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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:

The opinion of the United States court of appeals appears at Appendix ﬂ/ A to

| the petition and is /\/ A(

[ ] reported at .

; or,
t is not yet reported; or,

[ ] reporteq at ; or,
[ 1 has be des1gnated for gubhcatlon but is not yet reported; or,
[ 1 is unpublished.

FT For cases from state courts:

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

[ ] reported at _ ____;Or,

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

E1 is unpublished. .

The opinion of the _U 5 Diskeiet (o ur+ : court
appears at Appendix _[>  to the petitionand is

[ ] reported at —; Or,

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[T is unpublished.



JURISDICTION

[ 1 For cases from federal courts:

The date /y which the United States Court of Appeals decided my case
was A '

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

[ ] A timely petition for rehearing was depied by the United States Court of
Appeals on the following date: A , and a copy of the
order denying rehearing appears at Appendix _a//A-. v :

[ 1 An extension of time /\ty file the petition for a writ of certiorari was granted
to and including JaN (date) on N fe (date)
in Application No. ,/\/ AN ,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 3— 24~ ’1"3.
A copy of that decision appears at Appendix _/A .

[ 1 A timely petition for rehearing was thereafter denied on the following date:
Septombee 2 2023 | and a copy of the order denying rehearing
appears at Appendix _ . '

[ 1 An extension of time to file thej)etition for a writ of certiorari was granted
to and including 12~ -2 date)on _ A—19- 24 _ (date) in
Application No. 23A 524 .

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



CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS INVOLVED

Fir th Amend ment

5ixth Ammcﬂmen?’
f,'g hh Amendments

E)MLE_ Enth v Anenclments

L3 USC § 2254



STATEMENT OF THE CASE _
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Whom she bid net teconize, Mans00¢ Heactd gunfice and Saw Smith jump
hackwords From The cocner And run. Ms Mansoor Aso admitted
That She Uses Methamphetamine Anck Was Comming bown From the diug

bung This Fime and the Window were rolled wp and she gould HN&(UY
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5mhL)\ Teshfled at Trial gad odmitked + beiny onthe seene of ﬂloo’r/nj,
pt That The other Afcan Anecican male Was The man who shot
an ok killed mp Duoste 4mih Went +o "T\\a,\ a/\.d Wos Conwicled

of Tiret Megree Murdler
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CONCLUSION

The petition for a writ of certiorari should be granted.

Respectfully submitted,
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