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¢~ INTHE

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

[V{ For cases from federal courts:

The opinion of the United States court of appeals appears at Appendix .A/_ to
the petition and is

[ 1 reported at ; O,
[ ] has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,
ivf is unpubhshed ‘

_ , L
The opinion of the United States district court appears at Appendix to
the petition and is

[T reported at - /< _ ; O,
was been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,
7] is unpublished.

[ 1 For cases from state courts:

The opinion of the highest state court to review the merlts 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[ ] is unpublished.

The opinion of the _ court
appears at Appendix to the petition and is

[ ] reported at ( ’ —; or,
[ ] has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,
[ ] is unpublished.
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JURISDICTION

/[><] For cases from federal courts:

The date on Whlch the United States Court of Appeals decided my case
was Aune 6™ 2023

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

A A timely petition for rehearing was denied by the United States Court of
” Appeals on the following date: September /%, J023 , and a copy of the
order denying rehearing appears at Appendlx D

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

The jurisdiction of this Court is invoked under 28 U. S. C. § 1254(1).

[ 1 For cases from state courts:

The date on which the highest state court decided my case was
A copy of that decision appears at Appendix

[ 1 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).
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.S Disteict Court Sor Yhe Districk of Nebraska
chd not permJ the pd{ﬁone_(-c\ ol and Liv
ha&V\wj on g 2% 11.S. ¢ Section 2355,

In a/en\/ g the petitronex’s Constitutional urolation
Qaims, the US District Court for +he Oistrich of webruska woled
as Sollows ;

“hen one weeds -quou\c’k the peolix and frivolous Q'hncls |
in +his Court and +he aijhﬂn Circuit Court of Appeals, bathecede,
Someiones Ynown inGamously and nationally as +he "AK- 43 banch
Mainly assecks thad his (ounse/ was sneffechive and ¢ "5 lobed v
Sedlement Ynad Culled Soc a0 Aismissa/ of o Culifornia case wies
Not Comp\\ecl with by Hhe 3oue,ﬂ\me.x\3n Nondense ,
Q‘\fs\, ony Sosc (e.c.xc.\'mf) ot Yhe Cecord Shows thok his (ounse/
wWas eflechive and cid « -LewiQ(cJab Lor Bimn percticolendy onder -
stond n ot the Case was indefensible . Second, Hhe 3ov¢fnme_w.\r
CeQeemented Yot Yhe CaliCorenien Cose Mas been ¢ismissed and hag
Sobwitied evidence Yo Prove i, Any other Uaims e of the make
Weiqght Variety and ose barced by the Collateral aHuck weiver in Hhe
Plea agveamm’( s o0 EX 1S ocdeced Moo Yhe mohion Sor Gedd. JASS Velief |
'(Q\w\3 \ob) end cany 6u99\emev?<s (C-j ) g«\(nj 107) ase. Aisrnssed with,
Pcerudice, A SeQasode ’A\; c\amme_nkw\\\ be 1ssued, MO Certificete of
oRPealobi\il hos been o0 W e 1ssued M -gee 4in1-ex-30%0,

The judge,‘s Mernorendom ocdes i W Qeiiones's 935S c.‘/enia-./
Wese Voque omd Contoaned  NSuEEcent 1nlormadton Cegording +he

(9)



Sf\oftemean ofdhe Case . _
Pe}ijn'one_(‘s Constitvtiona) Violadion Claims. Fec/erql Coourts ore
fequited to fegolue ol Cons&i\u*‘\omx\ Claims Presented in et Hubeas
Corpus Pekitions without rcjarc/ 4o whether (elief is U]}:mcfle/y /s
fp’an}ed or deniec,— see Lwihams v S, 085 Fed AppX 57T (1 eir 200%) -.

A U5 Distrid C.our\JudCe_ Jack Weinstein, aneof the
QQL‘”O\‘Judauc\m_s moce c/zsz‘mjwsber/ -(ec/(_fcxl‘)udﬁe_s had roled that . .
bad wr‘\mi in 3q\le_ﬂ,\men\ _docume_n.\s Violodes the clve POrocess Clause
of the Cede el Conslilulion. An order must be of Such Nature as 7o
(eosonubly Convey Yae Cequited tnkocmodian. FF is essential to due
Process Cor 1§ e Aiskaick Courks arder (S |'na(/c7ua'f6, other
protedura) proteckions become Gn Nusion, —see David v. Heckler, SG1.F -
Sopp /033 CEDNY \G4u).

CiveuX Courks. Genccoly agree Yok a ol and Sair he.ox'mj'.‘
Opporiunity Was nek oblocded /£ 2 ] i
() The. Courks Provided no Corfecdive procedvres 4o Tedress the

Claims ok the pediliones had toised. - See bokes v Wenderson, Skt Fad €30 (ond
Cir 193, . |

(3) The Courts ad No teasonale \weuiry info the relevant questions . -
9( Cocks ond Law- See U5 @x (el Conroy v. Bomberd Uzt F Supp 93109 (500
\qHe), _ _ L :

- (D The process prouided by Yae Coveks Yo Solly and Ceirly iigade #hose
Conshikoiona) cheams Wese appied tn Such & Wby as. Yo . Oevenk. e cctue/

[iHigadion o€ Such QaimS b their eeks ~ Doleman v wuney, 579, F.ﬂq/ 135%
T ()



SHotemnent of the Cas<e
105 (4 e \arg).

The districk Courh Sor ¥ne districk of Mebraska had abused s

discredion in c/e:\e.vmxn\ncj Aned -

(N Counsel's pecSormantce did not Call ‘oe\ow an objective .
Sandard of teasonableness

(3) Counsel's pexrformance did not preyucice Hoe c/e(enc/an-l'
(esu\hnﬁ W an unteliable oc Conde mentally onfuir ovtCome of Lthe
proceedings

(3) Tn the Conbext of ocquilty plea, H\Q. defendent did not ths@\/
+he P\“c‘\uc ice prongs by (c\\\mc ‘o demonstrake Yok, bok Gor Counsel's

deficient Pex?om’)ance a e.c\’:onc_\h\e Px‘o\m}s Ay exist that the defenclint

Woold nek have plead Goilky and Would have sisted on o 4rial. -
See W\ v. Loex\nack UTY 1.5 52, 56 (1985 . _
i‘ﬂ The Digknicd Courk Que MWne Diskeiek of Nebruske had Lnreason-
a\y dereromined Phak Yhe defendont's Counse/ was efective and
did e Yesxikic Yo Gor S

Prioc o Yne gekitiones Signing ¥ne Qlees agceement, the Petivioner
had Cled trovele Maned Mekions i Ye Digkaid Courk Sor the
Dickeick of Mebrasho, Mok Wae Qeliones wos \nc;u‘mj Sevese i$5ves
wih Ws Counsel Yhe petifiones's Counsel Was Coecaing Wimn 40
Sian e Qe o.g(eememk , e0m¥houjh the pe,h\.i.one,( rnsiled on 30_//)3__%0
ki), cnd Yoy Mhe extent of Mhe Conbhidk was irveposel\e - The ¢fistricf

CoueX denied Yne motion Sor Cecnoue of Counsel wWikhou th/equgf/\/

(n)
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Stadernant of dhe Case _
(ecsonable prerss\OncJ Juc’ae.me_ﬁ\— in which Compden+ Lawyers ""’3“
d:Sagree See Lindstact v. Keane, 339 £ 3d /97, 196 (and eic goot), /f/#)ou(.jh
c\ppdlamls have no 3eneml Constitvdional n'jh'f’ {o C/iSCOVery na Criminal
Proteeding (weadnesCocd v. Buxsey, 439 1.5, 545,555 (1537) , Covnsel’s Sailure
to inveshigade, Present ready available miiqation evidence, and his
inability fo obtain Prosecution cgq ro\vw&in«j_euidencg Consttuted deficient
Pexformance, becavse Such Conduck Covld not be jusiified as Shratesic
c/&c(sa‘oms:-'* See Viscioth V- Wood Socd, 24% £3d /093, 11001 (6t ir 2002).

Ta Kimmelman v. Messison, the Sopreme Court Yad held that Counsels
Cailure Yo conduds Prebtiat discovesy §el below the level of teasoncble
Professional assistance,~ see Wi mme\mar\ v Morrisen, 477 115765 (1556).

Counsel's Qc\\\oft Yo oovein Cecdain dypes of cvidence o 5q€¢5Umrcl
hig. cllesNs c\u&Qcocass Sa\Wws omounted 1o vhreasenable stredegy of
C‘eg\c_\%\ QesSotwmance ,— see Brady v- Maryland, 373 U.5. §3,%7 A963) .

The .lehc,\(cuﬂc Courk o«cAp?e,c\\s CGicek Aexecoained Phed Counsel %
Soiluce Yo \\'\\msh%og\e'g)o%mkc\.\ m\\iac\jmj evidence was vn reaso»—mé/e/
Yhen held Such Guore T LA A — €€ Hotlman v Arave, 19S5, 3d 5k
(‘i CAC 2o0\) - _ _

Counsd (\e.g\\e,c)ced Yo cxc/eq vately Commum(:o&e, efCechiveNy with his
C\ienX c\ucmj coi\ica\ CTQ“QQO"\XC’\B\\O‘\s Wik Wis experk C.\clvq_(scxr\/, +he
Govesamedr, E€eckive ComnmunicaXions essentially a/lows the delendrot s
Coonge Xo ensuce Yok c.mﬁ clecisions the delenclant Makes, 1 ejarc/r nj hes
Covonined YTl Cegcesents an \‘n’fe,lh‘j_m*}’ Chaice cmong e cdecncives
availale Yo e delindant,” see Brady v.Uhs. 397 US. 742(1970), ' Access o
Coonsel's Skills and Vnowledge s necessary to accord delendlont +he ample

(13)



Stokement of Yhe Case L
Opgor\\m\ﬁ to Meel the Case of the prosecution fo which they are en/ll/ec/
10, - SAcids\end v. \&hshmj}om, Yob U5 at b%s,

Counsgel Sailure Yo notify the Court about.errors with Jhe inched ments,
which Wovld have afXected the Sendence ot Sentenci 0g Tonge. Undec. an.
eflechive Slundurd of reasonableness, a Competant corney would fave Challers-
ed the ij'acM ing incheiment s be,mj both molkplicious and rmproper venve,
A Counts of radiciments for Cc{jac#mzjj One in4he District of Mebraska and one
{n Yhe District of Bansas Lrom Sengle /ncm/emz becavse F Would force +he
delendunt 1o Secue exconcous Sentence mposed unc/ef moltplicidiovs indictments
“See LS. v-Chipps, Y10 F3d 435 4y7 (5t"civ 9003).

Coonsel Clandestinely Change e o pellant's frial dale Fo a Change

of p\ea ook Yhe cppellant's Consent and Counsel hud Coerced the appellant.
4o Sign J_Aje, Plect aﬁ.ve,emen%/ ew_n\houjh the agpallant \Wwsisled o G005 fo frial .

Covnsel haq abandoned his client ancl Completely ftuled to Participale n c/.?én.se)
Constitvtéd e denior ok assistance of Counsel .~ See Rickman - Bel, 131 . F-3/ 1155
NSt - Mb (6Thie 1997) . Counsel v eSkecdwely cm_sm} as o Secorx! prosecutof and
'Y Consfidvtes adenial of agsistance of Covnsel Sodnas ok Yne Courk Need nok
es\olongh ackue) Qeegudice. — Ridkmonv. Bell, 131 F3d 1150, 1156 160 (o' tac 1591 -

. Counsel (elusal Yo S\e. avnakice of appeal , Lohen e appeliant reasonubly
dernonsicoded o Counsel Yok he was interested in Gippeating Roe . Floter -
oQ\eqer, 538 U5 af Y6, Coonsers Sailuve Yo S\e o Posk- Conuicdign motion to
Vacode, desge oeiney Aiceched Yo do 5o by the opgelank, Was e V|o\o§noﬂ

()



Stekement of the Case
o5 basic doty of an atorney \ - see Baldoyeque v. LS., 335 /73d 1455, 154
- (nd cir do63). T¢ the acyppellant dhd not {ile o direct cppeal Lordh the Oistoict
LCourk, the appedant Would have missed the deadline fo file o o/ rect appeal
ownd Wwould have Clepm'ved +he appellant his hjha‘ to appeal .

(ounsel he,jle,c,-ke.c/ to infocen +he appc”c;n} {hat ine€feclive cizgistance
0f Counsel 15 Nok Coﬁm\‘a.cdo\e_ on dhirect appeal -~ See Ulm'*eo/ Sefes v Hern -
andez, 2%) F3d 746, 749 (5™ esc 2009). The suprcme_C'oor} has Stressecd
that defence Counse/ s role s o assist +he c?é.én:/m?// bot Fhat as‘sis-la;nce_
does not mean that. Covnses Con wtestle Complete Control Srom +he Pesson
Who |5 $object of the prosecution.— Meloy v. Lovisianc, 13%, 5¢# (T00, 1506&
( 20\%) .

CDiskeidk Coock 6¥c,,_\ed " Frest anoy Lose Cead taey o.Q Yhe cecord
Shows thal his Counsel wos effective and did o Yerrikic Job SGor h ",
, Po.r-hw\cu\\\q uﬁde(ﬁ\‘&ﬁc\\ﬁj od Phe Case g //)a/efen s.ble .
Even win overhe\ming evidence of goilt) o Plea Cannot Support
J&dj ement of quilk bnless T+ was Voluntary. = Henderson v.tnotqen, %Co u.s.
C 33,644 (9. The Constitutional quarantee of Coonsel '"Caxnok be
Sadisied by mere Socmnal appoinimeny = Avery V. alabame, 20¢ U.S .49y
1yl (AU0). “An accvsed rs entilled 4o be assisked by an atforney, whether
{edoined or appoir\‘red, who plays +he (ol Necessacy Yo ensore that the
Ieial 15 Qoi\()'- Sheickland v .WGsh.'nj%on, Yol U.s af (8¢, The ,Z'ans;éfuf/'onq/
clquts 05 Ciminal Aelendonks ole qranted Yo the innotent and the

jo: H‘f alilke . COﬂ5e9Uen1Ll\ the 509<e_mL Couck aeg\\ﬁac\ Yo No\d edher |
(15)



Stadewent of +he case _.
Had the quacantee of effechive assistance of Counse/ belongs o the
Innocend or thok it claches only Jo matiers c/fFecvl/rﬁ the dederminadion
of ocdued quiltt. - Wimmelman v morrison, 377 His-at 350.

Tneffective assistance of Counse/ -
The $ixdh Amendment of Yhe Qec/era/ Constitotion 3ua(am[ees +he
Petikioner the ("\%\\‘.\ Yo efLective ugsistance of Counsel jn Criminal fros -
ccvtions. = Memann v Richardson, 352 U.5.759, 72/ (15%06). The Sopreme

Coury hud estobhished an bwo prong tesl YO cuaiueide \nefflective
Qssrstance Clarms

-— . — -

d) Counse)'s .Qe,(Qormunce, Cell below an obyective Standarc! 0_( |
Ceosonableness. - Strickland v Washinglon, 466 US ot 087 -6%% .

@) Counsel's deficient Pe,r—Cormdnce Pr Q\.uc/fc.e, {-h&c/e.[caq/ab){, res u./fc'/zj
'nan vncelics\e. o 'Qondmmenhﬁy ontaiv oviCome of the _PFOCeed:'njs, -
Skeicklaned v- L{/afA//IjJ/oﬂ Yoo )5 ot &7,

TC Wne deSicien)y pecformance might have Causf.q( the G/efmc/an/ fo Wweaive

O\ proceeding he was otherwise entitled fo, then o reasonable probab.lity
dhed the cleficient perxcorma: nce. Covded Yhe woives Co\G\s \\\e,pre%w\\ge
raqu\mmuéf The. (—ows s on the J/e\[mc/qn/j c/eclsmn Mm‘)’/nj — See
Lee v- united glades 137 5.ct, 1458 (2017)-

- —

Does o collotesal atacks waives Waive +he appellant’s Signk Yo appea

bewed on ¥ne alleged packiodity of ajudge, who deprived the appelant of o
Sobshaniive o< procedute. V\Cs\cs\( Ao whida Xae \aw entitles \‘\\m?/

W



_ &Cladement of the Cage | »

T & Sodonal, _Cm_mnasmmﬁnﬁdma_gx_s} (Q&g#y Courf V. Allen
__HH_JLS_Q.LLGS_CJSMJ)&MLMMMeH_Hm}_Q ¥ udsL _@;ho_/.naiaﬂ.m__
___mzp_cmm&_b_\gs.,ﬂ&gmMp@dl@@@mﬂL&bmjgﬂghbi_bmﬂd_
_-Mwmmjbwmwwwk&mm%ﬁ&mmwgm

. it [ Iy .
(lb.v'\-zos\c\ v golm\‘nun‘\‘é‘_ 4499 L5 a4 3kb- //) +hed is_c\cgf ’or- Obvious. €U.s

V. Lelicinne, 993 £3d_y03- 16 Cand Cix aooo\

(3) T4 e(iec}recl Hecmﬂdlanf s ﬁuhd»cmjr\o,l \’"\Qh*ﬁ (ﬂf['Zonc.\ V.
\u\\rnlnc\n'\e, Y949 US ai 3/0- //) |

(3) TA Sexcionsly efCects the gc,\\me,ss m-\ecr’m or avhl C Yepudadian of
__.jud;m_em&clxxaaﬁ.lgﬁ_-_&l_._.@_\&mﬂ_,.SQJ_UJ_QJMjS3))_SMs.AS§£§AﬁQ—
the Couck ds aeh have Yo Collow Yhe éstablished/ Circuit Court Sucdors
M_gmﬁ.ﬂ_dﬁmmg_mmkm_k__ﬁ._bsiiuﬁ’;ﬁmsﬂ Lrnosiel U Claic, 565 1.5 6y
63 Qo) M#Adg&ﬁs;ﬂam(xﬂ_o_aﬁ_w yﬁo:&&g&w_@_gmm@u&w
 Wheak V-U.5, w_@md_bs rocess, —-’(h veé .o
murehisen., 3y4 115, [33 lz_é /’s‘c/(\c\c.cn QovKia V. ﬁlf,hmm 399 {15,
A 3% (\%ﬁﬁ ,
(H)_“L\O_fqu_és_c;c&_‘rh&_gp pzlla,a}_( |0_LumJ:;e,J/_Oel PAPA_,J_(QS [ 2r/ G0 G93
(aiv 300@\ ' :
/ 5) The apumwﬁﬂ@mﬂnghﬂo_appm/ N

Henkence in. o \'\)\au a\%\’ee\'\’\&ﬁ\' hecouse Woivel Not \/o\_unl'r,\(_\/ c/ue #0

ineSSechive assichance of Counsel, (Tollett v. H@nc/&(Son/ 1! 11,5 95, bk -
“_Aieﬂ_ﬁjﬁl?b)}_/__\:\.m@gﬂ_f;_cguﬁ Can CeSuse Yo enCorCP on_othetwise l/al.‘c/

_Jm__Q&_‘L%MMp_pml_&‘.cém 50 _(feNents miscar: Q%Ligusﬁmfﬂs__
v Andis, 233 Fad Ggt, 57/ (¢! m;\ooz)) .
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QX—Q%emanl( of «\v\r\e_ (‘q<<

_.__‘Cl_IA_CQQan}M}L.ﬁ:\r ey urg\wwm_fdm_aamie_c{esﬂmcsm
—Shoucdutol e a<_gs_cla£¢d—i./ﬁ_£bﬁianiﬁiuﬁgmo Q;\A}gir_@_mwa D;sm, —
_ (prizone v Solminaste, 495 1.5 ad 309).
Su&&mmi_gﬁmgam&m%w_mhmbibdﬂgwm_
Nadhes Hoon Simply bamS an_ercoc in the basic process /¢<c/§ . '
____E}J;Lgkuxcg._gg_m <5, ' the Couck S0l Bég.s;.u_go_ﬂy_o. dc./.e_d,._dag Mc_a{gknc[mfi__
ok basic proteckions wrthout which Criminal fr ot felihly Serue
wunmﬂqemmxme}dmm&hgm*Dﬁ._gmﬂ__o.m-nmocgmLL,M

—and n Dm&m_ﬁunjhmmim_y_bu_%m&iasigodamﬁ/w
—(modec v United Shedes, 573 US.1-6,9 (mﬂ\ |

wsnggmuthﬁmmm;- <) Seclere habeas._

CO(pué DP-"P{—{DI’) 5 G DarvllcUlar/V Serinud mmHe( [ —“’)&’I{"/I:’erHS<a[ /'/en: es

_.&be_ﬁaﬂﬂaaﬁr_ﬁmpmﬁ;imi_nﬁih&m&ui as/faﬁc,_mjw:*ﬂz_aa_unpad =

ant_inesesk ia Numan Lt Aarfv‘, (ﬂee Lonchesc v. 'Thoma% [k LJS 31Y, g

C)\‘¥ V4GS, (\Q‘C\(o\\ gu(une\'mmr& i+ IS bupJLQe#HPr/ +theat J/ae CO(\LS -”')Ocl—

Qon th)h onal _exsol aecoced in +he Df‘oceen//ﬂas iloa# fee/ 4o G_Loord
Con Vl&oumm“mm%mw_ﬂﬁ_@m
..._.;,,Qrat;s.ob,«ea/; m@ﬂ.ggwpu&um@_d;bgbmimm;mmm

U5.465,45 (926); See clso Brech v.Abrahamson, o7 U.s. 61§, 123 (1993)),

P ol cMaex: \wm&msmﬁhu&_&mdmmgmﬁdiﬂce o the '.
%wjygac@hewﬁdw e_ggu_e_xmlgm.e«,_b’m LS. 4% ?II 31y
—(599)5 Sec arso_mucney v Lniked Slales Yol 115 667, 692,694 (1929);

_._‘..Boj:_a_v‘_ff_unriy L[is_u_iﬁgiﬁiﬂfi%) llblb_&dzpry_uafwa&ﬂizh&.}h}.to__”_' Cight v0

| i) R - |




Sledement of the CqS& | |
_._ﬁg&dmwynédﬂ%mﬁ;g/_m_ﬁiﬂgﬂgachﬁ_Cals_O_éuLIaMmf_mw
(Qrw\z\\mnd v g <h.‘n5 fon, 466 .5 i} (bf 2,37 -b9g (19 %I)), |

The ‘Dd-(Jrn‘on&(__damog.sjzm;\gd_kb.c&_b_o_-AbJ*be..Cﬁspo,sj_ﬁ'_Uev '
Do Ceclural rn\(mj is_debedable angl -.L/')a-l‘. his_motion Stoded
a Aehn—kn’kt.p Claim of the denial of o Consttutional g hi-.

Pebitipnec Glecl o Cechificode of cppealebility tocth the Eighth
__Circuik Coock of appears Q€<0f¥ih3 4hat Lhe pe}/"ﬁf‘onpr bas, Shotun thodt
,' <|ICAg\“\xr§ sk of Ceason Coold r\iqagqée witdy dhe Di(-!»r-i‘c!— Courd’s resolution
__o&\nie tonstilulional A\aias ol Maka Jocisk could Conclude the rstves
___Pfesented ace_ o.deg uﬁejo.deSarV@ao.CD_ux%&mMmi@ﬁm_
_CooiMecaEL v, CovnreN, 537 LS. cxk 327,
. ALk \.c@&a_bj—_,ﬁ;p@uxmm_l.i\;.mC&;_bwsuec’.om._y_é_#_bg_gddmm v
——has made o Sunshentiol Shotwing od o clenial ok o Conshibulional vignk. —
N See 3% LS Seck 3353(00),, mheem_atbg,oﬁgt_md_cgufmw_m@__
the febibioned Satiskies 29 15.¢ Secd. 3355 by demonstrating Mt
O CemsSomalle \uxisk Coould il the Disktich cousX'se ai4éessment of the
- Conglitsional Clatms dehalable of Wrong = Buckiy Dowis 132 §.ck
759 (ool '?r),,__mb,@._k\;g*dis}JJLQ%‘Cgoﬁ_dénLeﬁ__feJLcicJ:\_p,mLccfuf.al;f,.tomcﬁ]_;__
the geVilioneC eavsk demonshrate both thet the clispositive procedoral
Coling 14 debadalole_cnd dhat the motion Stuted o debatable _Ceim of e
—denio) ob 0 Conshibotional right.~ Slacia v McDaniel 539 11§ Y23, 4£Y (2060)
B Cleen Can_be_clobedable even -L\nouc;h Lvexy \:;m‘d of reason m/ahf

agrpp okdes the (‘ op_has_been Gmn'l‘ef/ cnel the Case has (ecemm! fold

{\Gf)




gﬂ@m@& of the Case.

Co‘néiﬁf&(a%'nﬂ, thot the pe%‘-!ionér wull_not 2relicn /. = miller-£4 v

CocgeN\, 537 LS. oY 33%.,

W;TMML,V&\’) u&.ﬁh&éame 3mun//§ W5 re\er}@c//an %/ae, mf:nH NP

OO ?_rlgaannlorrAJr:on s Open Jo_dhe arm/man# Jr{) Shou
that the_ends of nm‘/ce Would bc_éea:yec/ b.y_pprm:ul}mc,
the rer}pk»(mmahon f'yf Lhe CrrOUnc/S

The ?xc;h’&'h Cic c;uA QQ,&)SAMOE.AP_P&QXS__éD_QA_ﬂ'LLPC}JLQLQT s CorbiGeale mc

0. Q@A;}q_f e.qyehs&,_ﬁy.ﬁg___gujh_#he__ﬁ 7‘u.,u tieS_Cannot_ Conelus. e /v éh()uJ

QS the qxnx\,xo_ Sequites Yook \—\\e\“Q ls_no_mecik o bis meSm} Cloim. =

NMachibroda v_0aited shdes, 364 LS.cb 495 See also Soaders v united
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CONCLUSION

The petition for a writ of certiorari should be granted.
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