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LIST OF PARTIES

I All parties appear in the caption of the case on the cover page.
[ 1 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.

' : 4¢
OPINIONS BELOW g et e
B S L Le5S d"l,‘,(it/l\?ldr()az (?e(ﬁ{‘-é;‘,\aw.
C Nt A
[ 1 For cases from federal courts: N / Px / ?> /“f du QS ol né—ﬂ?‘é‘fé\o hLSq::’:‘Sq(f/d‘/ S

et e s (%6:(’;*" "
The opinion of the United States court of appeals appears at Appendix _& ~ I to
- the petition and is

[ ] reported at ; Or,
[ 1 has been designated for pubhcatlon but is not yet reported; or,
[/ is unpublished.

The opinion of the United States district court appears at Appendix B8 to
the petition and is -

[ 1 reported at v ; Or,
[ 1 has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,
}/] is unpublished.

[ 1 For cases from state courts:

~ The oplmo f the highest state court to review the merits appears at
Appendix o the petition and is

[ ] reported at ; OF,

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[/] is unpublished.

The opinion of the A‘DP elate Bowet court

appears at Appendle_'L'eD_%o the petition and is
[ 1 reported at ; OF,

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B is unpublished.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



JURISDICTION

_ X For cases from federal courts: la ;

The date on which the Umted States Court of Appeals decided my case
was W
. 2L lmge 5 6=5P ) Qopbeiber 25 nd Qoo  Trbrbit 12-

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

[ 1 A timely petition for rehearing was denied %‘the United States Court of
Appeals on the following date: _Detember g , and a copy of the
order denying rehearing appears at Appendix /’) I3

[ 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).

= C2
[ 1 For cases from state courts:
. | e
The date on which the highest state court decided my case was M R 2 .Qo 2\
A copy of that decision appears at Appendix ¢—-7 .

[]1A 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).



: STATEMENT OF THE CASE
On Movember 34+h 3008 | Jefendant toas tried and tanvicted on fhree
| S&P«r«"’t bovnts of Pr-c.civd»vr:) deiminal Sexinal Bssau(f o A dk(lc’ undec ‘("/\& k&t

ofF thicteen, F;((o_w:ms‘“/‘n'a( de€endant lusssentenced 4o 3o e s ot 859

ok each ot the 3 dl\ﬁ\ra.es ’fo{-»a((,’:xs 60 Qkars -t €5 %,
An appeli~ie aﬁ-er),- £led defeed arts Diceet appeal -
DeFendant then praceeded fo postCvnviction Staap hhece Ais past Conercfion
' “**vma/ o |d not Frle é»ger«f defendants dfaims of due process violations
57 de€end ant Fled A pee Se Metion Lon+tnin ér\S 95 due procdess laims (nthe
appell nte Lonet aed anain inthe Thinois Sapreame Lonct. Lohece both +imes
Fhe Lonets ;&mred defendonts alaims. Betendantthen Filed & habees
maFion N Cedecol Lonct tohese As T5 dne pwdfsg Efnims Kere (qpered
Aqein.. He them e/ :Qm(¢53 ?:Rufi,éOm#f&r\.s both brece 340.'4;91 H “ppeal eof

“'O thee 7.{—1\ Lot foc A lon A"\SC/"’\"QCﬂ/ Hethen Flef Fuc rf/\fc\r‘/hQ e

A/AS Jenfecp‘ .D(’F-}f\c’a A*Fnat‘/-)({/fs /{(’)’A/f?l( tﬁcﬂf—#fd(‘ﬂr;)\ 4//:/4/) 'IéA:rS [‘éwr’{‘ "
Note) Detendandt Aeg Fa,ngMmN/ Llaims of Colorable (lains o aptersa) fonocence,

And detendiont stif| elaims that Ke s (00 Do ;'npotentand ask for /s (faims o be

Aem/é/ Fhi's Loy ~F,



REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION

Lynck V.Chandlec, 3013 Us bist Lexis 5690

The r(,spoth'F Mmiscarachtec;z, 4 Aaé eas pe#,’-{-iar\<r5 llaim,

Yates V,/liken/‘}ﬁ‘f us all (1988)

State Post Convietrion pro Cee_cl{nss are sub\)’ecf 7o Jug.‘ prodess Profec+«‘ons .

Lew;s V. Sternes 390 F.3d (019, 1036 (7+ eir.J00Y)
An assertion that ones dounsel Was /npefestive 45, Tarking fo pursue partieular

_ Constitubional (ssues is A claim separate and independent of those issves,

Moore V. Ca.person/345 F.3d 474,483 (714 airs Q&oB}
All issves were preserved Far Federal re ﬁvs‘ewérd«'f(n & fhe 'JU(P(V tess tlavse oF the V.8 Constitution,

Ambrose. V. Roeckeman, 749 F:3d 615, 618 (7+h ¢ir: 20 14)

A petitioner—is not’ rezu;recf to articuvlate the ¢laims with /«wj&r/3 peecision becavse

e constrve pro se pettions /,Zermll/,

m:;u’m/ V. Carrier, 477 us 478,498, lob S, ¢k 2439 (1986)
ﬁ.//;m _c]olfernme(ﬁ tnterference fmpedas the Prese_r\+«+.‘on of A L’[m‘M The Pror_edured

deFault rule will alse be extused when Joinj otherwise foufd resuft i Ammm'q&a of Tustfiee .

Thomas V. [Y\aﬁauﬂh‘rﬂ, a0l F .24 995, ‘1‘1‘1(7“‘ o aoov)
A fondamental Mmistarriage of Tustice ollurs when A Constitutconal violation fad Pmbq&/g

led to the dony: etion aFan_.'r\Jiv:Jm | Who is 44'—*12«\//3 innetent,

Arrowood V. Clusen, 732, F.8d 1364, 1367-68 (7t cir: |984)

No prodedura| default otturs (F state lovrts fof notice and o/oporfhzm"ry to rule on the
FGJCI'AJ /,SSU&S, ‘ '
—.-/0'-



Goeke V. Branch, 514 Us /5, 177 -a0 (1195)

There is no doubt From the record that-the dlaims Lvere presented jnthe state Courts
and those Courts were apprised of the pature or Snbstance of the F&JLF;\/ &faim o
C quoting  blebb V. bebb, 451 Us 473, 50/(/981)),

Dun(ian) 513 US af 266 67 Souter T Concurring in fAcJ'MJJ men?jJ'o"" ed A/ G‘r'nsbv@
and BFe/eC U'.'a’.) See (d. at 367-369 Stevens J, J,‘ssenﬁ'r\:)) enJarsfnﬁ f/\e,on‘or
e "that the prisonec need not platethe torrect label on his elaim, or even ¢ fe
the Federaf Lonsttution, as lo/\j as the substante of the Faderaf tfains has been
a»;r// presem‘ecl and Lot/ '2/nq a5 A//perfza/zmea/ and vnwise’ “”fj exacting
P'e““"‘j requitement 7%057" /r)ﬁlnLPro/mj /fda\hm With oot secving any valid pucpose.,

Davis V, g;lv«.) 5l F3d 1005, lolo - (915 4. 51909)
@ejecﬂms Stafes argument that Federaf &faim is not- f;(r/)l P(¢Sef\'(<cl> The lourt
red"j“ ized that state tourts are ex Pem‘u/ Ho referto sourtes A fed b y +he petitioner,

Shinn V. Ramirez, 192, & ¢4, at 1746 ( Sotomayor T A;ssan&:asj

Al Ajreaﬁ\af A Aabeas petitioner is hot at Fonlt When fhe respe :\s;b.‘lh‘y foran errec

5 /)ﬁ;perlt> imputed 1o the stete (who appointed ﬁﬁMAjﬁ/} or to some othec extecnaf Facters
But becavse of the natore or the Martine=z rule, it will affen bethe tase thatomission
of Facts essential forrelief on an inefFechive assistance tlaim is Jve to the inefediveness
oF State pest tonvietion cavnsel fa Failiij toracsethe dasm e wo T hold A petitionec at Fault
betovse of post convietion tounsels netFactivencss o ¢ o Wil d be to afininate al deeH\er‘

Sudh ev.'z,/enh‘«r/ development-and doom man / merMorions clams that Safisfy Martirez_,

Canoan V- MeBride, 395 F 3d 367,381-8% (7h ¢ir.Q005)

State Waived or forfaited protedveal deFan(t defense by Miseharaeterizing &faim and 'F;}/;'AS
Yo assert defawlt of adtual laim . DesP/'/e three opportun/ties fo assert f)radu/un\/ de .,\u/t
the state has never done so. The stated 5/ /ente is signifieant bevavse byF«;l;né foobject to
ca.nm_n's tlasimen pmcu)t«m( JeFMHerMJS,%QJf«ﬁ hous &«»’VﬂJ@r more propecty -F?;r‘FEs‘hJ) thrs

N’:}M\ur/) ree Wemove '/’o"H\C mersts of Canaan’s Hlaim,
—{[-



s o, ?
A short list of Some of +the 95 due prodess claims that Aave been @norecﬂ

[> Denial of A dampd«nd/ er:‘ns before +rial.

D Denial of Covnsel of thoice

3 Denial of A one a’oy/ Continvar te |

‘Dr_mp roper Closed dicto/t %esf/mm/v whieh resulted in defendantand A's attorney bein g
Separate. Fooms i th no Wy to Commun itate b h eath offer during Cross exam/nation.

5 Covr+ made deFendant fests ¢y before defense Wwitnesses testifred.

6) Vsx’s were shown outs. de the geners] populace and defendantsFim, ly.
7) beFendant tvas tried in Orange Frison Garbuith tords Frisoner on back,
Bbefendentas shackled thoughout entire Frral.
9 in Voluntary Confession vsed o Conviet,
/0> Wdge Found defendant G2 H] ot Lount Where alleged Victim did't cadev se from itness stand .
) Teial tounsel Fuild fo Filemotion #o supress statements,
1) Trial Lonnsef who bvas lourt appointed put lien on defendants home and qaraished
hs Fathers luaéts Wih 8K rail road saying 4 was Court ordered When i+ Wasnt,

I 3) States witnesses testtyed about lf &g ed vietims Statements betove shetestfved hers eft-
l“/) VSIS shown after alleaed victim festified ma/s"na fhemunavadable foc dross,

I5) 5 stafe. bitnesses vovhed 1o the truthfulness oF Hhe. 4//361.4’ vietim,

M) Prosac'u\+or Called defFendant A liacr Jvrims C/as(f\g e\r:yw\em‘.

1D Frosecutor forced detendantto tomment on the trathfalness ofhe states wifnesses ,

18) Vind, et ve. Prosecution where Prosecotor added new aA,\rae Y days beFoce triaf

45 A punishment beCavse defend ant (nsisted on aping tr Frial,

19) State vse multiple Lovnts of pecjured fest:mon y to donvict.
9»0) Covrt showed reconted victims Vs tape during trial even ‘H)oUQ/\ <l doonts on her
Were dismissed an d she pnsn't avarlable fr lross, and she Was mentioned more fAM';vﬁv.LsJan‘AjJrr@l,
QD Covrt allowed @)eqed victims Mother fo act as expect dur(v\_zs tlosed eicevit heac r\j

WD Todge allowed athadgd s vickms Mother #o tomplain about Multiple Coonts of rape and abuse
From the defendant even on«JA defendont Was never M«rﬂ«ﬁ o that-

&@ Jefenflgd’ as de Pr,'vaJ dve protess (ot o fric b/'JTJJsc feee feom acfval biasa

“TA‘; 's lessthan 0/)%5[//’7% oF the 95 dve process dfuims ththove been fgpored &

“ [an y that Which are Stutloral Errors and Reguice Avtomatid Reversal 92
-(3-



{{CA.SLS (n Sapport of the Due Process violations which are listed above 99

United States V. Davila, 569 us 597, 6] Cao{3)

S'h‘ut'h)ra' Errars/ 7‘,—;3614- au-f-omaf-s‘c reve rsaJ bedause ‘H\e Uﬁdﬁf’hs'ht ‘H\e- fo‘rnass

oF A triminal PradeeJ:n& as A Whole, flsd/uJ;'nﬁ deniaf UFL'om[JE""\'\C)’ heacin S denial ot counsel|

of theoice ond denial 45 the r{j}a‘ fo have A public +rval -

Rose V. Clark, 478 vs 570,577 - 72 (1996)

Some Constitutional errprs reguice antomatie reversal withoat /-ejonrJ fo the evidence in

the particulartase becavse Me/ render # trial Fondamentall 7 unfFair,

Randolph V. Secretary, 5 F 41h363(3d ¢ir; Q0al) lert. denied ; 1438, ¢t . |46/ (3033)
YTeal bourt Lommitted, steuctural erroc not sub(ect fo harmless erroc analy s:s by

r‘e_-&s;ns) minimal acd aMprHor\) nzc‘_egsarj to enable ateused i Lovy s ef oF Choiea

to handle frial and instead dommenc;.‘r\3 Friaf With tan r+q,apm°m‘¢<l Clovnsel :/

Medina. v, California, 505 Us Y37,439, |18 8. £+, 3573 (1112)
( “ It /s ell estab [ shed f/)af the Jue Process t/ause of the Fouriteenth
chendmen*/-p rohibits the Oriminal Lonvietion of A defendont why s not Competent-fostand rial,

US. V. Gonzale= ~Lope=,548 Us |40, (48 -50 (a00f)
Dep rivation of defendants riﬂlvf'fza thoice of Counse| jyas structural error, not

Sub\(eéw" +o harmless errer belause efFect-of ercor medSSi{ﬂ& 1o Zuarn‘/f}/.

USs V. Sellers, 645 F;3d 830,840 (7th ar. Jolt)

Denial of mption Foc intinvance Jo substitate New tounsel tya s steu ctural error

no+sub\1 ect fo farmless erros review,

United Sfutes V- Rodﬁers, 755 F, 3d 533,540 (7+k ¢ir, 1‘185)

T he Jem‘a( oFA lonbinuance ¢an sometimes be tanta mount +o the denrtal of donsel

of chefce , .
~(B—



Hall V. Warden, 686 Fed Appx. 671,673, 683 (Iith eics 20/7)

Trial Courts erroneous application of an inapp licable statute, For ¢/osed -
Circvit testimony by A Child Witness, whieh resulted in defense tounsel and

"H\e J&Fm«/anfé&'nj /n se_Par«fe. feoms A)/'/'A Na wa_g te /!ommkn/d«fﬁ w,'Hs eaC‘\

other Ju_rinf) dounsels Crass —examination of witness lonstitvted Struetural
errer, Atto ey ~Llient lommun i eatyen Jum'l\a Cross examination allows toctical

Jed,'Sions o be made and 51—(—«%&3;«5 to be reyrened .

Wilson V. Mintzes, 761 Fad 275 (64 dic [ 985)

(‘r.‘éle to tounse] of dho ce 4br{45eél Couwrtviolated defendants sixHy Amend ment n'\c’M’
to Choose Counse/ Ay re'Fu.s:r\j to grant Lontinvance.,

Broohs V, Termessee/ Y04 U3 605 (l‘ﬂ&)
Structura) Ercor for Court to direct defendant +o 7‘4;#'{7 as First defense Witness,

Waller V.G-A,, 467 v5 39, 49 (1984) -

The defendant should not be reguired +o prove specific prejudice in grder to obtain
relief 2 violation of Hhe Pc,d:/fd trial qrarantee.

Fulminate., 499 ve. at 209-10

Stuctural Ercor to tonduct Frial With # Tndge who is not rMP0~P+:'4,’ ’

Walberg V. Israel, 766 F.ad 1071, 1078 (715 tic, [995)
3133@ denied deFendant effective assistance oF tounsel and Faic tral Where 4 was

Clear judge made vp his Mindat the start that the defendant Wa s gui (‘r/ and who
Pro de_edecl +0 !'nﬁ'(Y\c'Jt«'f‘ﬁ the c/e‘Fe(\Jo«h“{‘s' /0\1«\/3(( S0 "H\e Prddztc,((\j ('OLL‘L{ l)_f;ﬂofOVe(‘ W[H\o

Uiber V,Hepp, 16 F> #*01333, 1835, 1360(7* 2i6.908]) Cert.denied, 143 S.ct. 1443 (3033)
g’mdﬂ/«'rxa of defFendant JMF’JAj E/DSIAQ a{swv\enfs atfria \v, Without artieu)atson b;/ either+rial \S“‘}ﬁe

or appellate dourt of A reason why wilber; hadto Eev{SiHﬂ restrained i sz\(ur/i presence,
. V.'ahdecb Deek Vi Missowri 54y Us 5;3(9«905)
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Sharp V., Rohling, 793 F; 34 (314,131, 1340 (lotheic. Qol15)
Lmpro Perl)/ admission of iavo Ium%\r/ donfession, Ihi th Was extracted with promises
oflem"end/ and no_{ail time,ss and defendant would not have testitred had her

;'nVa/un"lar)/ donFession been suppre ssed .

OFfec V. §eott, 74, - 3d 3o(5th dic: /995)
Introdunction of video "/7;\/)(01 intecyiend ofFchild ﬁdM}A/Af'naA‘f‘ viol ated tonFortation tlause.,

Harvey V. Por*l'uonc}o} Q00 US DNst. Lex s (6332 at 5
Even /€ A dlaim /s nat raised at trial oron direct appeal, A dain pursved ‘H\ﬁo@t\aﬁf—
A-Fill roand of stte post denviction ()mdeeclir\ﬁ—s i5 exhansted. Ld.‘/‘r'ma FHL PP] ,

balssoms . Grounds ;776 F. 3 5 4Lic) dert dented, 577 (5 20 |

S V. Grounds, 776 F. 34 615 6 29(314ic) dect: dented, 7330 15)

e have I(H’\&JC’FF?QMH) tontlnd ;‘A&H\df‘ the admission of Sessoms’s {l(&afxll)/ obtained
Confession luas not /Mr‘mlcssj 3; venthat gupramc Conct ﬂmPha\S,’z_gclj +het A defendants
own (fonfecsion s Probab{:') the most /)rabA'HVa and Jaﬂ\o\a /'AS evidende ‘H\«ﬂL lan be
admitted agas nsthit. Prosecotors dro ve home the point, jn d(as(‘nﬁ acqaments L/ fefv\r'n,-,\ﬁ
to Sessoms’s damfession 450\."1\ cnnd @c\"r\)aucj 0'H\<r1v('<§<c\06 aso\:As+ Sessoms pal¢5 in

Com pa i/ Son .,

,Slm:[e/ V., Thurmer, 543 F.3d 574,579, 587-88 (7+h dic; 30i8)

/'Improper admlssion of tonfession tanld net be Jeemed /\armless, bedause Peﬁ'{‘\‘oheré riminal
Convickson /\fnje d on his dead: bility, and tontession Was (hstrnment-| /n indecmin,n K +hat-
Lredbility, betause Prosecatoc used donfession o depict NesSmile y a5 A liac’

Tackson Vo Conway, 763 7 3d 115, 4] (34 tic. 30i%) e 4, denved, 575 vs 9/ (301 5)
We are banvinced fl’w?‘ Tacksons statement M.’d/» SAOMI(/AAV& been gupyorcssa!) Intluwenzed 1A ‘LS““A’

Hendrix V. Palmer; €93 F3d 906,920 (4t di. J018)
Admission oF un dw\sﬁ-}o\f{ol\aﬂﬂ obtasned statements dould Not be deemed harmfess besause

Proseﬂ_ u'/’ocs/ /)aa V)’ re Ic(o\n te. UPOO '!f'du.'\uv/s fllm@lww‘ anﬁr&'/"rﬁn/qmdl r'/)_ﬂ/ua/,‘:\\j L’[as/'/lj «(‘30\'0 an'f‘.
-f5-



Cai\a V. Lovisiana, #43 Us 39(1990) and, SullivanV, Lonistana, 508 0s 375, D~‘33~(H‘\3)

Steuedural errocs Violate dve protess and dan not be harmless rejarcﬂu: oVardem:r_sStV(clef\Ce.

United dtates V. Shurdivant 74 F- 34 690,695 (7t tirs 80/5)
Coeresve. po/;ce aetivity (5 R neﬁeSsQrsperfc«{-L'i—a fb&ﬁzxd,’ns thet A lonfoesson is Ne

Vblunfaf/ Within the Meaning o the dve protess Clavse o€ the foucteenth amendrment,

Carrion Vs Butler, 435 F3d 764, 775 (71h ¢ir; d018)

Ca{*’“ﬁj Sehnerkloth V. Bushuv\om‘a/ HR 0s 218 ,2.23-6 Cl"(?s)

A Foundational priceiple fdua(:rocess lary i35 that the State dan not precare
Adoimina Conviction -H\roush the vse ofan ;h\/DIUNﬁ\F/ tonfession.,

Coleman Vsttardy, 638 F. 3d 314,350,302.-23 (7 theic, go10)
Remand "“3 foc Evfcjtn‘“ary '\eou“[nﬁ on petitioners ;taﬂml innodence’ deFense Ho

proceducal deFault, to see o€ tlaims dould support prodedura] actual {anodence .

Un;ted States Vo Creslo wski, Hlo F73d 353 ,360(7+h tic: qee5)

Trial lounse] Failed to Frle metion to Seplress.
Gardner V.United States, 680 F,3d 1006, 1013 C7+h tir. 201Q) ( Same as above),

Brown V. Tohnson, 234 F.3d 461,465 (sth eic, 2000)

Where no Findings oF Fact have been made by the state tonrts Lifh respeet +o A
prrticiular habeas dlaims e, Afederal habeas petifoner is entitled fo some form
of evidentiary hearing, 5o longas his elaims and alleqations, iFproved would

estubl/sh +he Pkt to habeas relief-

Hines V. Enomoto , 658 F.2d 667, 674 (+h eic 1981)

RFFirm, nay that A tlaien of erroc based vpon & riqht not sPec(ﬁ'do\((y guaranteed
by the Constttion May None the l¢ss Form A Srau/\cf for federa) habeas relief
Where “+< /mpact so infects the entice triaf thet the resulting Convietion

Violates +he defendants due pProcess .

..,/‘é._



Taylor VoG rounds, 721 F.2d 609, 834 (7+h dic. 2013)
C ase Femanded for Zv-’Jaﬁi«r/ heari nq do detecmine Whether fonflat of /nteres 1, affected
fovnsels representation suchthat defendant sixth O\MﬁhJMm‘H‘;y\ffv onse) wasviaolated

Blake V.United Sates, 723 F-3d 870,880 7 ¢ 30/3)
A petitionec Moy shaw an adverse effect A/ c/eMol\S'h‘N{’:'/\f) there is A reasmable likelihood
Loonsels per Formante lionld have been d.'ffecent Aad there not been A lon /it oF inferest.

Us v Al cantra-Castillo, 788 F3d /186, I/191d-T4 (Gtheic. 2015)
Plaies eccac becownse pce sedudor PUW\\'J{&KJ tv ask, que stron Hhat {‘eiw'rec/ defend ant fv tomment
on fruthfidness of prosedudion witnesses 7’-<sﬁ’ma/\:§,

Rushdan V. 8 ohry ro, dolo Us bist Lexis 143744

Preseentor Lomym+ted /, Vindietive Prose(’o\'{‘fo(\»

ve i, Hernandez — Herrerea, 273 F 3d (33, 1317 (ath eir, 80?/>
Proserutor violates due prodess, Whea he or ske ceeks add:t/onal 4/\4,\5& fo punish A

defendant for exerecs: ng A lonstitud-ional orSwLahdv% n’Q/\h

Barnaber Vi Angelone, 314 Fr2d 453 (4 £ 30) acchr-oagted by, Bell VuTar vis, 836 53 49t b0,
Claims A/,'Moufoéfecﬁ'mjaes*fvﬁu\Jaw\mf«f Faicness,,

-n\ompsm\ V, Missouncs Bd, ofF Pﬂﬂ‘o‘% 939 Fad 3q6/ 3919n.3 (‘3“’“4,}—,/7”}[)

Pe.ﬁh’m\er (JFUP&("7 Prc,ServeJ d/o\fmsl)/ Fads .':\\&S‘H\er\ foricstbme in Fraverse .

Lowery V. Young , 687 Fad 309, 31l (7 e /989)

Petrm t+n 4 amendment made via traverse asse r{-,'r\\cs new> dalm .

Jones V. Unted States Bur. oF Pr{ﬁoﬁsj 903 F, &d //78/ 181 n, lo (3t dir. /770)

Susﬁesﬁmb Hhat Fravesse Lias proper method oF alleg /nq prejndice ansed év
respondent for the stafe.
~|7-



United States Ve il ams, 419 F. 2.d 366, 370 =71 (5+h 2ir, 1990)

Mattecs Fhat reqaice faet '(‘T'r\c].‘/\j and fuen on dreJ:'b«”L"f)/ JL&JSM ents are net
appepriate for refertal fo /V\a\:y's{—ra’rt J’v\c/sts Focfinal dis position

Jaelkison V.Crosé/) 437 F3d 1290, /295 ~ 76 (//f/’d/ﬂ&wé)
A (oA V5 Fe,cl_uird to appeal the deniafl of A motien unde rule 40 (b)) Lhere
State prisonec pettians foc A Wt of habeas Carpys .

Woed V. Milyard, 132 s, ¢t /82¢ (3012)
Where Ffacts are in J:'spwfe) the Federaf fourtin A Aabeas action must he(d EV.'JeM(q\‘/Heo\r.'rlj.

MeQuigqqin V. Perkins, 133 8. &f. /924,134 (3013)
Attnal innotence tlosms My overtome procedur] defonlt and AEDPR'S Hafinfe of Limrfatians,

S ack V.MeDan' e, 529 15 473,484-85 , 1308, ¢t 595 (2-000)
(When the Siste et fonet denves A habeos petition on peq (‘{Jo\mfjr‘oomds withoot evec

rcc\ck(n:]%apr('Serré Unz/erl)u‘n:k E/m’h\s) A LoAR should Sss5«e,

€6 HENCE, dﬂdof&;lha‘gl to Supreme (owrt rul(nss detendants Aabeas
C'/tu'ms cle_serve_ Yo AC aledr'Jtaf U/Dol’l fAe mar:’/—s O'FAI:S c’/a/ms l’/') @Q(\ﬂl L’at(.r‘/'s,

FURTHERIMORE 3 defendanthas raised claims that o proven Loould
feguire awtomatie reversal and double J’eopa.rJ/ bars retrial,



CONCLUSION

The petition for a writ of certiorari should be granted.

Respectfully submittéd,
Tiihord Bz e
U .

Date: _©&~92 ~902Y
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