remand.( fce) J.0.5. 4(9[’6"1'1 D—)

vislation, which is the fiest compoment caised in this jssee
hdving fo Qc{)odi‘ca*e on the ¢laim C’anCerm?_Iy 'Me fact Hml'

and sere ga per/.vm_hj P case pomber

érmmébﬂ of 5_4.47,5"('

| Afd}t: “ 3p.S. means jucljmeﬂ" op Seadence

/.




* The Relidioner contends thei Hhis was a dobioos atfempt mede by the Cort of frppecls 45 not have
_.Q}o address the fict 'H’Mh"} when 1} comes o case Lile 15-008119-01-FH, the Rople Lailed +o

Bl an Tnlermation becavs H.e, vere so Lu$7 frying to roll vp ane Contlate the seprate
Charjes onder the Crimingl Enterprive Mal/ if H:ey veoold have charja{ the P-tidicner

M atcorolince ibth the remand araé,; Hhen He Crimsnal Enterprie L.cdub/ have 0”[7
had one peediccte ofense of Bl Reenses in i for tase nonber 15-co 7481017 H reguiring
"pAr an avtometic a/fs'mifm/ a/' /l)e [/Mr}e a/ué b s eient eviebnee as Crimmal
Enfecprise requices to allege 106 or mor predicate nses

F“r“erm"m; the C.0.4 also failed Yo adldress the other Key csmponeat of the Rlibisners elam
op l>e~,q3 convicted of slfenses against Complamanls that wave net chacged in the ol mation
under case pember 15-00741-01-FI, Insteac of aclettesing Hhe claoim that Hhe obitioner was
convicted of vncharged condock the C.o. A Histed e P/a; and adelyespd the isve as
though the ekitioner was claiming pot 45 be “informee! " of Loho the complainants cree i
inpbrmahon relative te cuse nomber 15-00745(-01-FN  becavse Hhe inéfmz;//b)r onl} me.o/‘imet/
Redbrd Tonshp as tHe cam//a)nmf; The C.0.A. aoﬁua/ica/ea/ arand the bt thel the
Rebitisner was convieked of Unchacged Concluat dhe 4 the Fact the only allejed vichm
charged Tn the wFilth* Tnbormation was ¢ Twnshp of Zea//ﬁm//'" and not the Tesple's
wiknesies produced at trial.

The Counrt of Appeals Alse Relied on A Unreasonable Delerminabien of Facks Tn Tts Opinion

Tn i erroneous epinien, the ¢ o,/ Vikiated +he Riikicaers claim thaf the “FHh"
Tnlbemation did 7ot charge him uith anyone el besiales Redbord Tauashp by olleging
that the People filed @ “Sitth® Amendedd Trtirmation that named e “shher * vichims.,
The C.o.A aleged that the Sixdh Amenclad Informabion was Ereated ler trial® and
did not prejudice the Riitioner, (e, L0,/ cpmioy, 9.9, Appendix A)

The Court of Appeals stalement dhal some sixth Amended Information was created ofter Hial is @
complete fallacy and vireasonable cletermination of facks

hs}} as reeerd evidence_ reveak) {he ﬂeop'e never pi,ed ner 5¢rve4/ a ('5;‘)(”1"17"9”0[9”/ Inpnrma/nm

bpen the court  isner -
filod 2ry ;‘;’Mor Rt bioner ' Swonelly, fhe Rople themselves have not proclaimed #o have

- — Amended 7 ”/ydnﬂa/fon derin /Aé lovrse irigl dr m | [ process
.Hl\:S case; Thied, becase 7 305 1he ficst -hvi eve that -ﬂ»/: /ﬁ,,:;i;jn: ;,/ﬁ,j//a’?‘ag alleged
‘5 :fﬁ; Avnenf/ed Zv/;rma/fan eXlk'/iry vhen the Gourt of ﬂ)’/)ea/: rendeced ifs opinisn the
?ci';,’ sﬂ:‘fged a metion far Covel Dsc.c‘amenB in the trial ecort 30 Tune 0,[’076‘;]} d,,}a/ Jhe
o response \A“ﬁ s Hhe ﬁ?#lﬁ?ﬂ(’f n a4 lefler dlated Fone I ., 2o3) ('m/}rmiy that
065 Mot see a « Sivhh Amenaéa/ Jﬂérm/ﬁm on Me I‘&’(afd/a(’.fee/[m,/ Lelferj /lf/’em{l)( K>

/e,




The Cosrt of Appeals egregios. determination of Facks that some <siuth® Amengled In%rw:fim
ascc tealed qlter drial naming oher individoals as complamants dbes /fa# a/lewa‘
:Jhe fact fha-m; l};—ihone/ was ried and convicted on the s‘mgle ‘FLth' Tnbsrmatiun

filed by the faople at trial-

The Cound 0(' APFMIB isell llelcl Hat 2 “ Dscoments are net PM/’efé hefere a court on ‘W’M[ if
Hney were et presented o the trial ccort and at, therefure  not part of the record on appea’

M-¢-R. 7.2l (A)(), Recple v, Eccles, 66 Mich Apt- 379 - see alss Psple V. Williams, 24/ Mich Fee.

Y
5]‘)/.529‘/) n4¢16 Bugd 718 (9006)( par-l7 may nef enlagge the etocd on appeaD Oﬂlq

d iscovery material that was fled or macte a record are part of the recerd an appm/,
MER 2.302(H)(5); McR 7.28(AV(1).

e con imprapen ly expandec! He recaced &t appeal iohen iF denicd the Robitioner relief on
this isue 1,7

UH’ering into existance a “Sivbh Amerdaed T formetion that is not of recorod %y ifs
aF'u'n'ion,

s issue ;" Direet Appeal in his bimel, fi led Standard-Y Beief in the Ca.A
’; e Fi '4
Ui”ﬁ -”te CON. an TMdy g7 degl, Th Pe/-:/mﬂer /Aeﬂ /’1/8 a /—:)m‘v e frog For Reconsidsngliom’

of the A b L
o0 e s f el ot 1 et By e i ot Pl o ool
vt

: hig h””’i’ Leave 7 Mopul in the Mickisan s e .
uis deried o Avgust 35,9593 The Jovse T2 frpea] s ot s Toly o tuat, 7o 247 o
Hpen A"eal a meyll‘dﬂ Ar Recms',-blem-llm an ’4’{9 79 ‘ (o o

ust 28,027 1
(vﬁi’ S}anddrd—‘{ EN(/-’ in Aepa‘{;,( b/..

e mfl'éjhr Lprome licet,

anel excerpls of L oave To Apeel iy Append/ i L)

Note ¢ The Rlitimer has atteched excerpls of fi5 Appellent ancl Stanslacd 4 Briel vn Appendlix D,
and excerpts of his Leave 7o Appeal in Ho mich, Syprome bt in fppondi¥ L, The R }dioner
15 vtable to affsrd copres of his eabire Briclh olie b Hyp Lavt he i3 indiyent and M% alleced fo
recewe 3,00 aollics & rond and Yo Lihol Briefs wodd be vmnecessarly yislemeos,
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]I_[. The Evidence Was IhsuMcieM Ts Soppart The Conviction of Crimtaal
EﬂkrprTSe For False Prefenses In Case Number (5-007481-01-FH
Ihere 2(1) The Court of Appeals Wad Vacated Al Counts of Forgery
Df A Document Lhich Was The Or?afnaL Pedicate Ofense 0/' ﬂe___,

Criminal Enderprise ;7 (2) The Rople Failed To Ff‘of/u(e f4n/ Ei/;i/mce Yz
SUPPOA‘ The Chdi’ﬁed 0#'6”52’! Aggins/ Recjérc{ louflshnp LJhc.Se lhe a‘ly
Complamanifichn charged Tn The Tnformakion; (3) The Lhtioner Held A
cha‘ Claim Tn The ?rcrerhe; He Rented 7 () The Trial Cort Only Entere y

For One Count of Rl Petenses For 7hje Ceiminal Enderprise In Lase
MNumber 15-007481-01- FH,

Spegtivy, Bltsy
Legal Analysis ¢

the criical 7"‘8"'”7 for a courd reviewing a elaim of insollicient eviclenee 7 u}e”'ner)

Viewing the evidente iq the lght most Laverable o the prosecutos; a rational trier of
fac/ Couv 'd hm’e 'pOUncI #)3 c/mrgea/ erime iJas proen beyana/ a feamé/e oéaé/

Jaeksan v, Vieginia, 443 Us 30799 5. ¢t 9781541 L Bl 560 (1979).

Jaekson held that a reviewing court most find there Laas “evidence necessasy fo convince
a triec of fict Le/vonc/ a reasonable bt of He existance of every element of te olense.”
Td ot 31 (emphasis added ) Tn &e (Sinship ) 397 US 358, 908 5.0 48 95 L £of 2o/ 362(19 ).

A conviction is net supported by Sufficient evidence under this standlarel violakes e process
op law of the United Stades Constitohen. US Const, Amends. V XIV. Jackson supra, 754:!/ i soflcient

evidence is not inteduced as o cach olewent Ao process requices reversal anol a ooliment of
agoital shoold be enlored. 162 P 2 Jool

Unéeler this standard  He critical 'm@w‘ry 752

(ohethar the tecord evidence could ffﬂfdﬂaé/i guppar/ 4 ﬁ‘nob’y o 307” loeyona/ & reasenable Jodk
Bt Hhis 7"2"7'7 does not reguire g covef b ask Tbelf whether 7t believes the evidence of

the trial established 303“ beyord a reasonable dovbt. Tnstead] the relevant gue;//"M is.
whether, after Viewing the evidence in the light mast Paverabl s Hhe prosecotin any rational
trier Dﬁ fact codd have fond the essential efements of Hhe crime begond a fc?dfonalsé bt

TJacksen v, Viegicia )3 Os 307 819 99 S, ot 278141 LEA 20/ 50 (197 7).,

The standacol sob fordh 1 Jacksen most be applied with explicit reference Jo the sobstantie
elements of the criminal Henses as defined by state Jau, 443 US of 39,

14,




Suﬁo& ?nﬁ Facts 2

4, On December 19,2017, the Court ol Appesls Vacated all conts of fFarj“Y > b
Doewment' ishich ridded the Criminal Enterprise ol its P—&M abferse /eal/i?y
only one count of False Pretensas left over in case number |5—-oa7t/?l—al~Fllj in
which the C.0.A. temandedl fr nevt tial Hhe Criminal Enberprize for one cort Fle
Prefeas as the predicate offease. (e, .0 A spmion decicled 12/ (9117, P31, Apperdlix C ;
and heaelaote 15 of C.oA. cpinion didee! /7)1, i1 Apperddx A )

AS Shown 1 the erlginal information of charges ( Appenddix E)) the Pobitioner was charged
N Count 1 with Criminal Exterprise for 4en coonts of Forgery of A Docoment ( the predicate olbne)
and ane count of False Prebenses Tn case nember Is—oc7491- 01-FA,

Tre Shalvte o Crimiaal Enferprise, MeL 7501591, e
charged in the Crinting) Enferpric o Support the

The Petihoner contends that the ¢.0, 4. dismantled the Cr/‘m)‘oa/ Enterprive charge whea i disminiad
the predicate offenses 4f [I—Ziyery of a Docoment) anel erroc! when 1 remanded He ¢rimnal

- Enterprie charge back 4o the Hriol court for ane cant of Fale Prferss as fh precicate ofonse
in cage nomber 15-007481-01-Fit (C.0.A. epiien, Pppendit ¢ -

The etror op remancli@ the Crim

el Enderprie charge wiith ote count o False Petenges q)anea/ He
dwf &r the ?eap‘e to be cennvi

g af the Relibieners newr trial 5&’40!4) bad be been chagea/ in
qgccordlence Lith the remma/) o ra#anal trier of

et cooldd have /%:Ilf fond Relidioner guilly
of Gonduchty Crimind Enterprise fir only ore

predicate offerse fo suprort 7, .U»s'feaa/, the
Prosecetor exdracted +he oo, woholl

ygeem’c charges of Falee Petenses from caw nomder
15-00BIq-61-FH ) and addecd an aced ¢

itisnal +uo False Petenses that were never 5 inally
¢harged ot his fist +rial, 4o maKe 7 appear as thaugh five incients of Falee Pretenses e
the sriginal predicate offerse of the Crinfinal Enterprise fr case number 15 =00751-01-FA, ohen
hey never cere.,

quites that there be fwo of mare O#’enrd
element of “Racketering®

The Coord 0{’ APPealy Faflecl To Aclclrcf; Tm; C},\mponen"’ Oﬁ que Tssue S0 Ths Meriis And
Rased Tt Deeision o An Unreasoncble Determination Of Faets.

Tn tecpinion for the fust prong of Hhis isive. caised cancerning the foct ot the oA, vacated the srigmal
predicate olfenge of Forgery of A Yocoment as it relite 1o the (rimnal Enterprive befste it fostecee] the
Pco?l"—’f FiHh ﬂmende?iﬂ&rmalrw ﬂ//auf/)j them to suorteh the predicete offene o fve eomts of

[‘2/& PfekﬂSe}'j Hhe Loord of ﬂﬁma/ﬂ hileel o do(j vilizate on Hhe ixsve ar 1t ves yaed Mg jug/z;ée‘/
i} aroonel & make it appear as thash the Pefitioner sas 5&/47 argemg dad the Tnformetion
el (e, CoA. comin p\, Appeacti A) /5.




The Court of Appeals dloes net aderess the fact that it remanded the Robdioner's cage B o

new dral for Crimmel Enkfprm for ghe cont of Falee Retenses for easie number (§-0o742(-al-FHi;
and tess ~uhol'l7 seperate - coonts o Bl Prefenses in case number is-csgid-ol- FH, as if
even admits in the assessment of ils son apinion in headnolets™ Lhich shales?

C @This Covet statedl Fhat defenalan{- Was gubject o retrial on the charge s of Cesnclud-i@
a erimingl enterprice andl usmg fols, prefenses o oblain maney in an amecrt off $l0c0
or more, bist less than 396,000." Harolrick, 2617 mich Agp. Leis 3087 at le, Bot earlier

n s apinicn, this Court gpectfice that the Cencloeting ~ a-criminal-enferprie goont Las
From L¢ ne 15-0074¢1 ~Ol-FH. id at 1. The opiniot Porther reflectee] that one cent of
ﬁaIs‘e Prdenﬁzj came Lfeom .C 1o 15-007491-61-FH anef && Cwn/:’ aﬂ fa)g IPr‘eJ{ﬂM came

( . AL N 3
from LC no 15 aw gl 7-61 F{'/, Ccon opiisn, hezd nole 15, Pga%/‘f’/’e"é/’x /4)

“he kzialub: Lr Criw; nai)Enécrprs“xai mcl 756. 15 9); mefdfs n 7£;ﬁnenl-» pa‘rl»: “q Pﬁ*em aé
racKeteering is dotime ; I releyvant pard, as ‘et less than o? incidents of .
7506. I8 ?f#)[c), where racketeetiog inclides incidents of alta; ting maney: ; i;ﬁ";er;z{) mth
’l)al;e Pl’ékﬂ%jj mel 756'/529(“’)’[@/&0:4. Opinion, Pg-1o, APPQM(W A) “J
~ Tnsteae of the C.n. Q;cknwfedgify its emor jn remanding cage Dl

4 nes frigl for Crmingl Eﬂfer,:r‘*ﬂ baseo| on cne o Ty

: i & on S Cent f2lfe prefe i rof anable
determinetion of faels Hat a « Ihicd Amesded T /Iévm'lfdﬂe" ;4?;4:[?5 /;; jza;?:zf:::
ﬁm‘ drial | b‘r‘fcy 3 incidends oﬂ fale prefensss fs sustam 4 ‘
hawetes this 1uzs @ Flagrent assessment of Hhe fucks by A

(PFTS:: leer\?h:scaksdlo}ely fo“ﬂim( " Ameadeol Telbe mation fleel on».y,e cecord o} the Pelilianers
st frial. O 8 TS whell, re’yin‘ on the Pasecolor's assess; / Ase gn
Pelibivrers Seeond drial a/uf,~7 9 ¢ Wokeeotors assessment of the tuse on record o

g a peelimiagry heating helgl pq 10/5/18 tohere. ;f U,
Pebilioner rasse] Metions challesging the “F74 “f/)Afm(Z/YM hor 52»1‘4/»{)9 mere ,{fofe,,z of

File prebensss then yihol he vuas remendec! 45, fhe Reple, for W Lrst tome ever orseloced

a Psuea[o—’ﬂ»im/ Tnlormetion and preseateel 1t 45 #hej bl anel Pe\l#iowa/apgu}nj that
the Th:h:[ Iﬂpof'mm’—lm c}mjed %l‘i}fb‘ﬂe." with 3 ceunls d/' 4‘/.5’2 f/!'/o&f' 2 the Lrimnal
E”MF/j;e c/mr/e which s AIZ/ fé!/ wree ¢ Aég’l\/lj' 3 ;"ncm‘/emé' Vi /éé ff#‘ I""c” ma#an,
The Roples ancl Gurt of Appecls asessment that the precls- Thice! Znformution chaggest more then
ane ocident of Fale Pietengss 75 a fawe as His ot can s for ol that te Thind
Amendee! Tnsrmation ( wihich cis never Llod on recond /) stl] om{v g’éfﬁe/ Hhe Rlitianer with
ane incident of filc predenses in Contt 1 - Conclucting crimimal Enterprigy Me(ge /;’e@
Third Amend. Tofometion abached a5 Aepend ik Y |

150024/ %1-01-FH fo

/6.




The Telidioner is aﬂ‘t{ ghle o prow‘de the first dewo Pages of the PSuecla-:ﬂr\:rd Tnlsomedion :::A
" he received for the firsk Fme al his secord trial qs excerpls b show that ik shill anly charge

o sne incident aﬁ pahe Prev‘enfe 1] ”vg Cﬁmma‘ Enkrprm) bot c»ncadex_*ma‘; Jost ag the Clét::

assess in Wopmenin headuste 1o (Appendit A,399), that there were 3- whelly gepmii,~ Ceom

of false pretences charged 45 coomt 9, 2, and 31 sutside of the crimind Enterprise.

Therelore, despite the fact ot 15 Thirol Anendod Toloponahion exisls an recorel the Cauk of
Appeztls skl errcﬂewsfy assesiee Me matfer ghe o fhe Kact Hhe Thirel Trbormation gMi
only charsed Pelitisner with gne incidend of {else prefenses in the Criminal Enterprie charge,
and errsred i remand e Ceirtinal Enteprite bagea on 4 5’)9”/" predicofe Mere of fulk
pre to %S as mo reasmell Hier of feet codd /e;;a{/o //’)m/ Fotitiener ga;//r of ZMJ/&C/:)&
&riminal Enlerpeize for sne .prea(im{t ense,

,;Z. The ?eap[e Alss Failed To Ty trody ce Any Evidence To Suf’Por} The C'hargeol 0)%'1%'

| Aga"'” 36&&»@ Tcwnship Which Ts T Only Complaint The Bople's Infsermatisn
charged the Refitisner For At Bot) “Trials, |

As mertioned, the lesple’s “Filth* Amended Tafsrmation - as vell as their arfginal~ charged Hhe
?eﬁ}foner with Criminal Enterprise for Fplse Deetenses against the « Tamshp of R@m)rd"(/lmndﬂg),
The Reple have failed o preduce any evidence at trjal fo support the copvichiay o insd
Redfsrd Township. There a5 no "lﬁShVnaﬂtf/ o Litness, no any #ﬁﬂj fernished at trial 4o Suppart
the conviediction ) ot other, chargecl cenduct. gqainst 4he complainant — Redford Township,

The C.0.4. Foiled To Adjedicote The Claim on Tis Merits Hus

' T | sed And Relied
D0 Jn Unteasonable Determination o Facks Ty Reddor Was Raised An

’"3 ks Ap?n'« oh.

o ————

Iniks opinion, as it relafes 4o this Component off Hhe issue ) the Curt of Appecls glses not assess Hhe. issve
based o1 hoes # Logs raised

Conviclizy of the cha (g J :ZZCGMW ihe ther e not there wes &#zzicmi eviolknce 4o guﬁoar! the

" againdt the Ristioner f Redfarol Toumship nor has il cited
any | Iaullwri i meling Hs d isien, T, r Ke oLunship " as
JFS?/;;?& He fact ‘l;y%ni Jequ/ ma/?j,‘;/i:/f Msk“‘}) the £.0.A, rebutted that the Pelitioner dves net

Gave hip metey on accawnt of his cepresentations of hem
ng owsfler op H\e prepekae;/ and anMer ery aﬂﬁmﬂi Ggestee/ ;%;/ ;%@/g LIGs ; f/g;{//, " /]mﬂdc’o{

Inbormation Pled that listed the names of peivalia) vickms, Yy Opintart; Py Il fopendis. A)

/7




F'irs',' O"\ all J Il‘ would B& unreasona ble o eXpech for any befenolaﬂ- o fle an appec:l agalns'f'

Vichms Hhat #167 Were ot chargedl for as the atlenpt wecled be Rohle and belre any sease.
Secondly, the Pehitioner avers thal thee s aL&IUM}I 16 “Sixth" Amendleo! Tnfbemation thals

been fled anyuhere on the court recorol and i# anly exists in aolyssey frasgh the
uﬁrafe of the Cort of Appeals option which was baseel on an unreasonable defersingbion
0 aers. Record evidlence, via Court letheq reveals that no “Sith* Amenolecl Tokotmation
el_(‘as ts on ae covet Lilo, (s2e) Court Le#fg Appendin K )
lhe Tetitioner cantens thet on Lol

€ 3 é/ réaso é/ erl 1'-5 oblec "S
“..‘f"ch‘”eed " conduet as the 5a-ca‘/J/:vva/ ﬁ?a’;y;ju;/;m /gcr‘:/lai‘/) Hhe 2178-2;54/?: *:si{:phé: &
l"pOéMd“M Las not c/m@«/ ”m @ny Jnbormition Haf uis Pt/ aof e,',lép}g ,g«,';/
?em re, the sa-called « Vickims" pot dmrj@a/ ere net preperly pres nted BeA *H;
il e fir one to even consider Q/o,oea//i@, fprese -

3. The Relitioner Also Held A Legal Claim In The fropeckies That He Renbed

Btf Way of His Legal Qoibelaim Deeds TF
B ; H lhat Represented Hi Posses
.thsresi He Held In The Prorer-}?e.(’ Tretec ted d’r)lder The F(;:)Sr-l—eeff;‘;:nindmﬂl’ .

Y2 uses 31999 states 2 * Buperty rights of Cifizent

“Ql citizens o the United States shall hare the same right in every state and
Terriforyy as is enjsyed by white citizens Hewol 4o inheri) porchase lease, %, /MU/

dﬂd/ l'd’"’e/ f‘ed/ dﬂ/ﬂffaﬂg//ﬁfzf@/é'))

This U3 Supreme Cact breldl ? WPf‘f”""V 7S mere fhan wer %y which persens s, W inclodes
ri‘gH— Yo acquite, use, and dispase of i// - and (’ans’/i/u/z‘mf/ in Buorteenth Amendment;
protects these essential ghtribotes,” Buchanar V. A/ar/% M5 U8 49,35 5.1 16 (1917)

The couct of Appecs held 2 “The term'property as vsecl i1 the Ve Puces £lnuge inclooter not
Q@_l_l( {ﬂ:ﬂe and pusgsessien g bt a/Jo //le I‘@/)b‘ a/’ acgal?i/IM arel gy Aro / the r’:ﬁ‘ } ' 1‘:—
make any /Ly;}imak’ vse or a’;')’,oa,;e ,,/' the /é':”j awzeof Sueh ag 45 fje dge L for
deblt, or ho sl or branste i, The meae Lt Hhat propecty ilsell has ot beon physiclly
taken does not necessarily mean ot Moo Process clave has not baon Vislatbee! » (ihere
Valwe i3 o/er/raye/ é, the aetisn a/gdm”,ﬂm,t} or serisus ;”‘jwf p '7'/7/‘0»‘«30//” He
property /*l,;e///’ or exelusien of the goner fom ihs ppisyment 34 5r a faking ithin Hhe

Constibon’ Botcher v. Detrad 131 Mich fyp 695) 7

/8.




‘ {
TThe Reditioner contends that when the Court of Ap‘péd’S vacated all counis ‘-’;i E}?:V ee:g
& Decomend aned Piler an and Psbl TSM@" it essem‘(all'y made the Tetibonery quite

legal in the eye of the law again - as they aluays were,
The Pelitioner held Qa le3a| daad on h’“e Which censbilubed Qs a legal ¢laim that ch’UeM
the ounersho wherest thal he hold in the form of Possessory Taterst-

i i i ed {nat 3 ins their position that He
Doring a ?rehmman, Hearing at trial, the Rople acgued Hhat 3 remains
P H‘um?er)s qQuitelaim dtw{rjuﬁfe not “prapert geeds becasse né ane adaes éf’éf/ ;’;i y
?ioperlfe; over o him (which completely tontradicts Hhe a0 of Helverse Pgession). As s

bt1 "'/!e Pms’etofor 3

M. WilliS 5 “The couts that ypre dismisied yiere tonts fhet intlicated Wl hiy dbcumeds

Liere pargery. T+ veld glill be Hhe Reples pssitition dhat i guitclaim decoty ape ppf
Proper cleeds j7 Hhet s ne ever deoatos/ prepecty avee by him qpof Hat be never
had any ownership interest jp He preperfies? (T, /2/4.3/) 8 Y- 13)

The pearle viclated #, Potitieners Protected Prevecty rightks é/ /,'A)y géarig,n on hine

basecl o Hher e 4"757/}'24 that he haed no “Miiferest> n He Lroperbice Aecaak ke
did net ?urcha;e them, Jhe ?earleir Hzear/, andl the Court of Appent P imsy i ,/M,//V
SIS Qndl Cothacicls Us Suprome funt procectince ooy o Mo Lo ol Dicveree
Vassessisn,

The Petiticner Conkends thal jhe teeples o evidenge 11 Congomedion yith the Corl of Apecls
madvertant pdmistance fo his pessessary inerest iy the Prepectes, Supported e food fhot 4h, Poblisner
neld 0 legal “iniest i e popetis he et 4, ity o k5 Quitelaim dhocts ot opeens
on title seurches and festimen by Hhe Roples wittesess b Polifioers POsSestory inferest Hhat was
infredueed af trial, Such ag }L case concerning Hhe 3495 géé,éw,,e} Dedreil prope f‘ﬁV it whieh the
Pebibionce enbered a land comfeact pith the Raples witness, Danie| idafoun,

baniel l«’a‘}'ﬂﬂ lz’sﬁﬁ.ez/} of C’M;y..emm:m}i«:ﬂ/ thel he 'j)m‘ol bor @ tille Seareh 4o be Clenclveted/ @
a 00'"/74}/ called Geees™ uhich veveaont Fhat e Rfibicner belof o interest in fo prape
by way & Quitclaim daod “wqj‘n his Gompiny "%/err/-;ts}/ .Tn&h[ *e, JR. /07//]//5; . -3/.350

The Cort o Appects, i headnske 31 of il opiniety thosh it @ boldting monser ac Knoefocdses
the fack thel the Rtitisne, held a Possessary inferest, :?;h/eq/ at a"ﬁni;m/ "5:‘47‘3 .57;‘/29:

“There shoold be LidHe guestion Yal Lhpdover * Posyessian' oletenclont hag Lsas minima | qod Fleeting
and cectainly not epeq, vkible, ar Mturicvs, which are reguiree! fp custniy a claim of aolverss

Postession.(see, ;9. A, cpinied, headaote 91, -1, Apperdix A)

/%




TThos. record evidenace reveals that the Politioner held a legal interest in the Preperties
. )
P h(’. kOldr

Y The Teial Covrt Enlered A Conviclisn Aaa‘ms# The ?chh:sﬂner Fer Crimnal Ederprise -
.Bascd on One Coont Of False Retenses As T+ Relokes 16 Case Momber js-ocri¢i-ot-FH.

The trial couet still deaded to only enter o T
Criminal Enfecprise baseel on pne coont of
Nomber 15-057481-0l-FH, ( 562 Jcclgment of

As previwsly s-hlhed/ the

at least s predicate ffbrges Charged o Support Ho eloment of
Enterprise,

Tha:uah the Peaple Contingly sesifched +he precicafe offbne from 10 ncitleats o) ’/‘2@87 A 4 Decumerd®
at the fiest Hrial to fue incidents of Faise Petenses an remand, he driaf Cort 1,4, 75 in bt e
| chase o only énfer q conietion f'ar /

one Coont of .
the crimi nal Enterprise cha alse Pretenses in

rgec/ under case aomber I5-067451-01- £/ renclersy ~
i as ol clent
evidence o Suppert the comvictien of Crimmal Enjerprise, ’ 1S ar e

dgma\t oﬁéem‘eme Cdnl//‘ch)y e /?g},'{-,'dﬂer 6/
Fzle Petenses as Me 'Prea//‘c:?/c’ a/%n.@ n cqw
Sonbence for ecse 15-c014%1~0]-FH, Append ix I)

Stedute Lor ¢ imng| Enlerprise ;Mel 750.18 2/') reguires that ther be

"fdc"eleenz;? % in #)e Crimma)|

The Ceurt of Appeals Relied 0n 4 Unreasonable Defecminaken of Facts.

“The Courd of AppeaiS opinien; as it celakes fo thig compenent F the

W opines that the trial coort did net enter ocgment of gentene foe ¢ rimingl Enkrprie: agd o1
- one cont of Fale Pefense becasse the [/ pretense depickee! i He Juelsment ol Soabence is
a "A:Aa//? Seperate® chirge, anal Hal Mhe T4 cles nol indicate Lhat Yo aﬂc/er/y'fhg
Conelued waas Iy relabon 4o He conviedion, ( S8, £.0. 4, gpimim, 29 ld), Apperdivc A )
771& Qlcls‘ are; Ay c/ear coord l"cCoralJ He e mi Cow-’ 5}'911(@/ and em‘ereo[ Q :.):clﬁmeml g CJM
i Hhe l?eap/e i the FELY fﬂ/’ormar‘r% and

ne/acﬁ'ﬂj eriminal enterprie posed
on one Leont of Folee Viekenos in case T 15 ~207H-ol-£Y, indd Fwo Federafe conts of False

Prefenses in cose fle 15=c6fllG-01-FH, yhich c1a5 et filod ar/ Charg

is8s€, 15 asining and Unreassnable g

el iy o /’4/3//)%//2’/1 on /)9”741742{

0.



B‘\rec% Appeal OF Geoond Three

“lhe Teditioner raisedl this isspe on Direek Appeal in b timely “Stanolarel-4 Betef
( Popendi D) in the Coued of Hppecls, Lhich 1345 cleaicel May 27 2o The [edidiuner

Aleo{ a Mo )'IZM For Eecan;,-‘a(erdiow' on “jeoae i’-l, e Concernag He Bsve thich was
d’jfo denred 9 P%e CO A on Tene jajﬂo&lv '

T;\e ?el-s"\lizner thea I}I(’ol a "l\mely 'Lez{yg To /1/)/)64/ n /—/ze Mfclygdn Su}a/‘eme Cort &N
j;,y 27 Ko, which Lrar descel s /%j(_g’f 22, 423

al.




Conclusion And Relief Swgh-t_

Loherehoe yfor all the sard reasons, the Rebitiorer hombly contest that this coort mc:'S“‘ relteu '
and graml His ) ril; not onh/ bo correet the Consbitehional vislations that secoredd in Retitioners

£as, but. 0’30 b save #le. entire A}dnlfan #m dn7 /le: Similar Viblahcﬂf ) beeaos ‘f Hhix Cont
does not gdolress these jssves, i wil] leave sfen a verkex allewing shate daurls to 3rosxly 3
violate Defendanis conghitvtinal rigM; and go 494/71:'/' it Sopweme Conls P/Pfedm by

(1) Eydudms Pro Se Delendlants from rial - Litheot Loarning = as mandated % Fhis fow»ﬂ uﬁ‘ie
allcuing for ”Sfandlo,“ counse] 4o Par{—m.l the rele of primary Counsel Jur.‘r@ Fhe absenls of 4 Q
Pro Se Defeadant in visletion of 5 Suptome. Louks hﬁ‘ﬂ“'ﬁj in Crenie and the VI A‘mmlmb |

(J) T+ will alles the cotbiroance of ponyichons o be enlered beseod on charges not Bled/ an any
Uritlen Tnlermation docoment ; and for Defendlents to be conpicted based ypen charses |
against Vickms that «ccold have beea chersed ™ but wee pof charsed M any Trnboymatioa

anel alloing Appollete Courts 4o complefe ignore fhe tm’%f/' andl (B) T+ vull allovefor 4o
anc[ all ﬁoﬁrre be@nc/c:ﬂ/x # be convictec! 4/:4//6/‘ remaendec! /4’)" (’f'imr}ta/ Emle/pm‘;e bwd

o a 5?@&» Prea[f cate ofense condrar, 4 Hhe tuc o mere predicdle oflonses r‘egui‘reJ 4o
Sa#ﬁ[\y the “Rad(ek’eri@“ elemend Jﬁé@ Lriminid Enteprize stafvfe.

Furkhermore yte the Tedidioners Knoledse from he eddent o b research, this Supreme Cont has ne
Centealling precedence reaaral Mg whether or ,
of the vichn in fhe decument

alj ar.zo/, if cohethe, N ot an Tnlorprafin olotument g Conflate tuso seperafe tase
.é'_/f; tnte ote o &zl&% the Mslice regured anc! He chatses Loy Mot Case Ale,
lhis Gort Glse has 1,

precedence on g5 4y whether or pot an Appellate Court May remand
a convickan of Crimipg

/En’e//’ﬂ)e Af ) /é _ e o
T P new Frial based por sme et of Lk pretfense as

r mmh:n; Hhe oryfna/ Pmc/k'ale a¢ense.$.
\/er'ipicmla‘on
—_—

I, Bernard ”cwdri‘ck

) Porsvant Yo 2% yge 179, declare under the penalty of perjory; that
I have exdanmined Hhis retition, and declore #a) e Stolements ol are ﬁu{ and/ carr;cf
and T am zompetent and

o willing to testify in courd 4o the trotilithess of Hhe shrdements madk
erein.
b&eo’ b Sepl-mLer) 15, o3 4—4}/%_/_—— ’
ge/,yq///éf’dﬂ’zk




