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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

^4 For cases from federal courts:

The opinion of the United States court of appeals appears at Appendix A 
the petition and is
i^reported at Q.S- App < |g.Ki5 2.33>2-(o
[ ] has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,
^0 is unpublished.

to

; or,

The opinion of the United States district court appears at Appendix _£>. 
•the petition and is
ExJ reported at L)-S- lcvig> 2.12-1%

to

; or,
[ ] 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[ ] is unpublished.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_____ to the petition and is
[ ] reported at ; or,
[ ] has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or, 
[ ] is unpublished.

The opinion of the _ 
appears at Appendix

court
to the petition and is

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[ ] is unpublished.

1.



JURISDICTION

fef For cases from federal courts:

The date on which the United States Court of Appeals decided my case 

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

was

[ ] A timely petition for rehearing was denied by the United States Court of
Appeals on the following date:___________
order denying rehearing appears at Appendix

, and a copy of the

[ ] An extension of time to file the petition for a writ of certiorari was granted
to and including______
in Application No.__ A

(date) on (date)

The jurisdiction of this Court is invoked under 28 U. S. C. § 1264(1). 
Te> revieuJ ^he. OnH&i SsVcitaa CourV aP f\ppda\s Aec.\stc>rt
for Caof-Vh CirdiiVV VAr'i-V o-P CerViOra-ru Record- 

‘-*.ZVL>2\4. 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______

[ ] 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
(date) onto and including____

Application No.__ A
(date) in

The jurisdiction of this Court is invoked under 28 U. S. C. § 1267(a).



CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS INVOLVED

The, PollouJsnQ C£)n5-l'i4o4'tonal 
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p ro\i i s 1 o ns ar\^ sVaioles esuct V nvtolue^ -

„ .paasin

STATUTE^

a.*? U.S.C. s, 12.SH (I)* • • • •
z% as. a % as-? (/\)........
a* u.3„c^ tz$H ...... .

'p.utts
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STATEMENT OF THE CASE

£) The case. and cause. undefining 4hia pe-Vdlon is a AcVion Fha-V YonPi 
^lac£ dor.ng dlosm arogumenf bg 4ri^l Counsel kndreLO U. €>acV*s. 
'Dor^ <x Tdaq +r»a.l of ^iq). (loonsc-l conceded ho hhe Jam

pt ' '“'tr = ^u,l+- Vht Charge. culV «? Wit. crtmi, ulhm Wit Jorq 

+h, *.cuw e*.+or a, +* a poni W. iwa
WB-Oo-oi-oi of MoffalkC-.r <WV of Vlr^n;Q. (2R170O-

^Vlhiie peYVVioner a di reed Appeal 
c>£ AppeoAs of Virginia

proceeding hhroogh hhe C.6url 
, pefd loner file. a. Habeas dorpos 4o 4he Supreme 

Coor^ a? Virginia on NWth 'LC, U>U Kh>«cio3o<3 and 4he Supreme (Wh 

ov Virginia dismissed and discharge, an "De.CLe.rnher 2.)

Loas
J

§) 6r> AprU 11,2012. ptV.Wtr V,m\q f.;Vt a Habeas torpoa -b Wit 

THE UNHtfo STATES TrisTeucT CoofLT POR THE HASTEN. TM^TdCT OF 
Mirgtma.. I'.l2cv-2EE ciwby JFA..J and on February IL>, -202?i bhe 
daur-V dismissed 4h\e pe.4i4' 7ion.

in 1 THE, Uni4ed STftTBS dborh of f\p<pea\s Far THE Poochb d\rcoi\- 

tZ3'G>2_1l1, pe-ViVicner Pile a Mnbice of Appearand f^Jle (no random 

informal hirie£ in £>uppnrh oC Nohiee. o-f Appeal^ ir\ compliance 

uiiVh rule ■shfb'i^and coorH warden aP March 9, levlE. J\nd on ^>ep4e$nhejf
H 162£ 4he D»S>. Caorh oQ Appeals f^c 4he Faur4h (Lic^ denied a.

AppeaAabi\iFlj and dismissed Vhe Appeal.CerHi9 {caVe of

pcFif toner Piles Vlcub cF 

of lash resor-V
5u Hold as of bephemhejT ^31 'Lo'L2>

^e.R.ViosfsLcus.x To th_e td.Si. 1}|appn©ffit C-»o> r 4-
of Uni4ed ^>T<PiTES» \n- regards Vo peVvhi oners cbi xAh- Ame/djAifiT' 

** Secured Qjjhaorni^ hCtnc^ \Ziolo4ed by> counsel*

H



« *■.

REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION

l^lAhlh na/oped-V do ArVie. (borA \A should be. noAec^ \(v regards 4a pe4 Vinners

hath AmendmexvV - 5eCUfe Autonomy claim aV ‘isisoe. here Vie 9clloudn0#

'^The, ‘nopremt HourA c>V Virginitl Has Conceciec) Vhe Pol loping^,
•1'ha-i' Counsel conceded during closing <xrgume.rV 4haA peVvlioner 

hill GanVher* (Record Mo. ClosCS) (yfirnr) page ~7 line 10-lL

lA.The Onited Sieves "Dts-Vne-V Court k>r the E^sherri 1^54 dcV oA
Mirginln has conceded Vhe 9ol\OLU\r>g»

1a revi 

Coor4 oh Vir^i
ieudiAg peVi+ioners sVaAe habeas pdriVtoo 4he hopreme

hctJ declined Vo appl^i MeOoq page A.,-Lli<se i^tlo.
L&d Also, 4haA nei4her the Supreme dourh, nor 4hc Poorhh C,ircuiV

has considered ho 
C.lai m based £>n

IAQ

federal Cour 4 should Consider a habeas
a-tlejed ulol a-han +h,e Ao4onornq right

recognised In M-eCo^. (Ward Ko. h.iZ-ev/-oozi,^-LM&/df a) pane* 
^'L‘.ne s ~ 3

uu a

"LC^The ~Pis4-r»Cj4" CourV Conceded VheV 4rial Counsel conceded 
peViVinnerk go'ilt 4o -the alleged cJnarge Cr\me.^u4-
trg -Vo frame. 4 V} os Cl cnisst&VemenA htp Cooa^cl T^e^ll
Line* 2.1,22^ 12>, (ftecard Mo. i-.e-L-cv-ooeoc-LM6 / 0FA«d

hV The Urv>4ed ST file CoorV oA Appeals For 4he FoorVln CirCoiA*

has also
o riOmi^ CLl at m

applg Vhe SVrlelhLand shanderd 4c peAiV loners 
ouViieh \S Clear base an -VHeirAoV response^

Vo deng Vhe C.er4iFaca4e of appealahihVg and dismissal,Vii;4h 

ouV e.\)en an.ujse.rm J
3 Ahe. CXC-Voal (Tierih-S oA peA'dlo^er cl dan.

CocAino\ng ‘bee f\\VcudhfaeAVs \ <V 1

&



AWcxchmoxV 2. aQ l

t-l^ reSpect V<& Vhe. toorV and peVi\\OC\£jT CnAonCrfUJI £,tai
at lSS(Jt here. He. &upre.mc CLour-V of WcglnAa, L).$> federal

\ (Y\

TVislricV CcorV-* and Vhe D.h. (LoorV of PV^p«al 
C\rcai\V 
Lmu. Thai

for We, foUfW

decision's iocs conV-rarq -Vo Clear lg eslablishtd federal 
‘ft ^ because all VWec (Lootk1 & above used We.

SWckl&nd sWicWd Wr ineffective assist a ace. A Coonsd claims, 
PaVhtr +Un Vhe S-Vandord c\ppll cable Vo Cases uahere cl pCllTiontr
is denied We. auV-onamq -Vo decide We objectives of Weft defense.

We. T>'Sic\CjV Federal C,ourt Vlas cslreadL| Conceded ©r\ recard 
VKaV -Vhe. Supreme. Court, nor live (Pourlh (Llreoll has considered 
baui a federal doort Should Consider a. habeas claim base on 
alleged violation e>f We. fVuloncmg right recognized 'in WVeCoup 

(Record W. r-22.-CV'Z{ffk“LNvfi»i iiFf^ page Q~LiKieSj s^and *7.

-U^-V Is \i\QcA Vhe case above. Was toort can infer, Wat base 
VhaV £%d mission "celt Vbree c&or-hj of record apple^ onlg Vhe 

S+richWid standard curd rveYlher' bad 

+a respond Vo peVlVlaneA cJUxXrrx ot RdWcval} Violation.

on
clear direction on hou3Ong

•^7. ih-o tonstlt olioo oyevve Vhe Courts Wve auWorrtty ho decide real 
case’s ond conbroUerslc;(hoh luTW respect Vo We Mlrglaia Courts

involved udlh We pretend petiVioaer Cast at Issue., The (Lonslitoticn

did net c^we door Vs We right Vo simplify or olheruhse change 
We (-ac.V of a case ’in. Order Va maWe. Vhere uoorls easier or
ho achieve a desired result.

*8. Vbut VhaVs CXaeMg cohat We Virginia too As irxvolved Vw& donfe>p 
‘in. peVil loner case at issue.

U)',Vh respert U M\r9-,A',a V <•**<* Court, Ty.rtrtd WA UxV<»U
~rw- fou,XV, Ci<-curt Court ert fyp«As, ntrthtr court conducted

ne\Jveto.. Wecaose the courts UDOS ctppli^ing Vhe_
incorrecV standard., VKe sVrlcWlcxnd “melVecVivc assistance ot tounstl^
W pel;lloner cxoVanomq claim- Sec iAtCoq S. C.V. ISio-U(holding

Wal uihtre a. clienls a.ulono(YVLj^ rva-V counsel's
iae do rxoV our \t\eCPccVl ve-ass’^Vanec-oV

cc de aovci

<■• -■

mpeVmce1 Is in issut^
counsel jUr \sprudenetv>.

co



M-YacKm^rdf 3 of Z.

V

<3)) Once Counted run^ We door bell Vo VW y3rq, \V CAn not toe. unconc^ 

os Abe respondenV and Vbe CoorAs bos Vrqed Ao do Ab roogbAcoV 

Abcre res^onse!s cxod dismissed* oA peA'iAvoners c\d>m9

£v/en ojp\n^ os Par Vo soo| coonsiX rtsvssp&e \n did 00V wearv Vo concede 

petitioner VW\ Gather^ closing ar^oroenV, *3v L',f0€-

E.vtn uWen the cespond-enA^rvor 
<x broad Conclusion.

Ahe coufVs houe ontf ‘£>t>ff<5r\ to badb soeb

in-} Ur must toe. noted} ftTbot coonseA oA record bove neviC oVAtsAed Vo
Sucb a sAtfAemenA' made bo) neither respondent or the. ioorAs tor 
that matter^ '“Thot Yve rrViSspoKe. £) !be ase'isAomA arto^ti) General

Le&nfVa CL- VAinix. Vir^iriia. SsAcAre Gar Vio.*lZMU<j bc& ConeeAed Aa the Supreme.
has reachnidCourt oA YirqinYa tbaA she bas AhT'aoCjbaoA this proCXSS 

to Aria! Counsel oA record and coon^d has ncA responded." &nd this 

is notated in her footnotes t& the ^upemc doocA oA Virayrwa.

true to Wc vioWnonII.) 3o this court mciij ir\Peq VVicAr petitioners eWWs 

oC- petitioner's
ri^YA. 'piM that counsel of record has never 
Support ^ the. Co or Vi Ideal 6? cubat CcDnSel intentions an

has (\e\ier CctooVed petitioner cldm

Oofe.

G.S- C.on sti to Vi on ‘3\*tb hmeWsmenY - secure ftuAonom^
SubmtrviVted a oWlaYAm 

d cootbd
«OH

fl.Tbe pveseMduoa cAone of a ocAivjd, defense oA a chenAs innocents 
to a pfc_j '\S inWct We cYienb object'iUes oA Yv\s defense. bo for a C.Uen\s 
•Vria\ counsel to contradict this pr tsomptianj and subvert We. 
Clients desSre to mountain YboV ic\noecnes.fW>^ conceding -to WtXucq 

during Closing argument a, eVienVs 0uUV, avaAds Wt CiienV of AWi\

preaompW cJ? \<\c\ac.tx\L U)\Wi Abe sami t£jOo\ Qorcij as coorsd cpeftvriQ 

sAcVtmenA.



(VWochmenV H of &

l^>)FlrsV Z\I<T\ Consider; a9 ^ve- rant ext of counsels ctosi n<^ our^umentj 
CouA^d SVA\ CnnCfcded petitioners opWV, uOtwcJh the Court adm'Ms. 
TVvl thin^ \5 tWt Mcto^ doesnV pot onq conditions or tNLt^Won

+o coorei\ corveeAr^ a. Cl'iente goiWr. TW IS ^ e.frw
u)Wn it Coro?^ to a Hcto^ \iio\cdrian. knee tta_ error uoas made. 
Os stipulated Vxj| ttve ciopreme Court

pAge.7^ line-ro^ the. on\q 
rome^Lj ^ reversal hccouse IV is structural error.

I^Tehiti

of VW charge. crime
before. tried^ and during trial Vo Counsel^ ond \D the ^ucL} on 

dhe stand. N/octCcroijalLj Insisted tha/\ he did rvo\ eru^aQC in 

the. charge act, end objected -Vo 

Ib^ht;
contrary do petitioner egress assertion thet the. abjective. of 

his defense loos to maintain innocence. of Yht tWgt orimlai a

l(p)~TVve v i o latior\ 
remhs as error
decisions have. called %tcuc\ora\ uihen present such 

V?> nod subjected to harmless- error rcvAebd.

\1^T\ is true that under btrlchLandj a eourV med not rtvituu Vhe 

reasonableness of counsels porforemance. iteuuever^ under HlcLoUj 
a tourd does not need to cevieiu for reasOAahlene^ a Conessiun 
at the OpUt of the. defendant during cAostAQ^ CxTOp mint.
"'fretudice, is assumed- as the petitioner OonfvoY uJCio^i Ita impart 
On the. i^urL^ rvor can the Coutt assert there uuaS no iNvpxet. 
7he ■statement- of the cheats cjoill is (XSSocned to he preiudtocA 

an its face*

insistence that trial Counsel maintain. his innocencetoner

petitioners defense.'’PcVticner bothuoas

it.admission of 3ban

auVonomq tons V'iolated uuhen Yiis louder actedoner

Sidh (Wind ment-&e core. HutonomL) 
of the Wind that this.} U.h. Supreme (Loort

on error

of petitioner



AVViahmerV £>f 4

r
CjOOfi^Oind faudlft fifdoV C.oor4 C$

ing -Vo Vne reS^orvWV^ relief.
18) A.r\ Vhe. 'bidr'icA ILoorl^ bop

f\^exxk ^ preVed q\\)tn Vo VUc record for- j 

?e.4;+loner believes d "is an mjuS>V\c£. upon Himself, and VHe public.^Vo leA 

Wie. Vouj€/ Coords ovfejflde. bus federal C.6nsVVuV\0(\a\ r'l^lVs. VlVbch b'trvAlnj 
o)l coo(4s m fckufed &4a4es^and mo^ f\oV fee Infringed upon, lo Idr dHls 

ru\iQ0 sdard by Vfeis caord sends a dear message. V. Vta. mkd a? \k> public. 
4hed -\hejr federal EonsfebaVvonal rl^hV rr\o^ be. violated cddfe no CD(\seqoet\Ctl Vo
Vo Vhe Vi older# The Good nboold g.ranV CerVi omn,-because of \\[£ knpnAance 

oV 4Ht, qucsVion for 4He. admlnls-tra-fian <s>4 erlminl dnsiiee ’in 6+de.
and federal Ccods^ and because. Was CcorV Is emtasdq bu ‘THE ConsViVoVan 
of OrWed SVa4fc5*

reme
L| os-f \f “i

on

CONCLUSION
i onerWiVh respecl 4o We. C,oor4 We. pe4i4i 

v/aca4e. feddioner' coccenf 
dale, far rx, Neio Trial*.-

The petition for a writ of certiorari should be granted.

osV 4He Vo nor able foorlr Vs 

co avid ion, and ceAeast. uoVVh 0L*sdr

Respectfully submitted,

P/'o-Se, •

Date: SftpiefnVvr 2.&j 2C>9&


