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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

[ ] For cases from federal courts:

to

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

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[ ] is unpublished.

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

the petition and is

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[ ] is unpublished.

[‘/] For cases from state courts:

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

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[ 1 is unpublished.

The opinion of the Lsu /b{/’ﬂ AA Suﬂkflﬂﬁ court
. 3 . , .
appears at Appendix __B_ tothe petition and is

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[ ] is unpublished.




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. 8. C. § 1254(1).

[V{For cases from state courts:

The date on which the highest state court decided my case was /R =~ [7~A023
A copy of that decision appears at Appendix _ B .

[ ] 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).



CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS INVOLVED

Constitutiod of +he United States of AmeRica s
Amendmendt 14

“All persoRS boRN..-s in the United States,
and Ssubgect to the AuRiscliction thereots

nRe ritizeas of +the United States awd oF
the Stete wherein they reside.No State Shall
Mmake oR eNforce any law which shall
abridge +he privileges ok immunities of
citizends of the Uwited 57‘47":35; NoR Sshall
any State deprive any persod of |ife
[Therty o ok PRropeRlyy without Aue process

of /d’bdi)’a/\/o& a’lé/@/ to any /Jeﬁjo/dpwf-fﬁ/w.

s AuRisATct o +he f@ua/ pxof’ecffa/d
of ‘Mﬂe [aws .

Louisiana Constitution (1974), Article /¢
Coction e(Due FProcesS of Law)

"No person shall be deprived of /77"87/:“66167‘?5'
Ok prROpeRTY, eXCept by due process of laws’

Sectiodd ie(ﬁfﬁ}/)"/’ +o TNAividual D/Lﬂﬂf?"é’t]
"No person shall be densied +he equal
/DRD‘/’ec-/'fo/d of +he Jaws e Ne law s hall
ARDITRaRI Yy CapRic fouslyy oR un Reasonably
descRiminate aqaindst a persod because
of birthy agey sexy culture 3 physical

Ca/d&/f%;a/d’ R /")b/;?/'/pCﬂ./ 1deas oR
affiliationss. .. . W




STATEMENT OF THE CASE

/IN [.bu;j;dNAj f/a;m'j op /]C‘/‘MA/ I/\/Nbc;e/:tcé_ ‘)i'/)ﬁ\”}' clf’éi
ON/L, with DN A €v;;/emce s fouwd ‘w Lowisiana Code &
CRiminal /O/eozeg/_uﬂef'[a.(, Cr. P). ARt T3k /. Then oa
0af | the Lowis,ana Zeﬁf;/é?‘uﬂe enacted La. (. Cr, B
Art. 1Q26.3 5 and A g4, %112.37 Relntive +to Factaa/

Lanocence and A New pRocedure Fox inmate’s 4o
obfain wew evidewce and Pact's i?q__sp_egffa//y;ﬁm#-
do not deal with DNA. See ydoes v, Stite o 20a]-L -
1205 (LaiApp. | (ir. 3-a4- 214348 S0.3d T7l(Retroactsve)

?:N sbout March an?&,’ FetitionerR [earued of Hhese
New laws and mailed his [ost-Cowvietion Applieat,
/ And ‘ ) Loplicatiod
A the Ju’_h&:{% Court betore the _Decc’m/,»e/z 31y 205,
JEMJ_//MCQD”K,Ng -fﬁ ‘} 7‘»’ © i J “

/ / rme Seyegral inmate’s with

Money ?Lo PAY ToR their pNew evideny e Was arven
heﬁu‘\’;'/\/ﬂj ﬂ:,\}()/ New ‘f‘/f;}l/;, ﬁ
N 0:'1/4& /Defff/bwdczk'j /Dosf'[afavfd“/%nf /4/0/‘9//‘(47‘/’0/\/ Was
'f;/fcfuml The district court. The Howsrable D—ua/j&
KRistian D. Eagles oRdered the $tate (P\tfs'/l)b/\fdﬁ’f\{+)

File an alswe ke spoud 4o Hhe Application befoe
Juwe /3}30&&.563 /C),opm(/fx D .

. /qbﬂaw'f June ‘Z,QO&&, 7“/r-ﬁpf7‘a7‘e /x’e.s/m/da/ea/ /)L/
obyecting and ot (O/J_SfA/‘IL//\{ﬁ Tfo fetiFioner g efing
the New evidence o

Rhout Juwe /3)&0&35 Jw/'jc Farle s Az:ep?‘lec:/
the obgection of Resposdent's wow-clonsent awd
c//'jmf.sseé/ /:‘87‘/%‘/27/\/&/‘3:5 P0.57L'(0/\/V/¢C'f/‘dﬂ) /[7/0/0//247‘/.0&/»
fetitienceR Recerved +he /ﬁ’a/f’nfg 2N J}/q 1332033, 5(369

/?p/ue/wo'/fx D .,

He



This (s wot 4Rue because when Letitioder Fled
his oRiginal direct appeal with +his ﬁﬁfgﬂ,/ﬁ(ojf’(_fﬁfii’{j
Used +he WRON 4 Standard of Review.TInstead oF
ReviewinNa +he Sufficiency of +he evidedce as outlived
N dackson V. V/'ﬂf}/'nf/?tg HH 3 .S, 3’07,5 3/ (1979). The
appeal (ourt used a Louisiana common law contrar
to 1his Courts See State v foyclkas, 514 So.2d it (L a
fppe 3 Lira 1T87)thusy Fetitionck was wot Given a direct
appeal a5 Requested,

To add +s this egreqious error Fetitioner A’d File
a fost-conViction Rpplication n September 19791, before
the Dctsher 151791, dead-tine - And  Petitiones. had 4o £
a Masdomus to +he Thied Cireuity Lourt of Appeal to
Compel the district court fo rule on iF i A0IA. See
Appendix _ D . (That was sver Ql-years) And o 1h/s day
the Lodisiana CLoukt'’s have Aot guled on A cliim W +his
post-convictiod.

Now that was cleaked upa back +o the present case.
On Aug-“ly 2023, PettismieR 's Supervisory Andlor Remedial
Weit was Flled in the Lowrsann Supreme Court. See
H,o,oefu’a/fx_;-gi___ ’

On December 19420323y the Louisiana Supfeema
Coukt Dewied Fetitioner's 4pp/,“c4-f,’dﬂ,,é§ppewa/7x R

Petitioner s wow timely before +his Honorable
Court Rec&mejfffxg a grant of CertivRrRari +o determine
was the proceedings o +he Courts N Loulsiama
held Condstitutionally or et Rega/{;/f}u’ﬂ the. QRuestion(s)
[re secnted NerRein Tal violation oF the  Coustrtution’s
of the United States oF America and +he State of Louisiam.
(‘Duﬂ Process anid ch}um' Protections HSeA ~ Const Amewds 14 and
La, [éi\b"f-(/77‘/>’ A+, la Sectiods & and 3).

Thusgdid "La, Code CRim. P, artss 136, 3y and 926.3(R)

INfaNdum discriminate 2qainst him because he s
0185‘7"/71117‘—6-5

b-



“ Upsd motion of +he State oR +he etitioner o

Vhe districk court may oOrder 'the +estini

OR examinatisa of awy evidence Relevant tv

tHie offense of Convictiod ‘N +he cusdody and

Lontrol of the Clekk oF (ourtythe state 4 0K

the /nvestigating law enforRcement agency.”
Compake y Calforaia v. TRombettag 467 U.5. 177 (1784).
O PRetitioner wow swear on his oath +that he g
INNocent and a hearing with the new evidence
he /3 Ké’%bﬂe-‘?‘/‘m{g will pRoVE +hat 445 15 not false
OR baseless allejations, Aud he i3 be,",t(@ Aiscriming-
ated against because of his race awnd dest tute
Status. Ls Hhe Reason Rejlpmla/emL vbfected +o him
(Petitoner) not getting +he withheld evidensce . See
HeRRERA v Collimsy 506 U.S. 390 (1993). Brady .
Mary lindg 373 U.S. 83(1963)9 Kyles v.Whit/ey 4 514
U-S- 419 (179505 Moowey V. Holohan 4294 U.S. 103(1935),

The pkob/em 7s +he louisiana. Court's have

failed 4o Respect +he Louisiada Legislatukre s

<r

INtfes+ fo create a factual whocernce law For
peoale  who den't have DNA evidence o And had

the Louisiana  Court's gRanted a hear i PURSULAF

o La.C gim, Fo arkts, 936.3 4 and 926.3 . §ee also,

fz‘a*fﬁlﬁex /g'e/jaf‘cftjsfzt( V. wg‘;%/a/,(oaa So.3d 72l
A . dtate ex rel. Chergy v, Coem]

50,34 Z%’; Carlin v, L4 iy 70%) S0.3 K%I;;[Z?/?g‘;?),
Tnsteady La, Code Crim, Fo ant. 934 .3 (B,
allswed the Respoudent+ o Not give CoNseNt by
Dbjectingy +husy e/w/f/d’g aNy Further nvesti-
gation that could be used +o explore whether

Pé”fl‘/’lO/JfK 1S TANOCceN T OR /\/é'/’j



PetitioNer Now ANstes +hat his lawg@&S”
){)/r_aJ him ''Nst 5117/41/ Alf Reason of fAlst/v”z/

ply 4o Adetermine his competency whed
slice Fook his ConfessioN. And not at the

Yme »f the crRimew //owew:/e, his 4rial lawyeRs
consprked to Rail-goad him with the dudge
and  Frosecutor because he ;s black and oA

fRial For the Rape oF two white womeds

Their TodspiRacy _ also i luded 1telling
the Juky he was quilty without his consedy

Fo vielate FPetidiomer's ﬁ’fg/n"fﬁ' found s the
Constitution's of +he United States sf /?mam’z/}
ald State of Lowisianwad and the [faws Hheren).

Al +h7s +ime +he Real gu/-/fy DeRSON
WaS A white man wdkKing 4ok +he Sheritf
Depaﬂ%M5m+ asd had access 4o all +he evidede
N this caséo

PetitioneR became a suspect hecause fhe
fRied 1o get Justice 4R Ais motherR wh e
Was  Raped by A white mad _that made Aim
watch( at about Six y<irs s1dh When Fetitisner
thied fo get Justice +sR herR he thea became

a victim of e 51/5%8/}’#»
Now +that +he law Aas Cﬁm(ged FetitioneR

only wast the oppakfunlffq fo pROVE he is
Factually TANdocedt La. s (kim. Fo BREs. 1203y
and qc;brg- /-/awave&, 7"/‘6 /eﬁjpahldg/\{‘/'j géjﬁc:’#élj

J5 A NoW- codsent to FelitisneR qelting +he
New evidedce he Needs solely Aue +o his

a’CS’f/t/LI‘/E. Status. /th/-) ﬂ}k/iaml" Amet cano (FNs Iy oA
Pﬁﬁ‘é' /a'l)l

|0-



————

[

FN. . Z/a,"m_s Rarsed In State (ourt are 2

1N CAN AN TN CsMPETENT  PERSod TA PRISoA
CLAIM THAT THEY ARE FACTUALLY
TANOCENT WHEAN THERE IS NO
DETERMINATION OF THEIR 7OMPETEN(Y
TN THE RECORD ?

AN LAN THE WITHRELD POLIZE REPORTS
TN THE RAPE CASE OF MELISSA ZEA

PROVE /MRs POYDRAS T3 FACTUALLY
ITNNOCENT ?

e

| 3 ZAN R SCIENTIFIC W AND FORENSIC

EXAMINATION OF MRs POYDAAS'
CONFESSION PRoVE HE T

 FACTURLLY T naNOCENT?

YYZAN R NUNZ PRO Tunc ExAmINATION
OF THE TURY PROVE mMA. PoYDRAS
LS FARCTUALLY TNNOCENT?

Lo

These questiods was Nevek re 50lved

because Petitioner [s desttute black
aAnd +he Respondeat's objectiod was a
NON~LCodsSenN+a |

(PP



