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EY

QUESTION(S) PRESENTED

IN PAMOS Y. LOVISIANA | TitiS Coupt HEW THAT THE SIKTH AMENDMENT To THE
UNITED STATES CONSTITUTION , GXTEN DED To THE STATES By WAY 0P TWE FOUPTEENTH
AMENDMENT | REQUIREP “THAT A UNANMOYS JURM MVST Finp A DEFEN DANT suILTy
Of A SERI0VS OFFENSE IN LOVISIANA. RAMOS V- WVISIANA, SAO VS ..~ 149 5.4T. 12A06
L L-ED.1P §3% (W0), THIS (M(iVDED CASES TUAT WERE PENDING gN DIRECT FEVIEN

WHEN FAMOS Y. LOVISIANA WS PECIDED. GRIFFITH V. KENTUCKY, 418 V.5 31 313
107S-CT.7108 16 a3 L. €D 4G (1931). EVIDEN(E oF A JVRY COUNT EXISTS UG K
P QWESTIQN FIEOM THE TRAAL SUDGE 7o THE YUY CONFIRMING TRAT ATLEAST (0 JWEoRs
AGEEED TTo THE VEEDICT ANS AN ANSWER FRom THE IR FopEPER SoN KESRIN G
NES. THE T of AFPEAL, FOURT URONT ACKNOWLED 6EB THAT THE QUESTIQN (F
\)NANMW\’ FEMAINEP UNRESCSOIER WITH NOTRIN(, PEFINITIVEL] SAYING WHETHER
THE WEY's VOTES WERE 10-2, \i-|, OF 1270 80T HELD THAT THE Jupy VEEDICTS
WERE IZ-C NoNE THE LEsL . TTUE QUESTION TERELENTED By TTHESE. (R CUMSTANLES

IS -

WHETHER A conVICTIv (AN BE OFTANED | IN LBHT of THIS C&FT’S HOLO (NG

‘W RAMOS V. LOULISI ANA THAT THE SIXTH AMEN DMENT PEQUIRES A VNANIMoUS

VY To CONNIET ) WHEN THE FECOED PoES NOT AFE (@M ATIVEL N LCATE TUAT

TUE U WAS UHARIMGS, ENIDENCE GF A JORY CaNT EXISTING | AN N pOLLING

BEING ConpuCTED.



LIST OF PARTIES

-[VrAll parties appear in the caption of the case on the cover page.

[ ] All parties do not appear in the caption 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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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

[ 1 For cases from federal courts:

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

to

[ 1 reported at ; Or,

[ 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[ ] is unpublished.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
the petition and is

to

[ ] reported at ; Or,

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[ 1 is unpublished.

[V{ For cases from state courts:

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

[ 1 reported at y Or,
[\ has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or, 2023 WL 242,259
[ 1 is unpublished.

The opinion of the _ CVET OF AppEAC , FAURTH CVECHT court
appears at Appendix _©___ to the petition and is
[V reported at __ 2% S0.2d ST ; Or,

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




JURISDICTION

[ ] 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 _______.

[ ] 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).

[V{ For cases from state courts:

The date on which the highest state court decided my case was ‘7~l i1 ( £
A copy of that decision appears at Appendix

[\4/ A timely petition for rehearing was thereafter denied on the following date:

’3_12! zo24 , 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

THE SIXTU MMENDMENT 10 THE UNTTen STATES CONSTITUTION PRONIDES IN LELEVANT
PRET Y I AL CRAMINAL PROSECVTIONS , THE A CLVSED SHALL EN JoY THE 16wt w0 A ... TRIAL,
AN IMPALTIAL JuRY.”

THE FOULTEONT AMENDMENT To THE UNITED STATES CONSTINTION PROVIEES (N LEEVANT
AR L™ o STRTE SHAU MAKT OF ENRRE AN LAW WHICR sHAL ABIDAE THE PRIV ILEZES
OfF \MMUNITIES OF (STIZENS OF THE UNITED STATES ; NOE SHAW ANy STRTE DEPRIVE AN{
PERSON OF UFE, UECRTY | 0F PROPEFTY, WITRWT DVE PROCESS OF LAW. Y

AT THE TIME OF TzIAL IN THIS CASE, SECTION 1M(A) OF ARTICLE | OF THE LouiSIANA
CoNSTrUTIoN OF (A4 AICOVIDED 10 ZELEVANT PART = N A (A% IN WHICH THE pUNISH MENT
1S NEEESSARIY (ON FINE MENT AT HARD LABOR SHAU B2 TRIED BEFORE A VY OF TWELE
- PEFSONS  TeN 0p WHOM MUST Con o To eenoer A VERPET.”

MTHE TIME gp TRiALIN THIS (Ase, ARNICLE 182 (A) oF THE LovisiANA 0BG op
LRIMINAC PROEDNRE PROVIOER 18 RELRVANT PART 1 " CASES (N WA ICH PUNISHMENT IS
gﬁa@SSAFAQ( CONRINEMENT AT HAFD LARSE SHAL BE T )3\4 CRLE COMPOSED Op
TWEWE JURORS | TEN DOF WM MVUST Conpuz To PENCER A vegpicy.”



-

STATEMENT OF THE CASE

ON Ay QST 1, ’L()IQ, FoLuow InG DEUBERATIONS | “THE )Py ENTERER THE CVRZTROM
To ANNOURLEE 175 NEEDICT. PRIOR TTo THe ANNOYNCEMENT THE HONCRABIE JupeE PAUL
BONIN MSKED THE JURY IF THERE WERE AT LEAST TEN JURORS Wio AGREED To THE
VEEPIT AND TTHE Uiy FOREPEE SN RESPONDED WITH A Ye5. JuPOE BoNIN STATER
AT THAT ~TIME THAT B8 wWoulD CONFIEM THE ConT A UITILE LATER AND MOLE DIgECTLY:
THE @y \7@0&»@ To 1SHE VTS5 VERDICT AFTER WK ybee BoNIN NEVER FOUONED
VP AS PLANKED AZDUT THE VEREDICT COUNT AND NEYTHER THE DepensE Nop- THE STATE
KEONCSTED PollinGg. AT THAT Tive, NONUNANIMOIS |2y VERDICTS WERE AUOWEP By
VAW Toz OFFENSES COMMITTED PRl T© JAN. | 2019, THE OFF ENsEs 1IN THis CAE
HAD A COMMICWN DATE OF Nov. 2210. :

OoN FER. 12,201, “THE cougs’ OF APPEAL , FOVFTI d@autT 18%ED A PEMPANG F THE
ChSE BACC TTO THE TTRAAL CoYzT DVE To THE REwgp BEFCES IT Nov SEMON STRATING
WHETUEP THE VEPDIS WERE UNANIMOUS OF- NON—VNANIMAUS . THE TRIAC CoeT LATER
RepPrer TAAT (7 WAS UNABLE To DETERMINE IF TUE YERPICTS WERE UNANIMUKG. ON
APEIC 13,2073 | TUE cayts OF APEAL , TNLETH CIECUNT PETEEMINED THAT 115 Review
TRE PECHED AND THE TRIN- Ty e VP AM REVEALED TUAT TH= BUESTION AS
To THE VEEDIAS EEMAINED UNpEGoED ANC TUAT BASED oN THE GUESTION To THE vy
By THE YOPGE TUE VERDICTS covtb RAE BEdN 0-Z W1, og J2-O. THE caUeT (ATER

ConCLVPED TUHAT THE ViepP (O WAS 12 -0 BECAVEE NOTH\NG IN THE lZECO'ZD PRovED
ToTHE CONTFA(L\(\.

A \N?h’ o CELTIO ‘ZA‘Z( WAS SOVGHT WITU THE LOVISITANA s\)ﬂz«a\/ﬁ coujzf WHICH
DENED KEVIEW | \WiTHQZT ASSIENING ZEASONS | oN DCC . 19, 12013, Aw AppLicATioN
Fot FEUEARING WAS TIMEY SoueHT ANP DENIED ON MARCH 12 1074.



REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION

Tias Hono A Bie CVET SHOULP GEANT —THiS PETITION BECAUSE THE
LOVIS\ANA COURT OF APpPEAL | FOURTH R IT HAS DECICED AN | M popTANT
FEPEFAL GUESTION IR A Wy THAT CONFULCTS WITIA THIS CoLRT'S PECISION
i RAMOS: V. LoyiSIaNA. THIS 15 A cASE OF WHETUEE THE -|ZE<o;24> MusT
AFFIEMATIVELYY ESTABLISH “ThAT -THE YERDIC O ONVICT WAS UNANIMAVS 1N
LGHT OF THE MANDATE PIROVIDED By Tuis COVET IV [ZAMCS V. LOLIS|ANA THAT
FESOIEES A UNAN(MOIS SSRN NERPICT 5 ENIDENCE EXISTS IN TTHIS CASE OF ARy
COUNT THAT WPE LESS “THAN UNANIMOVS BUT ND FORMAL B PoL—WAS REQUESTE
By NETHER THE DEFENSE Nop- THE STATE . |
THE ARCUMENT T THE oUET of ARFEAC WAS THAT EZOBINSONS CONVICTIONS
WERE GBTAINED |N VIOLATION OF K15 CON STITUTLONAL- R CHT T2 A UNAN IMOUS VERDIET
TURSUANT To KAMS, FIPRA., RE@ENIZING THRAT EAMIS INVALLDATED THE
CONVIVETI NS B HON— UNANIMOS \ogy VERDLCE FoR DEFENDANTS WHosE CrsEs
WEFE ST(L- ON D g&T AFPEAL, THE COURT FOUND MERIT IN THE CLAIM AND I15SUED
ORFERS O THE TRIAL CoVPT To PETERMINE IF THE U2 VERDICT WAS IN-FACT
UNARIMOLS, (SEE APp. €, % 3). AFTER [ZECEIVING THE TRRIAL Caer's PER CURIAM |
THE (OVPT DETEEM INED < :
LOluR KENIEW oF THE RE®ERD ANb -THE PlSTRIT COUET's PEE ORI AM
FEVEALS THAT TUE GUESTION AS TO WHETUER “THE ERPICTS CONVILTING
DEFENOANT WERE UNANIMNS REWAING UNRESOWED ... WE jaNow Ony THAT
RT LEAST -Ten op THE TWELVE JURORS AGREED. THIS MEANS THAT TUE JURY VOTES
CONNICTING DEFENPANT CouLp HAVE EEEN 10-2 W1 o \2-0,

(e App. C, ¥ 2) .

NO POWING WAS CONLUCTEP IN -THIS (ASE gUT —THIS PID NOT PRECULE THE cot
FieoM EEVIENING THE CHALLENGE “To THE UNANIMITY oF THE VERDICT AS ANE
PATENT UNCEF- LOVISIANA LAW [ZELJING ON STATE V. MoNpoE, 20— 00 335 (14, b2z0),
296 S0, 20 19V2 5 STAIE V. TAYLOF, 19- 004G, p. | (LA. ©{2{25), 296 50,%D 1090, 107 ;
AN STITE V. COEN , 14~ 01892 p.1 (LK. b[2[20) 246 So.3p \0U?, 1044, (SEE ARP-C, ¥ b-1),
FOLLOWING \T5 EEVIEW, THE COVRT HEL TTRAT, “THERE 15 NOTHIN & 1N THE REWEP To
AFFIPMATIVEL INDICATE -TRAT THE VERDICTS (ONVICTING DEFENCANT WELE AN-THING BIT
UNANIMOUS . THE DISTRICT CoVpT ASiEp THE \WEY FOREPERSON IF THERE WERE AT LEAST
TN W(opS W MG EEEMENT, ANpe “TRE FESPONSE WhS Aﬂzt[m ATIVE. ‘mqa% 15 NO
ENIDENCE W “TUE PECOFD) TRAN SURIPTS | Op- CLERES OFF(ce TUAT THe Jupy s
PECISION WAS (X THAN UNANIMOWS " (SeE App. ¢ ¥-8),

THE CoORT INSISTED THAT THERE WRS NOTHAN G IN THe THE: gelgpp To
AFFW_MAT\VEQ( WNDICATE Ty Tie VER BTG wege F\N\t‘TH\Nb BVT UNANIMGS 5
HOWEVER) THE. PECoRD RZEVEALED TUKT JUDGE Por In INSTRUCTED TUE Ry THAT
TeN oJT ofF TWELVE OF THEMm MVST Alpee To THE VERPICT . (Rewpo o Agpare, vou Y, p. 21).
TTHIS WAS THE CONTRO LLING VAW AT THE TIME, LA CONST. OF 1914, AET. | § 77(A) 5
VA, pe CEM . p. AZT. T182(AD,

g



REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION (CONT...)

THE PECORD AL50 ZEVEALED THAT THE 0N EVIDENIE ¢F A VERDICT COUNT IN THIS EAse
WAS THAT AT LEAST “TEN PERSING AEREED To THE VERDICT . ( KEORD 0N APPEAL, Vok-U | P.308).
APOITIONALLY ) THE EECORD EVEALLD THAT WHEN THE JURY RENENEP WITIL A VERD)CT
JUPGE BONIN PSKED THE \ujey IF THERE WERE AT LEAST Ten JVRORS Wuo A ggeD To THEIRZ
NERAW, AND THE JVjy fopEpERSON FESFPONDED WITH A YEs ¢
THE cOURT @ MADAM FOREPERSaN , T WANT TO Ask \ov, AND 1’11 ConfIRM
THIS A UTFTLE LATER AND MOPE DIRECTY. AsTo EACH OF TUESE
VERHCS , WSLE THERE AT LEA ST TEN PERSINS Whe AREED To
THIS vERpIcT
AUy FoRE PEpsn @ YES,
(f=copp on mppEAL VoL .U, p.20%).

THE )iy THEN PRoCEERED T2 ISSUE 1TS VERDICT, AND THE TRIAL (oVRT WEVER
FOUOWED WP AS PLANNED AEoVT THE VERDIA counT. (RERD o PppEi, oL i pp. 208-244),
AS NOTED | 1O PRLLING WAS REQUESTED By THE PEFENSE o THE STATE. CONSIFERANG THAT
AT THE TIME of THIACT IN AVGUST Op 2914 — LDV SIARNA LAW ACCEPTED NON~UNANIMOYS
W2y VERPIKTs TOjZ OFFENSES WHICH PREDATED AN - i, 2004, (715 yor BE\oNo REASHN
THRT No 0B)ECN Al o FUEAVEZ INawipy INTR THE VERPICT WAS PERFORMED. ARRAED WITH)
THIS POEION o7 THE PEEFD, THE Vs STATED THAT THE QUESTIaN AS T© WHETHOR TRE
NEROICTS COWNNICTING PEFENDANT WERE UNANINOIS REMAINS VK ZESOLVED ., WE 100w oLy
TRWIT KT \EAST TEN oF THE TWELVE. (URops AGRED. -TRIS MEANS THAT THE, P VoTES
CHANVTRO PEFINOPNT oVl HAE BECN 1025 11—y 0f V-0, How 15 \T THAT A FBW
PRERCRAPHS LRTER TRE VET KONS BEYRND A SDow OP A DOuBT THAT e yupy's
NoTE WAS \2-o 7 .

THE OVET LooIceo 0 REICALE TS LATER- (ERTAINTY W THE NpY'e vorE
B VSINE AN EARLIEL CASE 1T DECTo WHERE THE TEA Q)T DETERMINGD THAT Both
ConSO Fop- THE DEFISE MY THE PRoSENTIgN CaNFIRMED THE VERDIKT IN “THAT chee
© g€ 12-2. STate \. FOmUNE | 14- 2265 (LA AP- 4 LI W \;3‘20);6:0 50.2D (oY, The
FERSON TS INFOPMATIGN WAS ANAILABLE W THE FECORD WAS BEKALE THE STATE INDICATED
WA TTRE TWO DISSENTIR L YOTES WERE i NPT O N GUITY AS CnAgbEo VERP\TT ¢
SC(owD -~ TELRTE MNEreE AS s To NOTES it SWPopr oF NoT Uiy FopTue, BloHE
$1q. “THE TR COURT, In REBINGHN'S CASE, PRVIDED No ENIOEE TWAT THE PAPELLATE Covfr
\ZEIRED of- \T SN ERT CoNFIRMATIAN FROM BITHEE-THE DEJENE. Gp-THE SIATE CaNCephiNG
TTME NEFDICT (BUNT

™ OVDKe AT DISSTNT, THE PERPLEXING QRLER- ANO PEASOUNG O THE
COIET WERE ALDEE 580, ~TRE DISSENT STRTED:

#6 WOTED By “THE. MAYOPITY | Sup- REVIEW (° TRE RECCRD AND TVE DISTRIGT Ooft's
PHOWHAM ZBEALS TRAT TREGQVEION AS TO WHETHER-TIE NERDICTS coNNICTING
DEFvoART WEPE UhagiMols PEMANS UNRESOLVER - No Plling of THE R
O EFED, BECAUST THE PRESIWING DISTRAT vpee Asgtio WIAETUER- AT
LEAST Ted YRS AREBRS To THE ERAUTS AN THE YUy TR PEREON ANSWERED

©



REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION (CONT...)

APPIEMATIVEL] , WE koo ONOY THAT AT LEAT TEN P THE TWERE Jopdps Ao,
THIS MEARS THAT THE JUP VOTES CORNNIEING DEFENDANT cavlo HAYE BeEN
i0~2) W1 ; OF IZ-0. PAMOS MANDATES P UNANIMNS Iy vegpicr Fop-
FELQN CANVIETIONS ) ANO MY ZBVIEN OF THE REWRY Does NOT AFTIFMATIVCY
CSTABLISI THAT THE VERPICTS WELE UNANIMOE . .., To SATISEY BASIL
- FUNDAMENTAL FaaENess, THE REWEr MVET ATPIRMATIVES INDICATE

VNARIMITY ANO NoTHING BLEE, VNLIKE Tue ¥ecopo BEFopg IS TAAT
INDICATES TRREE possS|BILITIES Foe VERDIGTE IN THIS MATTER

(see AppC % 6) (ANs, ), CANNIES IN PART Apio DISS ENTS 18 PART WITH ENSONS ),

APDIMONALLY, WDGE ATEING ADDRESSIEP THE AL PEACHING IMPLICATIONS OfF SACH
AR DEGSIAN By THE CoulT By STRTING ' THIS 15 A CPEE OF FIRST LMPEESSION IN THIS
CORT WHERE THUE UNANIMITY OF SUROPS CAMNOT B DETER-MINED UPon gEmane @ THE
DT CORT. ALONING This LoUPT TO SEX ASIOE THE uNANIMITY REQURENENT
WO opBN THE Do To AUOWNING  POOITIONAL, SEFIQIS VIALATIaNS OF THE CONSINUTias AL
FIENT OF TUTURE PAMOS PopELANTS WHEH THE FECORY 15 siMiukgly UnasR.” ID,

A SIMILAQ CASC AROSE IN STATE V) NopRMAN , 19-123 (LA- ARP.S™ eig . 12|ig[ v ), 231%0.3D
T3, 1B~ 3. PEPMAINE NORMA'S CoUNSEL- REQVENEr TUAT THE VR €2 PoUeED In HIS
CATE, THE DISTRIT COLET CEASED FOoUUND TUe R APTER THE FIRST TeN JVpoRs . BECAVE
NoEMANS OFFENSE WAS COMMITTED oN_JONE 11, 201), TUE VERSINS o7 THE LAW AT THETIME
eF THE OFFENE WSRE APpUCARLE. “TUE LOVISIANA SN pREME Coygr GpANTEP NofzManN's WRT
APPULKTION ARD PEMMIPED THE CASE BACK o HAVE THE TRLAL (OPT CONINGT FURTHER
PROCPINGS To AS CERTAMN WAETHEL THE NERPIT WAS UNANIMAUS. CHIER JVSTICE JoHNSON
DISSANTER TIROM —THE B CVRi AM AFOVING “THAT:

T Woulo GpANT Ao ZEMAND FOR- A NEW TRIAL, PYRSVANT To RAMOS V.
LAVISIBNA ) — VLS. — 14D 5.CT. 120,106 L. ED. 1p S873 (220), LK] proess
TAKT ASKS AR P THE W9 o RECAU THEIE VOTE (OF THE VOTES of oTHERS)
Wil BE KELYING ON MEMORIES NECESS ARIS) TAINTED B SVURSEQVENT BVENTS
Ao WE CA HAYE po N FIDENE THAT 17 WL PRopuE A AcapKTe
ENT. ... WE CAN HAVE No CVFUDENIE IV THE KESUT OF AN INGVIRY 1T
INDINITDUAL Y RORY NOTES ALMOST Fo-YEARS AfTEE TRRLAL- THEREFSE T
DISSENT FRM THE Mo TS 2ECO MMENDED PROCESS —To PESOVE “THE ISBE
ARO WOLD SIMED ZEMANS Fofz A New TziA-,
STATE V- NWOEMAN | 2070 - aD |oq (LA 1\1‘ 20), 2971 So. 2> 139 ( JOHNSON, .5, DISENTS

ARp RSSIBNS REPSHK) .

ALTHOVEH RoBinzop Dip NOT PoLL THE WIZY , EVIDENCE EXISTED OF A JVpy COUNT
WHICH REVEALED TEN PRoRS AGREEP WITH THE VEEDICT. BEcAVE THE VOTES OF THE FINAL
TWO \opS COUD (o1 €€ DETEEMINED, PROTECTIAN OF RoBINSON'E RIGHT To UNANIMITY
MVST BE PRoTECTER THEOVOH THE GEMTWG §F A NEW TTRIAL -



THE LovisiANa CoupT oF APFEAL pD TIE LOVISIAN A SUPREME COVPT DECADEP TO
THE CONTRAPY DIZECTL] CONFUCTING WITH THIs COVRT's DECISION w RAMOS V. LVISIANG,
THiS COUET ANSWNEEEP “THE QUESTIAN of WHETHER A UNANIMOUS vy s p.eauapeo TO
CONNICT UNLER THE SIXTH ANy FVRTERNT AMENDMENTS WiITH A RESOUNDING YES.

INTEVENTION FRom THYS WONOPARLE COVRT j< NEEDEO To pRoTedr ROBINSoN'S RIGKHTS,

CONCLUSION

The petition for a writ of certiorari should be granted

Respectfully submitted,

YWD S
——

Date: __Magct 293 1024




