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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

['/f For cases from federal courts:

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

[ ] reported at ; Or,
[ 1 has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,
E,ﬂ is unpubhshed

The opinion of the United States district court appears at Appendix 8 - 033to
the petition and is

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M is unpublished.

[\/f/ For cases from state courts:

The opinion of the highest state court to review the merits appears at

Appendix to the petition and is

[ ] reported at ; or,

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is unpublished.

The opinion of the BOTH court

appears at Appendix _L to the petltlon and is

[ ] reported at ; OF,
[ 1 has been designated for pubhcatlon 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] is unpublished.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 Héy case
was APRT) S5rh 3023, TN APPEAL CASE # 33-109 5

[ ] 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

M/ An extension of time to file the petition for a writ of certiorari was granted

to and including _ 9 - Q - 23 date)on__8 - 10-Q3  (date)
in Application No. 23 A 19, See APPX. DV

The jurisdietion 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 _1=-39-Q|
A copy of that decision appears at Appendix _C |

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

appears at Appendix

[ 1 An extension of time to file the petition for a writ of certiorari was granted
~ to and including ' (date) on (date) in
Application No. A .

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



CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS INVOLVED

{sece APPENDIX “A” rHg APPLICATION F0R {cDA) AT

PR I -dH AND COMPARE TO “THE QUIESTIONS PRESENTED

AND REIATED CRSES" PORTIONS OF THE INSTANT PEITION .
a8 U.5. . 2254 (d)

A% U.s.c. 1915(bJi(y)

RULES GOVENRNING Sec.

AA54 CAsEs (RULE H)

Sec. §10.02 (i) (b)), FLA GTATS-(2003)

Sec. ¥19.0)5,ELA. STATS. (2001)

JThAND 147h AMENDMENTS, U. 5. CoNsT. AT

ALl APPENDICES

“A LHRQUOH YO 37 COLLECTIVELY.



STATEMENT OF THE CASE

THE CORE FACTS IN THIS EXTRAORDINARY CIRCUMSTANCES
CASE ARE ESSENTIALLY UNDISPUTED AND PRESENTS IMPORTANT
CONSTITUTIONAL QUESTIONS THAT URGENTLY CALLS FOR REVIEW
AND EXERCISE OF THIS HONORABLE COURT’S SUPREVISORY POWER
BECAUSE THE EXISTENCE OF A CONFLICT BETWEEN THE DECISIONS
OF WHICH REVIEW IS SOUGHT AND DECISIONS OF THIS COURT AND
OTHER APPELLATE COURT’S ON THE SAME ISSUES, IS PREJUDICIAL
TO THE EFFECTIVE ADMINISTRATION OF THE BUSINESS OF THE
COURT’S AND CONSIDERATION TO THE IMPORTANCE TO PUBLIC OF
THE SAME ISSUES AT BAR ...” [SEE ALL APPENDICES “A THROUGH B-
3” AND COMPARE TO APPENDICES “C” AND THAN TO “E-J’
COLLECTIVELY]; E.G. CF. SCHLUP V. DELO, SUPRA, ID. (1995) (SAME);
(CITING MURRAY V. CARRIER)); MCQUIGGIN V. PERKINS, ID. (2013)
(SAME); EX PARTE ROYALL, SUPRA, ID. (1886) (SAME); COLE V.
ARKANSAS, SUPRA, ID. (1948) (SAME); WILLIAMS V. TAYLOR, SUPRA, ID.
(2000) (SAME); KNOWLES V. MIRZAYANCE, SUPRA, ID. (2009) (SAME):;
LAWHORN V. ALLEN, SUPR4, ID. (11™ CIR. 2008) (SAME) (CITING
GERSTEIN V. PUGH)); ROMINE V. HEAD, SUPRA, ID, (11™ CIR. 2001)

(SAME); DEMARCO V. US., SUPRA, ID. (11™ CIR. 1991) (SAME) (CITING
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NAPUE V. ILL)); DONALDSON V. O'CONNER, SUPRA, ID. (5™ CIR. 1974)
(SAME), VACATED ON OTHER GROUNDS, 422 U.S. 563 (1975); DRAKE V.
PORTUONDO, SUPRA, ID. (2P CIR. 2009) (SAME) (CITING NAPUE V. ILL.));
BYARS V. STATE, (FLA. 2002) (SAME) AND ACHIN V. STATE, SUPRA, ID.
(FLA. 1982) (FACTUALLY THE SAME).

THIS CASE ARISES OUT OF THE FALSE ARREST/FALSE
IMPRISONMENT AND CONTINUOUS ILLEGAL DETENTION OF THE
PETITIONER FOR “A POLICE SPONSORED NONEXISTENT BURGALRY,
WITHOUT REASONABLE SUSPICION, PROBABLE CAUSE, A VALID
COMPLAINT OR WARRANT AND WITHOUT DUE PROCESS OR EQUAL
PROTECTION OF LAW, IN VIOLATION OF THE CONSTITUTION, LAWS,
OR TREATIES OF THE UNITED STATES AND FLORIDA, ‘AFTER AN
UNCORROBORATED TELEPHONE TIP THAT REPORTED THE ALLEGED
BURGLARY IN-PROGRESS WAS TAKEN PLACE AT MARIO’S PIZZA AND
DUE TO AN IMPROPER POLICE INVESTIGATION’ ON MARCH 10, 2004,
BECAUSE THE RECORDS VEHEMENTLY SUGGEST THAT THE
PETITIONER IS ‘ACTUALL INNOCENT’ OF THE CHARGE OUTLINED IN
THE INFORMATION, WHICH ACCUSES [ME] OF COMMITTING A
BURGLARY TO AN OCCUPIED STRUCTURE .. [SEE APPENDIX “C”

AND COMPARE TO ALL APPENDICES “E-J” COLLECTIVELY]; E.G. CF.

,,ES,




SCHLUP V. DELO, SUPRA, ID. (1995) (SAME) (CITING MURRAY V.
CARRIER)); MCQUIGGIN V. PERKINS, ID. (2013) (SAME); EX PARTE
ROYALL, SUPRA, ID. (1886) (SAME); COLE V. ARKANSAS, SUPRA, ID. (1948)
(SAME); WILLIAMS V. TAYLOR, SUPRA, ID. (2000) (SAME); KNOWLES V.
MIRZAYANCE, SUPRA, ID. (2009) (SAME); LAWHORN V. ALLEN, SUPRA, ID.
(11™ CIR. 2008) (SAME) (CITING GERSTEIN V. PUGH)); ROMINE V. HEAD,
SUPRA, ID, (11™ CIR. 2001) (SAME); DEMARCO V. U.S,, SUPRA, ID. (11™
CIR. 1991) (SAME) (CITING NAPUE V. ILL.)); DONALDSON V. O’'CONNER,
SUPRA, ID. (5™ CIR. 1974) (SAME), VACATED ON OTHER GROUNDS, 422
US. 563 (1975); (REiT_ERAT]NG THAT: “[CJLAIM OF FALSE
IMPRISONMENT WAS A ‘CONTINUING VIOLATION’ AND THUS NOT
BARRED BY STATUTE OF LIMITATIONS”); DRAKE V. PORTUONDO,
SUPRA, ID. (2P CIR. 2009) (SAME) (STATING THAT: “[A] CONVICTION
OBTAINED THROUGH TESTIMONY THE PROSECUTOR KNOWS TO BE
FALSE IS REPUGNANT TO THE U.S. CONSTITUTION®) (CITING NAPUE V.
ILL)); ACHIN V. STATE, SUPRA, ID. (FLA. 1982) (SAME) (REITERATING
THAT: [I]N FLORIDA, “ONE MAY NEVER BE CONVICTED OF A NON-
EXISTENT CRIME™); BYARS V. STATE, SUPRA, ID. (FLA. 2002) (SAME)
(STATING THAT: IN FLORIDA, “NEITHER COURTS NOR

ADMINISTRATIVE AGENCIES HAVE POWER TO MODIFY THE PLAIN

..CGM



PURPOSE AND INTENT OF A LEGISLATURE AS EXPRESSED BY THE
LANGUAGE EMPLOYED IN STATUTES”); CASTILLO V. STATE, SUPRA, ID.
(FLA. 4™ DCA 2006) (SAME) (CITING STATE V. GRAY, (FLA. 1983)); RAY V.
STATE, SUPRA, ID. (FLA. 4™ DCA 2006) (SAME) (QUOTING SECTIONS
810.015 FLA. STATS. (2001) AND 810.02(1)(B) FLA. STATS. (2003),
COLLECTIVELY)); SWARTZ V. STATE, SUPRA, ID. (FLA. 4™ DCA 2003)
(SAME) (REITERATING THAT: [[]N FLORIDA “PROBABLE CAUSE TO
ARREST EXISTS ONLY WHEN THE ‘TOTALITY OF THE
CIRCUMSTANCES’ MORE LIKELY THAN NOT POINTS TO THE
COMMISSION OF A CRIME”) (CITING ILL. V. GATES (1983)) AND CITY
OF ST. PETERSBURG V. AUSTRINO, SUPRA, ID (FLA. 2° DCA 2005)
(FACTUALLY THE SAME) (CONCLUDING THAT: [I][N FLORIDA, “AN
ARRESTING OFFICER IS REQUIRED TO CONDUCT A REASONABLE
INVESTIGATION TO ESTABLISH PROBABLE CAUSE”) (CITING ILL. V.
GATES (1983)).

THUS, SINCE I WAS CONVICTED OF A NONEXISTENT OFFENSE,
“THERE IS A CLEAR VIOLATION OF FEDERAL AND STATE [DUE
PROCESS] PRINCIPLES, ‘ENTITLING [ME] TO HABEAS CORPUS RELIEF’
UNDER 28 U.S.C. SEC. 2254 (D)(1); WILLIAMS V. TAYLOR, SUPRA, ID. (2000)

(SAME); KNOWLES V. MIRZAYANCE, SUPRA, ID. (2009) (SAME); LAWHORN
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V. ALLEN, SUPRA, ID. (11™ CIR. 2008) (SAME); DEMARCO V. U.S., SUPRA,
ID. (11™ CIR. 1991) (SAME); DONALDSON V. O’CONNER, SUPRA, ID. (5™
CIR. 1974) (SAME); DRAKE V. PORTUONDO, SUPRA, ID. (2*° CIR. 2009)
(SAME) (CITING NAPUE V. ILL.)); ACHIN V. STATE, SUPRA, ID. (FLA. 1982)
(SAME) BYARS V. STATE, (FLA. 2002) (SAME); RAY V. STATE, SUPRA, ID.
(FLA. 4™ DCA 2006) (SAME); SWARTZ V. STATE, SUPRA, ID. (FLA. 4™ DCA
2003) (SAME) AND CITY OF ST. PETERSBURG V. AUSTRINO, SUPRA, ID.
(FLA. 2P DCA 2005) (FACTUALLY THE SAME), “ON ALL THE CLAIMS
RAISED IN MY PREVIOUS HABEAS CORPYS PETITIONS BECAUSE
ADJUDICATION OF MY CLAIMS BY BOTH THE U.S. COURT OF APPEALS
NAD THE DISTRICT COURT, AS WELL AS THE STATE COURT’S [IS/WA]
CONTRARY TO CLEARLY ESTABLISHED FEDERAL LAW AND
INVOLVED AN UNREASONABLE APPLICATION OF FEDERAL LAW, AS
DETERMINED BY THIS HONORABLE COURT AND WAS BASEDD ON A
UNREASONABLE DETERMIATION OF THE FACTS IN LIGHT OF THE
EVIDENCE PRESENTED IN BOTH THE FEDERAL AND STATE COURT’S
PROCEEDINGS, AND WHERE, AS HERE, THE CUMULATIVE
CONSTITUTIONAL VIOLATIONS RESULTED IN [MY] CONVICTION,
PROCEDURAL DEFAULT SHOULD NOT BAR REVIEW OF MY CLAIMS

...” [SEE ALL APPENDICES “A THROUGH B-3” AND COMPARE TO
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APPENDICES “C” AND “E-J” COLLECTIVELY]; E.G. CF. SCHLUP V. DELO,
SUPRA, ID. (1995) (SAME) (CITING MURRAY V. CARRIER)); MCQUIGGIN V.
PERKINS, ID. (2013) (SAME); WILLIAMS V. TAYLOR, SUPRA, ID. (2000)
(SAME); KNOWLES V. MIRZAYANCE, SUPRA, ID. (2009) (SAME); AND
ANDERSON CITY OF BESSEMER, SUPRA, ID. (1985) (FACTUALLY THE
SAME); COLE V. ARKANSAS, SUPRA, ID. (1948) (SAME); MARKHAM V. U.S.,
SUPRA, ID. (1895) (SAME) AND EX PARTE ROYALL, SUPRA, ID. (1886)
(FACTUALLY THE SAME).

SUBSEQUENTLY, @ BASED UPON THE FOREGOING
INTRINSIC/EXTRINSIC FRAUDULENT HEARSAY EVIDENCE ON THE
COURT AND THE IMPROER POLICE INVESTIGATION IN THIS CASE AT
BAR, AT THE PETITIONER’S TRIAL IN AUG. 2005, “IN ORDER TO
COMPENSATE FOR THE LACK OF EVIDENCE OF MOTIVE AND FOR THE
FALSE ARREST/FALSE IMPRISONMENT WITHOUT PROBABLE CAUSE,
THE RECORDS EVIDENCE IN THE CASE VEHEMENTLY SUGGESTS
THAT THE POLICE OFC. DAVID MAUCH CONSPIRED TO FABRICATE A
FALSE CONFESSION FOR MALICIOUS PROSECUTION, IN WHICH
VIOLATED MY CONSTITUTIONAL RIGHT TO A FAIR TRIAL, BECAUSE
THE ASST. PROSECUTOR ROSENWASSER ‘KNOWINGLY PERMITTED

THE INTRODUCTION OF FALSE TESTIMONY AND WITHHELD CRITICAL
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REQUESTED EXCULPATORY IMPEACHING EVIDENCE’ (OFC.
STEPHAINE BANKS) THAT WOULD HAVE UNQUESTIONABLY SUPPORT
MY CLAIM OF INNOCENCE OF THE ALLEGED POLICE SPONSORED
FALSE BURGLARY CHARGE, THEREBY DELIBERATELY DECEIVING
THE COURT AND JURORS BY THE PRESENTATION OF KNOWN FALSE
EVIDENCE AND CONTRIBUTED TO THE DEPRIVATION OF DUE
PROCESS, IN VIOLATION OF BRADY V. MARYLAND, (1963) AND GIGLIO V.
U.S. (1972), COLLECTIVELY AND AS SUCH IS TRUE, BECAUSE IT IS
ESTABLISHED THAT THE PROSECUTOR ROSENWASSER KNOWINGLY
PERMITTED THE INTRODUCTION OF FALSE TESTIMONY AND THEN
CAPITALIZED ON THE PERJURED TESTIMONY IN HIS CLOSING
ARGUMENT, “THE JURY’S VERDICT MIGHT BE ALTERED BECAUSE
YING IS WRONG AND ROSENWASSER IS AN OFFICER OF THE COURT
WHOSE DUTY IS TO PRESENT A FORCEFUL AND TRUTHFUL CASE TO
THE JURY NOT TO WIN AT ANY COST...” [SEE APPENDIX “C” AT PP. 1-4
AND COMPARE TO ALL APPENDICES “E-J* COLLECTIVELY]; E.G. CF.
ROMINE V. HEAD, SUPRA, ID. (11™ CIR. 2001) (SAME) (STATING THAT:
“[HJABEAS RELIEF IS DUE TO BE GRANTED FOR ‘IMPROPER
PROSECUTORIAL ARGUMENT’ ONLY WHERE, AS HERE, THERE HAS

BEEN A VIOLATION OF DUE PROCESS”); DEMARCO V. U.S., SUPRA, ID.
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(11™ CIR. 1991) (SAME) (CITING NAPUE V. ILL.); DRAKE V. PORTUONDO,
SUPRA, ID. (2P CIR. 2009) (FACTUALLY THE SAME) (CITING NAPUE V.
ILL. 1959)) AND STATE V. GLOSSEN, SUPRA, ID. (FLA. 1985) (SAME)
(CONCLUDING THAT: [UNDER THE DUE PROCESS PROVISION OF FLA.
CONST. ART. 1. SEC. 9., “GOVERNMENTAL MISCONDUCT WHICH
VIOLATES THE CONSTITUTIONAL DUE PROCESS RIGHT OF A
DEFENDANT, REQUIRES THE DISMISSAL OF CRIMINAL CHARGES”).
MOREOVER, BECAUSE IT IS APPARENT THAT BOTH STATE
WITNESSES [MAUCH AND MANETT’S] TESTIMONY CONTAINED
SIGNIFICANT FALSEHOODS, THERE IS A STRONG LIKELIHOOD THAT
THESE FALSEHOODS WAS VIRTUALLY IMPORTANT TO THE JURY’S
DECISION TO CREDIT THEIR TESTIMONY BUT, “THE PRINCIPLE THAT
A STATE MAY NOT KNOWINGLY USE FALSE EVIDENCE, INCLUDING
FALSE TESTIMONY, TO OBTAIN A TAINED CONVICTION, IMPLICIT IN
ANY CONCEPT OF ORDERED LIBERTY, DOES NOT CEASE TO APPLY
MERELY BECAUSE THE FALSE GOES ONLY TO THE CREDIBITLITY OF
THE LYING WITNESSES AND AS SUCH IS TRUE, THE JURY’S ESTIMATE
OF THE TRUTHFULNESS OF [MAUCH AND MANETTA’S] FALSE
TESTIMONY MAY WELL HAVE BEEN DETERMINATIVE OF THE SINGLE

ISSUE AT TRIAL - ZAMMIELLO'S INTENT...” [SEE ALL APPENDICES “E-
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J” COLLECTIVELY ; E.G. CF. ROMINE V. HEAD, SUPRA, ID. (11™ CIR.
2001) (SAME); DEMARCO V. U, SUPRA, ID. (11™ CIR. 1991) (SAME)
(CITING NAPUE V. ILL.)); U.S. FRIES, SUPRA, ID. (SAME) (STATING THAT:
“[T]O UPHOLD A CONVICTION, IN THE ABSENCE OF ANY EVIDENCE
AS TO AN ESSENTIAL ELEMENT, WOULD BE A MISCARRIAGE OF
JUSTICE”) (CITING IN RE WINSHIP, (1970) AND OTHER RELEVANT
LANDMARK CASE COLLECTIVELY); DRAKE V. PORTUONDO, SUPRA, ID.
(2 CIR. 2009) (FACTUALLY THE SAME) (CITING NAPUE V. ILL.)) AND
STATE V. GLOSSEN, SUPRA, ID. (FLA. 1985) (SAME) (CITING FLA. CONST.
ART. 1. SEC. 9)).

IN SUM, BECAUSE THE CASE FILES RECORDS VEHEMENTLY
ESTABLISH THAT THE GOVERNMENT KNOWINGLY PERMITTED THE
INTRODUCTION OF FALSE TESTIMONY IN MY 2005 TRIAL AND THEN
CAPITALIZED ON THE PERJURED TESTIMONY IN HIS CLOSING
ARGUMENTS REINFORCED THE DECEPTION OF THE USE OF FALSE
TESTIMONY AND THEREBY, CONTIBUTED TO THE DEPRIVATION OF
DUE PROCESS RIGHT TO A FAIR TRIAL, “THE STATE DISTRICT COURT
CLEARLY COMMITTED CONSTITUTIONAL ERROR BY REJECTING MY
CLAIMS OF ‘IMPROPER PROSECUTORIAL MISCONDUCT/ARGUMENT’

ON HABEAS REVIEW AND ERRONEOUSLY DENIED HABEAS RELIEF,
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AND AS SUCH IS TRUE, THE STATE COURT’S ADJUDICATION ON THE
MERITS OF MY CLAIMS WAS CONTRARY TO, OR INVOLVED AN
UNREASONABLE APPLICATION OF CLEARLY ESTABLISHED FEDERAL
LAW AS DETERMINED BY THIS HONORABLE COURT AND THUS,
‘REVERSAL, NOT VACATUR, OF THE STATE DISTRICT COURT’S
ERRONEOUS JUDGMENT IS WARRANTED’ BECAUSE A CONVICTION
OBTAINED THROUGH TESTIMONY THE PROSECUTOR KNOWS TO BE
FALSE IS REPUGNANT TO THE CONSTITUTION AND TO BE SURE, “THIS
HONORABLE COURT HAS CONSISTENTLY HELD THAT A CONVICTION
OBTAINED BY THE KNOWING USE OF PERJURED TESTIMONY IS
FUNDAMENTALLY UNFAIR, AND MUST BE SET ASIDE WHEN, AS
HERE, THERE IS ANY REASONABLE LIKELIHOOD HTAT THE FALSE
TESTIMONY AFFECTED THE JUDGMENT OF THE JURY BECAUSE THE
JURY’S VERDICT MUGHT BE ALTERED...” [SEE APPENDIX “C” AT PP. 1-
4 AND COMPARE TO ALL APPENDICES “E-J” COLLECTIVELY]; E.G. CF.
WILLIAMS V. TAYLOR, SUPRA, ID. (2000) (SAME); KNOWLES V.
MIRZAYANCE, SUPRA, ID. (2009) (SAME); ROMINE V. HEAD, SUPRA, ID.
(11™ CIR. 2001) (SAME); DEMARCO V. U.S, SUPRA, ID. (11™ CIR. 1991)
(SAME) (CITING NAPUE V. ILL.)); DRAKE V. PORTUONDO, SUPRA, ID. (2\°

CIR. 2009) (SAME) (CITING NAPUE V. ILL. 1959)).
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RERASONS FOR _GRANTING THE PETLTION

IN 3013 THE PETTTTONER ETLED HIS [ FrreT] 2%
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DLSTRICT oF FIORIDA (CpsiE NO. 8li3-cv- D225 -
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4
LSee APPX.“RBY” AT PP 1-H AND COMPARE TD ALL
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-v- Delo, SUPRA, J:d (qu5)(SAMh)Cé‘[TING MURRAV '
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PROSECUTORT A) ARGUMENT? ONLY wWiHER)E, AS HERE,

/
rHERE HAS RBEN A VIOLATYION OF DUE PROCESS M) .
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(FHCTLARL%\/ THE SAME D RETTERATING THAT: “ID1E -

LTRBERATE DECEPTION OF A COURT AND JURORS
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"BV THE PR&SENTF\T‘ION OF I{NOWN _FEALSIE E\/IDENCE

OF JUSTIQh”)(QJ:T‘J:NG GILGLYO-v~ (A 5. AND NRAPUE
-V-Lil. COLLECTIVELY ). ANTHONY -V - CAMBRA,
_— gSUPRR 1d. (arh crr. 3000)CeAME)CSTALL NG THAT
“CAT FEDERAL HARKAS PETITIONER HAS A RIGHT
TO AMEND A MIXED PETLIION TO DBLETE UN -
EXHAWSTED CLAIMS AS AN _ALTERNATIVE TO
e |SUF] ELB_L_G_o;smzss&*’)_(_ummg_gash__y_mggjm__
OTHER RELEVANT AUTHORITY.ES D) AND DRAKE -V -
PORTUONDD, SUPRA, Id. (2 nid. crrz-aooq)(FAcrunLL\/
TH\:.SE\MJ:)((’_ITI.NG NAPUE -v- Y11 ANMD OTHER
RELEVANT AUTHORITILES)).

SUBSEQUENTLY, THE RESPONDENT'S FIILED A LIMITED
RESPONSE TO THE PETITION AND REQUESTED THE
o /COURT TO DYSMTISS MY PETITLON RS TLME-BARRED.
[oee APPX. “BY ORDER DISMISSIAIG PETITION AS TTME-
BARRKD AT PP I -Y eoL1LsCTIVEL/ J- €.9. CE Schlup-v -
Delo, sUeRA, Id (1995)(3amMiE ) Cerfr NG MURRAY-V- CARRIER):
Mcmuacnm \/ - Pemum% SUPRA, Id. rao»z)CsnMa) g
zD‘L-.MFlRQO v - U.S., SUPRA, Id. (1) Th QIR Laa)(SAME)
 MCIrING NAPUE-V-T1L))- ANTHONY - V- CAMBRA ,
_leuprA, Id (drh ¢¥R.2000)(2000)(sAaME ).
DONIALDSON - v - O'COMMNOR, SUPRA,Id. (5 rh erR.1974)
(Fﬂcrum‘uy THE SAMED (STATING THAY?: “Ccll.AIM
QF EAISE TMPRISONMENT WAS A ‘CONTINULNG
VILOIATION? AND YHUS NOT BARRED BY STATUTE OF
LEMITATIONS ») AND DRANKE ~v - Porzruomno 2UPRA,
_rdCa : ; <
%rNAPul:-v—J:u_ AMD OTHER RELEVANT RUTHORLTIES D).

! -15 -



THE PETTTLONER THEN ETLED A MAOTITON FOR

SUMMARY JUDGMENT, ARGUING AMONG OTHER THINGS

!
THAT “T wAS ‘Agrunu_v INNOCENT? OF THE. -

FALSE — POLICE SPONSORED BuRep_nrz\/ CHARGE ¥ BUT,

10 ANID BL:HOI_D (FHE DILSTRICT COURT REJECTED

My CLATMS ON HABEAS REVIEW THAT' ' My DUE

DUE PROCIESS RIGHIS WIERE YIrOLATED RLECAUSE

”~

TIHE PROSECUTIORN'S TNMTENTIONAL AND REPETYTIVE

MISREPRESENTATIONS AT TRILAL AITACKED A VIARLE

DEFENSE? AND ARSENT THE PROSECUTORIAL ML S —
CONDUCT MHERKE T I's/wAs] A REASONARLE PROB—

ABIL‘Y_T’/\/ THAT THIE JUR\/ woulD HAVE REACHED A

CLERAN DY FFERENT VL_ROICT AND AS SUCH TS TRUE,

THE DISTRLCT COURT CLEARLY ERRISD Ry FAILILLAG TO

CONISIDER DIRECT EVIDEMCE THAT S THE PROSECUTION

WAS AWARE YHAT ROTH OF HIS WITNESSES T MAUCH

AND MANKEITAT TESTIFILED FI\L%&:L\/’ REFORYE ERRO —

Nt:ouc,LV AND ARBITRARY Dl:.t\l\/JZNG T™HIE PETITIONER

/
HHBLHS RE)IXEFE ON APRIL aqrb Ao01Y. . X Tgee APPX.

“R” ORNDER DISMISSTNG PETITION AS TIME - BARRED

AT PP 1-4 COLLECIIVIELY AND COMPARE TO APPX"CM'AT
PP ) -4 AND YHAN YO AL APRPENDICES “E - J 7

c_om;crxvuv‘l €9 CF %thuo v - Delo; SUPRA, Id

/
(tqq57CFnoruALL\/ THE ﬁﬂMh)(CITING MHRR/\V V -

QnRRT_}:R))o MCC«\UOC«IN v - Perlins, SUPRA, Id.(2013)

(SAME): WTIALLAMS -V - TAYLOR, SUPRA, 1d. (2000 )

(5AML‘) AMDERSON - v - erv OF BESSEMER, SUPRA,

Td. Q\qgee;)(SAML) ROMINE-v - HEAD, SUPRA, Ld

(ith crr 2001)(SAME) . DEMARCO -V - (A.5.. SUPRA.

Id. (H Th IR qu;)(sAM):)(cITIMC NARPUE -V~ I_LL))

_,(O‘—




ANTHONY- U - CAMBRA, SUPRA, Td (4 th crr.2000J(SAME)
Cerrir NG AOSE-y - LUNDY AND _OTHER REVEVANT
_________________ AUTHORLTLES, cm_;_r.cnyw))___ DRAKE -V - EQB_L.LQNDQF_
suprA, d. (3 rd cra. 2009 CFRCTUALLY THE SAME)
(CCYTING MAPUKE-v-T 11 AND OTHER RELBVANT AUTH =
QRLrIrES COLLECITVEYY )) Achin - v - STATIE, SUPRA,
rd. (FLA. )CIS’;Z)(SAMI:) ‘STArE - v- BYARS, SUPRA, Id
CELA,. 2003)(sAME)_AND. _RAY - V- STATE, SUPRA, 1
(FLA.HTh D A-2006)( FnQTdnLL)/ THE SAML).

ADDITYONALLY, rn THE CASKE Ay BAR, BECAUSE
_______ _THE RIESPONDENTS DID NOT RATSE ANY PROCEDURAL
DEFA(UT TSSUES - “'THE PERVASTVE WUNFATR AND
PREJUDILCY AL RULINGS AnD FEACTUAL ELNDINGS
MADE BY BOTH THE EIEVENTH CTRCUIT COURT
OF APPEALS AND THE MIDDLE DISTRLCT COURT,
o TN DENYTNG HRABEAS RELTEE AND REFUSING }
'TO ISSUE A (COA) ARE CLEARLY ERRONEQUS ¥,
B

AND TO BE SURE ., BOTH or THE FEDERAL Qom?r’s
_ HAS ARBIL £ 3 E

'wer ANMD CONTRARY TO, THE DECTSTONS OF THIS
HONORABU: COURT F\MD OTHER (. S. COURT OF
APPEALS ON THE SAME T MPORTANT QUESTIONS
OF | Aw/, % BV CRAFTITNG AND TMPOSING THELR QWN
o PRDCEDURAL’ RULES THAT URGENTLY CAILS FOR AN
_ EXERCISE OF MEJ&MQ&BW&AELRML 59[2)1

Powarz ‘To_PRropE RLY HE S

m\m;m—sr IN FYNALTTY, COMITY, AND CON =
e M@hmmau _O_r_S::CELRC.B___ILLD_I.QIAL_&;S__LL&QtS_____
wwmw

i

‘ _ _;n-

I



THAT ARTSES TN T'HI_S EXTRAORDINARY CASE, BE —

/
CAUSE THE CASE FIri E RECORDS vm«gmu\rru/ IN-—

DICATE THAT ZAMMIELIO TS ‘A(‘runLLV meom;r\n"

OF THE FARISE - POLYCE SPONSORED BURCLHRV CHARGE

AND THUS, THE PROCEDURAL _DEFAULTS SHOULD NOT

BAR REVIEW OF MY CLAIMS. . 2 [ See ALl APPENDICES
"A THROUGH 1O € ¥ AND comMPARE TO ALl APPENDICES

£ THROUGH TO I " COILECTITVELY 1. €.a CF. SQh\UD—

v-Delo, SUPRA, Id quc;)(SAM;;)<Qr;r.r:NG MURR/\\/ V-

cnf-km:t:rz)) Mcmuaaqn\t Vo~ Peﬂuﬂaﬁm&m*ld____

(2013)(SAME) > WELLEAMS - v - TAYIOR, SUPRA, _rd

(2000)(sAamET, S1LACK v - McdANIe]l, SUPRA, Ld.

Qa.ooo)(,sm) STEWART -V ~ MARTINEZ -VILLAREAL,

SUPRA. I'd (MC{S’)(SAMR) QRAY -V - NNETHERLAND,

SUPRA, Id. (qua)LSAML)(rr_NDJ:N@ rHAare “CHIT

I's THE QBRIICATION OF THE STATE TO RAXISE PRO -~

CEDURAL DEFAWLT r_ssuLs“) TREST -v- CAT N, SUPRA,

rd Q:qu)(rAcrunLLv HE %F\M);) ANTHONV v - CAMBRA,

SUPRA, Id. (A1h Cro aooo)( oami) CCETING SLACK- Vv~

Mmedaniel ANMD OTHER ELEVANT AUTHORITIES )).

DRAKE -v - RORTUIONDO, SUPRA, ¥d (And CIR 2008)

(eAMED (CITRNG NAPUE -v- 11 AND ANMDERSON -~

CLYY OF BESSEMER, CO LLEQYI’U’LU/ )) Achint - v- STATE,

oUPRA, Id. (FLA J%a)(sAMg) ‘STATE -y - BYARS, suprm

rd. (F1LA &oo&)(san;) AND. RAY -y - STATE, SUPRA,

Id. (FLA.Yth DCA 2006) (FACTUAL u/ THE SAME).

MOREOVER, RECAUSE NEITHIER OF THE FEDIERAL COURT'S

RULES ARE REQUIRED UNMDER THIS HONORARLE COURIS

BINDI NG PRECEDENTS AROVE AND TS PREJUDICIAL

TO THE EFFIECTILVE AND EXPEDITIOUS ADMIEN —

-1g -




i

. ITSTRATION OF THE BUSINESS OF THE COURY'S, __‘_‘_;;L___

zWAs ERAROR FOR TiHE QOISITRICT COURT TO TRiEAT MV

e __ES_ECQND_]MJSLBLCORPUS ‘AS_AN Lu\mUTHORIZL
I __aumgsw_mlgumw; e

ALCcoA) AND YO RE SURE, fBOTH OF THE FEDERAL

COURT _S_LLEB_%Z_};BBJ;D__LN_;DL%NQ_T_HJ&_EEL

;g_m__mm&ﬂmmmw_wmm_

CONSTYITUTLONAL ERRORS AND VIOLATYONS HAS

RESULTED TN THE CONVUICIION OF ONE WHO IS

‘Aorcmn_u/ TAMNOCENT? ANMD THUS, THE PROCEDURAL

D}:.FHULTS SHOULD NOT RBAR REVIEW OF Mv Ci pTMS

__SMJJ_L_BJ:._,_ DE:.H).:&I;,_B or. H_I)_LL__QIJLQLJLL_QQ_LLK]L_O_E_______

__;_LRQM_IH__hS&t:&UIBL_BhQuL&LMtNIS_QE_LBJAL_AMD__

-______As_m_m_rﬂm,_mu&h_tmumsl_ﬁ t;B.J:DALS___

S mwf&ﬁmm_mm&mw T

JUSTICE, . » [eee AL APPENDICES “ A THROUGH A-1”

_ _'AND COMPARE TO “B-1 THROUGH € " AND IHEN JO

fu = THP.‘ UuecH J "QQLlFQTI.VI:LVJ eo CF. gchmp V-
»Dmo SUPRA, Id. (M%)(sAML) Mcqunaan\l - v - Porline,

JSUPRA Td. QQQB)LSAM;) &ALJ:L,Q: MS =y -3 AV10f, S(PRA,

{J:d (2000J(SAMED- Andersond —v - CATY OF BeSSeMeRr,

M&M@W&ﬂ%ﬁ“
(1irh cTR.2013)(camE) COTATING THAr: “Lrio UpHOD

A QoNV]iQ*L(‘)N, IN THE ABRSENCE OF r-\Ny EVIDENCE

AS TO AN ESSENTTIAT EVEMIENT, wWoulD BE A MIS-

e ___WQM&WML@P ))
. ANTHOMY. - v = CAMBRA, SUPRA, Id (dTh CIR R0 o0)
e £MML)TQBMM_MMAM nd IR

‘T

- ]9~




aooq)(morum_L/v THE sArvu:) Aching -V - STATE, SUPRA,
rd (FiA 1992) (sAmME) SPATE - v- BYARs, SUPRA, Id.

J
(FLA 2002)(sAME ) AND RAY- v - STAYE, SUPRA, Id.

(FIAHTh DCA aoo@)(mc.rup\u_/v THE SAME Ja

rHUS, FOR ALL THE FOREGOLNG REASONS i

PETTIYONER HUMBLY PRAVS THIS HONORABLE

CQURI WI1l GRANT m;rzn:oﬂnm: REVIEW OF BOTH

OF THE FIERDERAL, COURT!S }:.BIZQNLQ_LJ&_;EQ_B.LM

CLUISTONIS AND FACTUM[RL FINDINGS T . Di:t\!\/J;MC‘

ME HABLAS RELLEF AND REFUSING TO J_SCUL. A

(coA) FOR CLERAR ERROR “YO DETERMINE

WHETHER THE FEDERAL COURTS ACCOUMT OF THE

JEVTDENCE rs PLRAUSIBLE N LIGHT OF THE

RECORD VIEWIED INM ITS mrIRL_Tv RECAUSE T

AM F\OTunLL/\/ LINAINOCENT? OF THE ’i‘AL.St PO YCE
SPONSORED BURGLARY CHARGE AND THUS, YTHE

PROCYEDUIRAL ’DEF’F\L{LT% SHOWULD NOT RBRAR REVIEW

QF M}/ ClL.AYMS OR ANV OTHER REVTEE AS JUSTICE
S0 REOUIRES. . M T See ALl RAPPE NDLQL‘% CA THROUGH

YO € AND COMPARE TO “ £ YHROUGH FO sCrrvElyTe
e, g. Ck. SchluD v-Delo, 5(1PRA rd, (qus)(SAMn)(crrr_ma '

JXMuR’U\V V- (‘np\mefz )) Mcauiamm V- Per‘lut\!s SUPRA. Id

(QO\B)(.SAMt.) WILLT AMS -V - rnvum SUPRA, rc{(&QQm(ngti

ANTHOMY/ -y - COMBRA. SuPRA. Id. (drh CIR.2000 X SAME) ’

(CrrinG SLACK-v- Medaniiel AND QTHLR RISV EVANT

AUTHORIYYES D)) DRAKE -v - PORTUONDO, 6UPRA, T d.

[(a nid Cr QOOQ)(rnQTunLu/ THE sAamE)(crrInie

ANDERSON - v - Qn’v DF B@ssemer AND OTHER RELEVANT

Aumom:rn_s)) Achin -v- STATE, oUPRA, Id. (FLA 1952 NSAME) *

J.
ISTAYE - V- BYARS, SUPRA, Td (FLA 2002) (SAME) AND RAY - V- STATE,

oUPRA, Id. (F1A 4rh D CA 2006 ) (EACTUALLY THE SAME ).

_Q\O_
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CONCLUSION

WHEREFORE, FOR THE REASONS HERETN,

The petition for a writ of certiorari should be granted.

Respectfully submitted,

Cammmom a. gmrrm;g_ﬁ 0@333535

Date: 40(’11'; 6 Th- 3033

-2l



