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(2“_‘55|TQM§ PRESENTED

The bOd)’ of the alleged victhm was distovered A (ily
Faled 1o dlisclost "6rady"(e>ccul’pa1”ovy) mdevial that was n
the hands of Iﬂ\/éST«gaﬁmc aauntits Thd prstbittion, m had
{uifin Gnfestional ),fmlecfl 10 (t]ollwf (prestive) quidencd pefentially
‘F(WWL\M(A’, 1o he J/H‘QWSQTM PVL’SQCW‘@V dé‘)“fy() Qd ()Vl‘dem(-e (a\lﬁvzlblé
1o Petitiontv. Tis Moiclfwg usts substantial oderal qu@'s’nomsﬂﬂj

wreant mmediatt rovitw b‘/ Hus Court -

- Why was i Civewit Cowrt of Tt County of Chistevald
Cammonwealth of Viginia allowed fo pvosecm Hhis ease’?
whive pveced@nf sup,oov%.s Potihoner’s Position, Vi mid Lol
§i9.2-247 addvresses the proptv Jonud, fov hemicde p‘v’oﬁ@ﬁﬂﬁvm
wndev civcumdances whith make 4 unknown whevt such

crimg wWad Cemm}Hed To wit

she offonse shall bt amenable 1o orosetution in e
sourts of the cunty ov ity whevt fﬁa body of 4he vt
way b found -

7. Dets the Couvt detms it propty fo pifofecf The rvg@f;fs,
~ewileads, and immunihes of 1he, aceusd 7 Becaus! 't oas
Hhe Ptitiones ConsTitutional Kight 10 have o Faiv Tria
n he ety of 2. dumond, not The “County of Chesterfield.



5. At e Conrts auave h Pefitioner’s conviction was
dbtavied by the uneonstitutional fuluve of the prosecution
1o diselose o the defendant widenct Favorable to the Petitioer?

4 wiy ave the Couvts oveviookng the fucts thut the osecutor
 destoyed exclupatory evidence that could bave exonevated the
Petitionev 7

5. Avt the Cowts auae of Hhat in the fingl defenst motion o
strikt , dfnse counstl stated “théve is no evidenco thad would
(aist a Stvong presumption, o any présum fion at all, that this
Crime cf\cfuaﬂly oecurved in the County o ChesterLield.”? And
ihad -the Commonwea fth réSpomdéd that "Judge, s a légc‘d
jssuf,, but thae Commaonealth -arguing fov jury instrulion Hut
onie s net a fictual issul fov juvy detvmimnation ...

0. S0, do this Couvt deem it proper, +o not noh‘Py the
jury in Chesterfied County  that a cvime was not tommitled
V] ClﬂéS'[W‘Pi?ld Cow)f/ but in the Cd‘y of Zichmnd 7

7 %0, why wasnt thiy cast prosttuted m the Lity o Kichmon
wheve #he victim’s bddy and pmpev%)/ WAS dismu_e,red,?

. How wasnt J'w)/ instruttion that verul ions 4 Luelual (ssue
-~ not gen o tht juns fov jury’s detwmnation?




LIST OF PARTIES

M All parties appear in the caption of the case on the cover page.

[ ] All parties do not appear in the céption of the case on the cover page. A list of

all parties to the proceeding in the court whose judgment is the subject of this
petition is as follows:
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STATUTES AND RULES &

Vivdinia (ode §10.274 . . .. dictates that a cviminal dase
i T typically b pvoseee(”red " “the ('ouﬂ‘f/ oV 1317‘7/ i which
the offenst was comnnTred. | |

virginig Code 814.2-247. . - ... t)'wv:‘dé’S 4 <olution. Lwlheve
oidence exists that a homicidt has beth commitled erther
oitlin ovwithout Fhis Commonweatth, undev Civaumstants
‘WW(M mald it ianknolon Whivd subh rimé was Comwaﬁa[,
the oflenst shall o¢ amenable 1o prosteudion m 1hé CouvTs
Tﬁ# the Cou{}wt)/ ov ity whevd the body of 4t vithm may be
owd .. - : |
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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 A to
the petition and is '

[ I reported at ; OF,
[ ] has been designated for. publicaticn but is not yet reperted; or,
[V is unpublished.

The opinion of the United States district court appears at Appendix _5_ to
the petition and is

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

[\ TFor cases from state courts:

The opinion of the highest state court to review the merite appears at
Appendix _D to the petition and is

[V reported at RQ(()YCI M. 1234 231 ?{L‘D?@, 0713 : or,

[ 1 has been designated for publicatimr} but is not yet reported; or,
[ ] is unpublished.

The opinion of the COH# 0'{'\ 'ADI)W{B 0‘1[‘ V:MMM court
appears at Appendix _D __ to the Petition and i¥

[V reported at Recgrd No. 1774-73-7 ﬂfl"Dé(' 2073 ; or,

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

[ 1 is unpublished.




JURISDICTION

[V]/ For cases from federal courts:

The date on which the United States Court of Appeals decided my case
©was SélD‘h’mb(!V i, 2023

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

[\d/ A timely petition for rehearing W‘c}? enied by the United States Court of
Appeals on the following date: OC100¢Y Il 70723 , 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. §1254(1).

[v1 For cases from state courts:

The date on which the highest state court decided my case was -Sap"‘@'ﬂwf 7,204 .
A copy of that decision appears at Appendix

M/ A timely petition for rehearing was thereafter denied on the following date:
| ﬂ')nl 14,7015 - , 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 ihvoked under 28 U. S. C. §1257(a)..




CoNSTITU TioNAL AND STATTORY Provisiokls IvaW/ED

Suppvegsiow by prosicution of avidince favorable o an
algustd dpon veguest violates dué process whve evidencd 15
matevial either +o gmﬁ“ or to punishment, wvespeetive of
%mod fuith ov bad Luith of prostCufion. U-§.C A. Const fmend. 14

Denial of Due Process of Law upless defendant can
show bad {arth o 'ozwf of P()lll(/“ Vé(/wm'n dtbondant
10 shewd bad futh both limits extent aé/ olitds oblig-
Wfion To preseevt dvidence o veassmabl bopnds and -
confines i+ o Hhat cluss of custs wheve infovests of
J‘uSﬁce masfcleaﬂy requive T et s, Thest cases in
which pelice Hamselves by thei Conduct weicale that
wWidencg cowld fpvm busis for mmem‘méy defendant

U.S.C.A. Const Amend. 14

Taihuct fo vequest {avovable evidence dots not leave goueen-
ment £0¢ of 4ll obligation o disclost suth evidente ™ty

d(?f@wdanf, undev 6@//, U-S.C.A Const Amtngds. 5. 14

Thret Sriughions in which Bma’y clam mighl ariso
desprte. defondants failwt o vepuest {puovable pvidente ave’
whove J;r?viouS’y undisclosed evidence vawegled that praseedt-
von infvadugyd trial f?SﬁVVW}/ that i+ Bnad ov showd have
Kswn Was pavjwpd,' wherd g)‘ovewavnamf fuiled 10 aceade




Dwt Q)(Culpmv videntd ;, ov wheve QouUnméﬂT fuiled +o |
volunfeay & Citlpafory ovidence nevev vequested ov vequested
~only ik genpval way f SuppveSS'iowmp ovidente wuld be
of “su “i’%iemf skémff ancd o result in denial of clefbndant s
v;éhf 16 i tal. u.s.C.A. Const Amends. 5. 14 |

In dtevminng whethev evidenc? ot govdrnment filed +o
distlose fo defactlant safished “mafoiclcty " Hest of Buudy,
wostion 15 not whethee defendant woutd more Likely than
ot have veegived difecont verdict vrth ovidenct | butwhether
i its absenct he veeeived " tvial, "wndevs food as @ tvidl
fesulting in vavelict wovthy of confidlonce; “veasonable probab-
éh‘f}/“ 010 di%m’)f vesulf‘ 5 aCCOWIM 'y Shotsh wWhin govér’mmém‘f
s ‘widentiary Suppression undevenpes corfrdencd m outtome

Q? trigl. U.S.C.A. Const. Amnds. 5, 14.

to defanst vequest for dlistlosure. of some specific Kind




STRATEMENT oF THE CASE

The vithim in s egse Petey Ambristars body WS
dhscowved 1 an abandoneg lot by a parv of Kichmond
City Police Officors on #he afternoon o Detober 19th, 231
An unidentified eitizon had alorted #he police 1o 4 SUSpICious
Vehide, whith fed to the sV, Ambrister wa Slumped
Ot in the pussenger side of the'vehiclo. Thvee (3) &y rtesses
ave. statements 1o Kichmond PD, sluting they s a whitt

v hispant malt leave out of the vittim¢ vahole and
disapptav: These fuets wave ouarlonked.

As for 4he Civeumstantial evidince voliod Upon by the prosic-
ution, the lack of evidence Tying Kby 1o the erimg was glsp
noi‘abléj DQS}OHL(’, theorizing thet Kf'v'b}/ WK ovgr driyin
Ambristers cah  the prosetution found no iy evprnts muteluny
lé‘t’byfs Prom the side doprs ) sfeeww(;, whedl | Sevvicd vadio o
any povtion of 4t caby (Ty. Pt 5,°2012, Piz). Jy thaory
thi purpeteartor would haut bad Hp maice ) ( budy on budy)
oirtact, physicl V" with the vichw's entive body. Common
Stnse woulc{ Sugaest that contact +o the upper bady (H-shivt=
avea) vould hatd Lagn anpvevawfabléaIaﬁ:dimﬁng thi perpeliutor
woi‘ldflwe definctely come ity contict it Tahy vk 3

Feshivt,




REASONS Fo?_(heANTIN( THE PETI TioN

Mgl access o justice has batn he. Consistent theme

of casts. we vecogmzed long dgo that meve access to thé touvt-
houst deors does not b/ Aself assuve q proper funcﬁomng of
the aclversavy process, and dhat & commal trial 15 fundamentally
unda if the slate pmcéé’ds ﬁg‘a:‘m‘f an wdigent dfondunt with-
okl making covtgn that he has access 1o the vad matevials
iwf@ym/ 10 th building of an effecte defonse. Thus, vl I8 he
caurt has not held thid a State must puvehase for Hhe md{?enf |
defondant all e assistance that s wealtler mun#evparfm.'ghf
buy , ¢ Eoss V. soflitt, 417 1.5, 400 4l ‘Lt’_d'zd 34| 94 5. (4
2437 (1974), it lnas often veaffivmed that fundameytal faivmess
Q.V)ﬁHES mdu’g@mf | dtﬁ[éwdéw)f% 10 " am adeclmmle np,ﬁﬂmmi)r,\/ 10
prosint” dheie clams faivly within the adv(z'rsavy systom "

-, at 612,41 (Td 341,44 5.01. 2437. T mplement this pan-
ciple, v have focustd on identif ing the “bisic Hools of an
adequate. defons o appeal,” Betf v Novth (aoling 404 LS.
17(,227,50 L-td zd 400,92 5. (. 431 (1971), and W have
cequived et such tools be provided to thost dedendants who
cannot m‘f ord o pay for them.

Tht: prvidt intevesFin the accuacy of a cvminal proteading
that pluces an indwidual’s Ie ov libtvty atvisk 15 almost
uniquely conmptiling . lndeed, 1he host of saféguan‘/s {ashioned.



Quindell montrad’ lavby 5 Actuall lnnacent of this Croml.
Thed shuled be veason evough. The tvidenl and fucts PmmLeO‘

10 someone s, The ConsTitution vequvs thet eviminal defondards
bt pv’owded with & fav tvial, not merely & ) gocd futl” fry it
a faiv trial Heve, b (,QWQL may hawd been noflung mave than
fel.'(e e gtitude, was dewed the oppoviunity fu prostnt a

ull CM@V)SQ,W[«_'*’ :mepfl‘fud@,")()udéuw, dﬁ(ov(\n?d Quinalél/ of
s quavanteed right o due process of aed.




V. usonsthe Wit mq@wsﬁ_d herein
Shl)u‘,ld I')S(/(é/:

Hs e vight-and honevable ﬂﬂ‘mé{_ 45 do. bs T bt mdieadedf
fom e 1gmnin H'l\c,v&*}/ begzivmmg[ yThere. 15 1o dﬁpcdéb
Hhat Peter Ambrister the vilhind in Has case was the victim
of & hemierde What we do dispute is the notion that
Gouindell M- Kby 4l pebitonss, 15 the man cdSponsible
o et homicide. The Commonwen tth failed Fo prove wirth

out a reasonable cleabt Mr. zxm/ Commitfegl 5 trmi.
T Commontedalth dbe fwled - Governmant’s Consti futional
Diselosuve Duties. |

The, Fitth and Fourteenth Amendments requirt, the
{T?Ol/éh’ﬂmemf +o clis alose. SPGC,[A‘C ! gé’é' o euidencd, o
defendints. Kl'i’vqufmtﬁli/ h¢ Cl,#zlmléd, Hhesd. 1. his (U’?d
he wasnt. i “ pad fath’ invesh(‘%mrs uiled o presive
DA ovidence Hhat had zzp/ymnfexawpam}/ valiue ; then
Senor Deputy Com monwdaHh's A-Homzy -Donnis . Dunn
cle'S*/mys thad" evidence. and fuadnty iHems 10Vo e v Ha's
¢ast onoe Kivhy requested it

As in Txhibit “d” ey was mmﬁom}gﬁﬂnis exﬁulPdwy
 aviclence fo s attorney Jasuary 11, 014 “whert s
Mprné‘ysﬂ&%i "l my opi ion, there. was no 57 Amend -
mant Violtion jand i+15 cotanly pot part of the

*appm/ 36 you conld look at Hhatas ineHectve
A<CSSHnnp n s .n(l)/ nn 4 0 Nzt /')-p “77://»/ 77,"-/’/7,/ hl(‘)/«\ﬂlﬂfn




T have old you, v ity was notthe. Killer inthis erudl
ey of Peder Ambrister. T wouldn t euen call what
tht Commonueslth prestnted fo be edadencé - et
Waarvy v Cain, 136 5-C4 1002, (004, 1006 (2016) (Brady
violation beaause undrselosed impeachmant evidence was
wudorial and State’s Brigl evidence was *house of cards'
Hhat velied haavily on ICey witniss testimony of Tvent
Biles : a THmt +elon arithan unkpown number of misdem:
onrlors (volving  ying \Cheating , avd lov stealivg JIn
Waarry v Caih ,w% ﬁ(ﬁ/uvilaelé/ ﬂngf fuiluve 0 aﬁéalosa. e
undermined confidence in defendants conviction When
tho “Fial evideaos resembleldT a houst of cads, b on
Hhe jury creditivg a lwn liar [y witnésss ] attount
ot Hhan fdeéndélnf sTalibi. 136 5.0F. 1004, 1006 (4018).
H was Fust vepovted by Rithmond PD At thret (S)eyewf‘ﬁ
nesses statedd they suw 4 whitt, malt leang, out of e victims
vehiclo, at the time of #he wurder. my. Kirby s Miitan
pmevicant . Chain -0t Custedy issues Two clogavtiments hadivg
of DNA widenct vosulted in @ Braoly vidlation led o -destr-
uekion of ecculpatory (material ) aidenee on pihatt of4he
%fwm ment Unknowh contribitfors (2) 10 4 ONA mixtgre
n31de of the viehims puats pookdtsThe turds diveady deow
oviclenee fuvorple to Pé.ft'ﬁ‘omW,Jrlerw%y’ his Mation
Sov spientidie Tosting of Duidence. was ORANTCD. Mty Trial
V:Vl/)\/ VAN /JO.WO‘(I“ i -Fa /lnnmi/mnm# i)'/’ % ?V’MH"




In Wnited Stactes V- Bag ley, e, Court held Hut the qfiow“ |
nment's duty wunder 6md;/ arists_reqardless of whet-
hev the dedendant makes a reqa.ﬁff’ovv the, evidence .
473 US. 067,622 (1985) (plurality Dprmom). Bit K(rb')/,
dicd howewer, In his Motion for D:S@OL&:’}/’ on Novamb -
o &, 201 and T Commonoéq [+ 31‘6#0 e Common -
Wt is aware of the continuing cluty o diselose and
(0SOVLS - - - (Commmwarlths Respopst To petindant s Wotien

For DiLsgovev'y). 'f)c'h"b"?p(b“[’fg 3.

This wis a in justice et was dont fo M. Kby,
We needd o right hat wvong That ovidtuce Should haue
| ted not destvoyed. (prosieuction’s constrtutional dcﬁy
to distlost Fuvovable dvidente g_avo.med by materiality
standard and not limi'ted +o situations wheve delondant
re wdsts favo vable Q\/a’dénea)/' 6"131@)/ AT5US. at 6es
‘[£ Tvidenet qualifies a5 mateial when thart /5 dny relisbl
Jikelihood 14 could heue aftected the judgmenf of the jury”
.(quo%wﬁ Napue v-TIl 360 ¢S 264, 21 (959)).

rmment is vespensible , 5o the




CONCLUSION

The petition for a writ of certiorari should be granted.

Respectfully submitted,

Date: [- 5- 24'




