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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

[V]/For cases from federal courts:

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

[/ reported at 23-401] ‘ o, [ 1B-cu -2} o,
[ 1 has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,
[ 1 is unpublished: .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[ ] is unpublished.

[ 1 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 publication but is not yet reported; or,
[ ] is unpublished.

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

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[ ] is unpublished.




JURISDICTION

[Vl For cases from federal courts:

The date on which the United States Court of Appeals decided my case
was &|jf3g$i 255 ) 20 Zg

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

[ 1 A timely petition for rehearing was denied by the United States Court of
Appeals on the following date: , and a copy of the
order denying rehearing appears at Appendix

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

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

[ 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).



CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS INVOLVED

First Omendment - Freedom of Qa/fgiéh ‘
« "Pleas of Gu,({-y and Not C—‘,ud'l'y” (page, JO Gl (1)

Fifth fmendment - Due Process of Law
*Defective True Rl of Indictmendt (pageém&i 7)

Sixth Amendment - Impartial Jury

".‘Prc(—at’,r red Date of Trial” (P“ﬁ“— 4) .
e“S faabc:n\cj the J Wy in the Stotes Favor (Pﬂsf’/ ‘1‘4’)

¢ ‘Denied Defense on Ex"perf” (P%&_é) .

‘th:%o!d:hj Two(2) Eyewrfness Testimonies (page 7 and8)
Fourteenth Amendment = Due frocess of La,ui

.“Flfcs' in Qintment - Excul pa:}orc/ Evidence (page g and 9 )

ARTTCLE 20,13, Code of Criminel Procedare?

Pleas oﬁ&u}ln‘y and Not Guilty” (pege 10)



STATEMENT OF THE CASE

Petitioner was first indieted for the affense of INDECENCY
WITH A CHILD by CONTALT. Petitioner pled Not Guf‘(‘l’y fo the
offense (Couse: CR30LTZ). Petitioner wos re~tndicted for an
sHense of CONTINUOUS SEXURL ABUSE OF A CIHLD, Penol
Code 21,02(4), alleging +o have occcurred on or about
January 1,2007 through September 30,2009, Petifioner pled
Not Guilty, A Jury was selected on April 7, 2014, the triad wes
on Rpcil 8 2014 using only seven(1) witnesses from the chureh
that turned him m,” Petitioner was found guity, On hpril 4,
- 2014 Pehitioner was sentenced to thirty-five (35) years
~without parole m +he Texas Departmentof Criminal ustice”

- Institutional Diin'swn,



QUE STION ONE

WHEN DOES PENAL CODE 21.02 ADULTERATE THE JUsTICE SYSTEM,
OBSTRUCTING DUE PROCESS, A FAIR TRIAL AND AN IMPARTIAL JURY?

Penal Cogle 21.02. adulterated the Justice system when if
dented Petitioner his rights established in the Flyrsﬁ Fifth, Sixth
ong. Fourteenth Amendments in the Conshiution of the
United States through:

¢ Preferred Date of Trial

s Stocking the Jﬂry in the Stafes faver

* Denied gafcnse. an Expert Witness

* Defeetive True Bill of Indictmendt

* Witho[ding Two (2) Eyewitness Testimonies

*Flies In Owntmend = Exculpatory Evidence

*Pleas of Gu(”y and. Not Guf[/-)/

Our federal criminal justice SL‘s"fg_m, onee Suidad by Hhe
highesw‘ Prrr‘\clkplc.s of Har‘f‘neﬁﬁ andl Jusrffc,e,, wil] be. no-{;fnhj
more. than a mill, backlogged byan endless sup’['?l:., of
criminal cases brought in the interest of obtani ng a shif
P"'MH){ upen conviction, bre ht ,bL{ the Gurdelines, that
will, Inthe end_, adulterate -L;v\?e Justice sysfem they were
so heralded o save.” |
“OPINION BY: James R, Nowlin

United States District J:Adse,

United Stofes v Hotchet, 765 F. Supp. 349

Si’gned end enfered this ZO“‘day O’FIITHE. 199]

The penalby atfached +o Penal Code 21.021s shff(R.R.5, 47, 9),
25 +o 49 years uifhout parole or life witheut parle, [+ is for the
mes+ egregis Sex offenses agmvns{- o thild, In essence, equivalant
fo murdes; requiring o Jury o convict if ﬂmy believe Oniy two (2)

(1.F11)



instances occurred 30 or more days apart. Defense must be
able fo overcome predestined hyperbale; the hysteria produced
from the mere mention of the offense. (R.R. 552,5-13; 92, 21),

The Constitution of the United States opens with seventfeean
(1) words that differentiates a nation with serupulous principks
of foirness From a nation ruled by narcissistic dietatorship or by
an adalterated Jistice system.

"We the Pesple of the United States m order 4o forma
more. perfeet union, establish®ustice,
The Holy Bible reveals the nature and character of God.
Al [Gods) wa.ys@ are justice. (Deuteron omy 32:4 (;W(JV@))
7Ae. Constitution’s Justize must be synchronous with a
Sover‘eign's since our Statesmen mtended to' form o more
perfeat unien” by amd +hrough established Q@sf/be, ‘

Though +he Constrtution declares to “establish’Justice, Assistant
Distric+ Rttorney, Stephen C. Taylor, states in Voir Dire, " the
legislature continues o tweak these laws regarding offenses
agangt children (RR.5, 24, 74,25), ‘Iwe,a.kinﬁ law 1n an effort to
Simply stiffen penalties is not Faurness, just equitable, mparkdl
unbagd, dl}pass}onq%e or of:jec-z‘/ue, Thece fore, the use of Fenal
Code 21.02 to convict « person demands Supecior fransparen+
evidence with explicit detacl, supported by canfirmi testimony
from interviewsng specialist, forensic eyperts ond statements
censistant Ho investigated faets, all of which were absent in
Petrtioner’s case. lhe heart of Penal Code 2L02 hoas been hoedked
mnte o death penclty and o cateh-all penal code. capable of
adlterating ifs own established Justice if used in a case
deﬁn[nj one (neadent, supporded. by direct ew'dcnc_e.,.nmply
a;gree_;rig over and. over fo the Stafe’s c(uesﬁbn;nj.

Merriam- Webster's Collegiate Dz'c,/—}ona_n/ - Lleventh Eddtion.
Oestablish - to institute (as /@)permantml-h, by enactment or agreemend.
@Ways - cﬁaru,-[-erf Sﬁ‘c, regu[a.r' cr haﬁ#ua./ manner or mood Gﬁbcm_'g, be‘m.w;)j, htxppemﬁ.
@ NKTV- New King James Version , Copyright® 1282 by Thomas Nelson

(2.F11}



After the jury was seated, Taylors o pening remarks portrarts
the single event of what he will orchestrate with only him and
s direct evidence, the vietim of the alleged offense, B. B,
@K. 6,3,12), a 15 year old female, leading her through his story.
'Io.yior becomes the CPS special 1'51‘, Advocpcy forensic. Recorder
amd. the. Expert Witness +he Stafe never uses.

Taylor: I believe that the evidence will show that BB, will

testify +that from the years 2057 through September
o9, thot Bruce Wo.yne' l—lo.rp would come into the reom
that she shared with Olivia. Harp - - Olivia. was approfi -
mately nine months older than B,8, - - and after
saying geod night fo her brother, Roger, and good.
night to hi3 daughter, Olivia_, he would say gooel
night to B.8., and he would sit on the side of her
bed. andl say gooal night to her and put his hand
inside her clothes, nside her pantiés, and he wouldn't
Say nothing, no moans or anything. And after & perod
of time, he would remove his hand and go his way to
whatever he hagl that evening.
 T(RR.G,13,2413)
Tayler: I was common for her to have (+ hoppen to her
almost every night.,
(RR. &, IS, 23, 24)
' The mo-%her, S-l'cphony Gafre_%'f, in her /~lcarsa,y f-/or-f-emef)f
(CR, 1), iHem 4, 3 poragraph, stated Peditioner was moving his
honol for 5de (b minutes ’

“For the purpeses of Federal Rules of Evidence Lgé(b)(z)(/i), genemf[y
speaking, informafion is deemeq_"ex%anelpus “1f it derives from a
source external’ to the J'ur?/. External matters include publicdy
and information relatecl Spw"pf’uﬂy to the case the jurors are
meant 4o decide, while ‘Infernal’ matters include +he general
bedy of experiences that jurors ace understood to bring with fhm
To «%Ze, Jurg room” (Warger v. Shaaers, 574 U,$.4D ~ Head Note (2)

(30{‘”)



EXTERNAL EFFECT
Preferred Date of Triaf

Assistant Distriet Attorpey, Stephen C. Tay lor, preFeren
f/a[llf sed “#he date of frial two &) fimes d.urlhﬁ Petitioners
BRRAIGNMENT “on February (4,2014 (RRZ,4, 15 577, 3and ), tun(?)
times during "BOND REDUCTION HEARING on March 20, 2014
(k,'?. 3,4, 27; 10, 5) and fwo (2) times d—bl-l’ms‘ PRE-TRIAL
MOTION on ﬂprt'l [, 2014 (Ef‘ ‘{, 5) /9, 8, Sond é) without objech&)
from appointed Civil Family and Real Estate Defensc Rttomey,
Lemaka  A. Trahan. |

On Monday, Rpril 7,2014, as Petitioner was being trans ported
from the Libert. Coun'(')/ Jail to the Liberty County Courthouse
he could see on +hree (3) Sides of +he Courthouse, banners
larger +han life that said, CHILD HBUSE WEEK - Horil 7-11, 2004
and Child Rbuse Slogans posted. at each porking spoce.
Petihoners doughter, Sarah Woolery, (sharpd christ@yahoo, con)
found online a picture of a printed invitation to a candle-
light vigil on Hori/ 8, 2014, #he of Petitionerss frral.

AHuir trial is aduHerated and the Sicth Amendment is
volated from the doy-ef-+rial publfch‘y thot mfluenced
all pm‘en*hd[h/ good. Jurors ecLu.aJ{y (RR. S, 52,5413 92, 21)

INTERNAL EFFECT
Sfo.cking the Jury in 5+a+e'5 Favor

During Veir Dire, Juror Broxton, an educoted femele who
was closdq related to Prosecutfor I?agis Fontenct, the
prosecutor on Petitioner’s first indictment (CR30272), respended
to Trohan's questions?

Trahan: Does Gﬁ’\L‘bOd(f happen te Know any of those

prosecutors ¢ ( [(sted above en sawme pas e) _Yeﬁ ma., a.m?

(4efu)



Braxton: Ro.gis Fonteno+
Trahan' How do you kqu Mr, Fontenot ?
@mﬂoni He_‘s my -~ he's the father 4010 my little esusin,

Trahan: Yes moam. Is there anq*”wing about lo&fbj
distantly related to Mr. Fontenot thets going
fo couse you fo be unfair fo snybody tn
this e,a_se,’?

Bragton ¢ N,

Ragis Fontenet wos in fact Martha, Brayton's beloved
Unclé Raqis, her mothers brother: Collusion is suspected
between Ffrahan anod Braxton when Trahan uses the
_phroge “distantly related”. Trohan and Broxton both
Jived in the smodl Cast Texas fown of Liberdy, Texas,
TJraban died on Ocetober 3i,20/6.

bragton become o Juror end so did:

» Christopher Elliot4 - FORMAN - Problems with Priest’ -

(RR. S, 139, 18-25; 140, 1-22), . o
* Debra Wallen~ Governmend employee - took ~ Secual Sensrfivity

Testing - (RR. S, 148, 19-25). |
e Rober¥ Hsllsn - has “personal feelings (ER.5; 118, 12-13).

* Mary Lomas = Correctional OFficer (K. 5, /35, /7-22),
Al jarers are [isted of tBR(Clerts Record, 2e).

- The Court wewld not aceept ¥ strikes prewously requested
by Trahan (RR.3, 69, 12-25; 70, 1~18), -

“The Sixth Amendment guaranfees the eriminally accused
o fair trial by o panel of impartial mdifferent jurors. Vorr
Dife serves the purpose of assuring o criminal defendent
that his right will be protected. ilithout en adequate Voir
Dire Hhe trial judges responsibility o remove prospective

(& of I )



Jurors who will not be able impartially to follow fhe courts
instructions and evidence cannot be w‘glﬁlled, Sunilarly, lack
of ad,a_q_qa.'l'e, voir dlhf, im,pm'rs the dt)cmdg'/l'/'g ngh'{‘ 4o exeréise
preemptory challenges” (United States v. Johason,3bé F Supp. 24
822, Head Note i ). —he—Lor : Hstprkes

Denied Defense an Expert Witness

Defense Attorney Lameka Trahan, in her Reurge Motion
for a Mi-ffsa:['t'nj g;pcm‘ (Clecks Record 1) item 7 5-[0;}-35,‘ Due
diligence has been used o procure the atfendance of Bryan
J. Swe.ena){‘" In Bryan J. Sweeney s APfidoid (CAUSE NUMBER
CR 307129 A, EXHIBITS, Ax-11) dated June 9, 2017, he states on
page 2, item [, I do not recall, nor do L have documentation
ragard.fng , Attorney Lameka Trahan requesting an aFﬁda.nf/
[etter from me 4o sapporf her reques+ o my appointment
as an expert in Mr. Harp's case! (APPENDIX B)

The Cour} had denied Trohan's motion amd she lied about her
contacting an expert (RR ¢ 7, 4) Maybe there was o hidden
agenclo. when Trahan wanfeol Petitione~ +o stand with her as
she argued for o mitigating expert for +he Punishmenf
Phase (RR4,3, 9-17).

Defective True Bill of Indictment

Penal Code 21,02 become law and effective on September | 200
Only +wo(2) sexual eontacts of a child under W years, 30 or more days
apart acre requiced to convict., The dictmeat stateal the range
sf Hime wo,selom Ja.nua.ry |, 2067 through Sepfember 30 2004,

The stery fold to the jary by Assistant District Attormey,
Stephen Z Ta,yior,(ﬁfé, /3, 2"'/5)dtsc‘rfbes one event thot
happened. siver and over “almost every night '/(f{(’é, /5, 23and 29)
over o spar of 16003 days. 7his i3 characteristic of a

(60?5(}



sexual psychopath (22 D,C. Code Ann. § 350311 (/967), Millard v.
Warris, 406 F2d 964), OPINION Chief Judge BAZELON:
“The Sexual Psychopath Act was enacted in 1948 as a

humane ancl practical approach fo the problem of
persons unable to control their sexual emotions.
A Sexuol Psychopath in (467 would face o maximum
punishment 7or which wos im prisonment for 4o days
or o 300/ fine, or both.

The ehoracteristic would also appear habitul.
‘Habit evidence s highly persuasive as proof of conduct
on @ partiaular secasion. Habit evidence s considered
fo be hughl probatwe ond, therefore, superior 1o
character dea_rzc_e because the uniformity of voes
response fo habit is for greater than the consisfoncy
with which 6ne’s conduet tonforms to character or
dispos}-h'on,” (Lbughan v. Firestone Tire ¢ Pubber Co,,
749 £ 2d (519, Head Note 5)

In a rush fo adulterate the Justice system,the Grand\};ry,
Court, District Attorney and Assistant Distriet Attorney
knowingly preceeded on the “preferentially set” date, #hen
by adulferated legal means, ¢ cd the date on+he
JUdge,W\en+ of Convietion by Jury (Cierks Recordl,63) from
DI-01-2007 t0 0I-01-2008 (Clerks Kecord, 71-13), approved. on a

boek dated form, fo April 9, 2014, 5‘I.9/ﬁd by Lomeka A. Trahan
(Clerks Reaord., 70) 7hat referred to the /\y unc Pro Tune

Jﬂotgeme_gfot’-’ Conuvietion by jury signed_ dand frled an May
7, 2014, [rahan eithesr knew and didn't sbyect or she
came in on May 7, 2014 and. signed bock dotecl paperwork,

when she was nof Pefifioners CM“I‘Or‘ﬂel{,
\A/Hho/d{ng two(2) Eyewitness Testimonies

Olivia_ Ha.rp ,. Pehitioners daughter, was in the reom durfng

(7 of “)



each ollegedl sexual assault (R:R. &, 30, 2325 31,1-23). As an eye-
winess, her testimony durlng trie| would have carried wore
weight than in +he form of an Affidavit datec Moy 20,2017, 3
years and oned) month efter teial. Olivia was not under the
Rule as the others on trial dag and it /s assumeel that her
APfidavit, prepored by Peditioners retained atforney, Steven
Lieberman, was fainted. Lieberman couldl have asked sev
more pages of questions, but did not. Petitoner was alsoan
eyewitness and should have been put on the standl. Now
his appeals fall on deaf ears 1n [ight of his conviction.

Even D J [Melton] (R R.6, /41, 22-25, 148, /=23), who
askect defense witness, Rebecea Flory, to lie for Stephovy
(RR.6, 148, 11-25; 149, 1-14) anll FestrHy Hhat Stephony asked
her 4o see ¥ Rebesca would claim Pefrtioner made sexuel
advanees et her

Rebecea Flory met Petitionec’s family at Ca,[Vo.ry
Baptist Chureh.(R.R.6,14e,10-12). Ducing the years 2007
_'fhkough 20049 5+ephony ond. Pet(+ioner grew a Chifdren’s
Choir from eight(8) o about 40¥ children undes 14 yeass.
This happened within (2 menths, Both Stephony and etitones
Worked worked with more children in oo club at the church
Called AWA.NA. (Approved Workmen Rre Not Ashamed), There
/s no evidence +hat Liberty County Investigators performed
an inveshgation. Stephony and Petitioner presented Huwo®)
musicals, ‘Acorns to Ouks”and *Angel RAlert, D.J assisted in
Argel Hlerd.

EXCULPATORY EVIDENCE
Flies In Ointment

Justiee 15 adulterated without an Expert Witness #hat
could explain the +we (2) slip-of-the-fongues from previously
coached statements of the complaintant, B.8., ond her

(8 ai"“)



mother, Stephony, #n e;yper’r could have helped jurors understad
what was behrnol the facadl of the hysteria..

Trahan! So you-all shyed in fwin beds first and then
“the. fwin beds were taken from you, anc yall
stayed in the fill 7 |

" BR: Ves ma am, because we were rh —sleeping
/ 0) . [} S
on o Fullsize motiress after the ineident

hed occurred,.
- | (‘R.R.é,e/g,&m)

——— ome—— eme——— — | e eSmm——

*

~ up at the heuse (f I uas gong o be some-
where eise for any leagth of Fime.

Tayler ¢ Did you telf your mom ?

Stephony - .. , and offen himes called my mom to show

S‘Fepfwn}/? T didn'+ +ell her about the incident,
o (RR.6,¢9,18-22)
7aylor claimed st happened “almos¥ every night ‘(RR.¢,1;

23endg 24) and. B. 8, claimed. "countless “(0.8. 6,37, 17-20; 586, 9-
i), Trrelevant, immaterial and unduly repeitibus evidence
adulterates the justce system, espec:c{./fy using Penal Code
21,02 in a case where the subconscience surfascs in both
child and mother among +he hysteria of +he day #hat cata-
racts the Lght of Fruth, The truth Is, it wes all a lie,
 Sweeny, +he adrifl expert-could bave acldressed 6.8.%s.
decision to use her own style of hyperbole with the phrase
‘as a litdle gr;‘/ [ was suppose to be “ (2. 2. é6,26,25; 21, /},
(RE.6, 28,16 - 20) and answered Trakan's question about +he
phrase (RR.6, 5% /-9).

(9 of 1 )



Pleas of Guilty and Not Guilty

ARTICLE 26.13, PLEA OF GUILTY - Code of Crminod Foedue
(@) Prior 4o occephing o plea of quilty or o plea of nolo
contendere, the court shall admonish +he defendont of:

NOTE: No hearing and ho admonishmen for a. ples. of 3u:'/¥y
occurred. No record exisits,

I Couse No. CR 30729 (Clerks Record, 53,54) 15 a SEX
OFFENDER REGISTRATION RODMONISHMENTS form,
It states that Petitioner has pled 3“3”"7’ In aseordance fo
BRTICLE 26.13 Code of Criminal Procedure. There was,
no plea of gailtyama no heanng. The plea was not guilty
as shown in (Clerks Recordl, page ¢ 3, ¢¥) the Judgement
of Convichion By Jury”dated and filed April4,2014. It
stafes ;o Plea sfHo Offense”, Not Guilty, [t also states
in*Plea to Offense) Not Guilty, in the Nune Fro Tanc
Judgement of Conviction by furg "dated and filed on
May 7, 2014, '

2tidiener could find no cases on dua,/mj pleas.

On fpril 8, 2014 Petitioner’s First Amendment riskf of ex:rcisoéj
Freely his right of rdz;qion, hss religion, and. was violated by an
&duﬂu‘a{'ea Justice System of East Texas, Liberty County. Even
his pastor, Gene kendrick, of MIMs Raptist Chureh, in Conax,
Texas (R.R.6,(062,16-23) viclated his cwn duty as a shepherd by
bewtiri\g to laws fthat conflict with the tovenpnt between
believers exercising Biblical faith and teaching s members
to do 50 by his own actions. Pastor Kendriele was not allowed, by
[ow, fo fnvesf:éafe, and_ he chose not to. Gene Keadrick died
én Thursd,w./, nprf/ 13, 2017, the day before Good Friday. He
diect on the cLou{ Judas betrayeol Jesus, known as the dey
of lﬁefraya.{- . | .

Petitioner had taken wrong (L Corinthians 6:7) enside Az

Cid el )



right o proctice. Biblice] ﬁtincfplgs per the Constitution and
under the profection of his religion fo seck the, +ruth. Pastor
Kendrick was wrong not o investigate, even if +he laws of our
land. for bade him to dlo so. Not everything is as it seems, ask
Job. Ofall people, Kendrick should hdve known that.

CONCLUSION

- Weigh ing the adulterated evidence presented against.
Petitioner on April 8,2014,0s revealed in this Retition
for Writ of Certiorari, doted Jc').nua.ry 1, 2024, the
wo-ward, testimony of Petitioner on April 8, 2014
Jot éuiH)/', weighs more and must stand.

PRAYER

1 A new trial is net requested or preferred. Christians
are nof fo settle disputes before unbelievers (1 lormthians
- ¢:4), Peditioner must mountain his First Bmendiment right
even 7;"9 his dem;se. pe‘-l'i-Hoﬂer prowys +he cDW"/' > QXD"'D'K‘{?}
acquid, or fime served without sex offender registeration.

The Fe"H-HOn Br o writ of certiorars should be 8rcm+ed,
| | Redpect ”y" bmtied,

Bruce W, Harp, 019249800
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REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION

The State could not prove indecenty with o child by
confact because there was a Fhird forensic inferview either
at Sofe Herbor or Rridgehaven Advocacy in Liberty County.
So,‘ Penal Codle 21,02 was chosen as a cateh-all, 7he more
Serious 4 Sex crime appears the more believable the guult
m the hysteria of the moment, especiolly when fhe publicity
QP the dafe chosen sends human emotions info orbit like
it did in Solem, Mass. in 1692, -

Su'pporﬁns evidence was not prweo«[-ed Br suéh Q_Aoﬂ—;b/e
erime against o child, There were no medfca:( or psychologicd
veports or exXperts in +hese flelds 4o show physical and for

psy ehologieal damage, no Child Protective Seqvices (CP5)
specialist or Advocacy Center experts festified in
collaboration with +he af/eged vietims fesfimony. It was not
nmessaral when using Penal Code 21,02, You only needl fo make
12 people believe +wo @) things happened 3O or more days
apart

Peditioner has shown in the recorel +hat +he Court Hssistan #
Distriet ﬂv‘z‘ornay, Defense ﬁr‘fornty( the mother and Hhe slleged
Vieting Jreal ar 15 ja//fy of deception by Comiss[on end/sr
BOUSSLON 1h SOme. Form,



SEE FOLLOWING ANSWE&RTO GUESTION ONE (pages fhrull)

CONCLUSION

The petition for a writ of certiorari should be granted.

Regpectfully submitte
¢ b
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Date: Aamu_a.c%_l%_QD_th;




