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(QUESTIONS PRESENTED

Pleage help us ¢ The Commonwealth of WKentucky has
qdop*ed on unconstitutional PO\‘“CN\ ond pmc-\-ice_ O\llowfr\ﬂ ouf
covet appsinted lawvryers to bluet out +o the jvey Hhat we are
30(\{-\1. Ceriminal defendants are also ’oeins refused any and
all questions Leom our ey although eue juries are permitted
Yo question all state witnesses. This case presents several
impoctant nationwide 1ssues. Also, this pedition represents
an opportunity for the Supreme Court Yo provide clarification
amongst the divided circuits on what constituvtes an
intelligeat and veluntary waiver of conflict counsel. Glenn

Odom presents the questions that follow:

(1) Does o criminal defendant have a constitulional fiﬂH— ) ‘col\y
present hieself [hecself os o wikaess. Tf the Jury i perm'\“'ul Yo
(Lmsh'on all shate's witnesses after their -\‘esln'mom[ shouvld a jUf\[
be denied to question Yhe defendant after his/her '\'psjrimony
without a 3vs¥f¥f:4 feason ¢

(2) What exactly establishes that defense counsel is operating vnder o
amﬂic-}? Alse , when defense coql\{d assects o o Yrial courd that he has &
conflict with his client/the defendant what is o clear line of
queshioning from the court Yo the layman defendant and [or what
conshitutes o Knowing and indelligent waiver of conflict counsel?

(3) Ts it unconstitutional £or o defence \quc_r to blurt ovt to
a jvry het the defendant ovx\\, denies Ywo() out of six(s) c\\«rgcs
against the defendant’s wishes ?

(1) When a pro se defendant movats an oljection clu,rfrij deial
does he huve o conshitutional right Yo affend the bench confecence
Yo acticvlote his o\n[\cc-\-ion?. (.)

[}



(5) Does Yhe right to question ywr"ogc cuser impart o
%ueSHoninﬁ the absent at ¥rial victim that never accused

o defendant - or )US{' any svbsiitute pers'on Yhat tectified
%o be an eye witness?

(i)



LIST OF PARTIES

: A“ qu'\-fcs appeac on the cc\p‘h'on 4o the case on the cover
que. Me. Oelom 18 'H\e_ Appe“qn{' ‘oe\ow. Tke_ Commor\weql{'k
- of V\m‘\'UCVs\[/Sco‘H' Jordan 1 +he A\olod\ce. below.

DISCLOSURE OF CORPORATE AFFILIATIONS
- AND FINANCIAL INTEREST

Pucsuant Yo Supteme Couet Rule 29.6, Glenn Odom makes
the 'Co“ew(ng disclosure; .

D) Me. Odem is not o Sv\osidfqr\[ or affiliate of a Pu'olfc\\[
Owned corpotation. ’

2) There 15 no po\o\(c\\[ owned corpordion, not a party
Yo the appeal, thet has a financial interest in the ovtcome
of this cace.

LIST OF PROCEEDINGS

Trial Covet - Tefferson County Kentuehy , Commonwealth v. Odom , O4-CR-
252\ and 06-CR-2942 ; Finalized Apeil 4,2008.

M«_*_A_gpﬂ* V\(n“'ucV\\{ Supteme Coutd, Odom v. Commonwealth,
2008-5C-0272-MR; Finalized March 18,2010,

Tnelfective i Cov - Trial Covrt, Odom v Commonwealth,
OY-CR-2541 ; Finalized April 6,2016. ° - :
Appeal of Tneflective Assiclance of Counsel, Kentuckhy Court of Aﬂmis{
Odom v- Commonweal-}h{ 2017-CA-123-MR; Finalized Janvary 3, 2020,
28 U.s.c. sec. AX5Y (habeas corpos) United Stetes District Covet -
Western District of Kcr\-\'ucKY/ Odor \. Anng Valeating 3:20-cv- 212~
JHM-HBB ; Finalized jv\\{ \0,1093. -
Aggd of Habeas Qrgvs-' U.S. Court of Appc«\S/QixjfL Cirevit

Odorm v. Scott Tordan, 23-5553 7 Finalized Fe‘o.ﬂil'loll“{.

- Gid)




TABLE OF CONTENTS

Questions Pres?:&:&. Co

List of Packies . .

W
Table ot Contents . v
Table of AQ-‘-kori’cies A Y
Pe__l»i«\';lon Foc Wri«} of Cec%(omci/Oeinio!\s_ Below -1
Jurisdictional Statement . .9
Congtitutional and S’l’d’u“'ory Provls{ons Tnvolved . .3
Cleterent of the Case . . . 3-§
Reason fo Grant the Weit. . -.6-9
COﬂCluSiOn. . q
Proo(\ of Sctvice. .. 10
Appendix., Coe e e
' | ;NDEX TO APPENDICIES
APPENDIXA -+ v+« + <+t ¢ TUDGMENT OF CONVICTION -
APPENDIXB « < v v v o v v e es DIRECT APPEAL OPINION
APPENDIX € ~ v v o v v 0 o e INEFEECTIVE ASST. OF COUNSEL OPINION
APPENDIX D+ « ¢ -« + « ++ KY.COURT OF APPEALS OPINION
APPENDIXE- * * * * * + - U.S. MAGISTRATE'S RULING
APPENDIXF »~ =~~~ . * U6 DISTRICT COURTS DENIAL

APPENDIX 6 -
APPENDIXH - - * -
APPENDIXE.: « - -

APPENDIX F- « + + + .('

. SIXTH CIRCVIT'S DENTAL |
* SIXTH CIRCVIT'S REHEARING DENIAL

* STIXTH CIRCUITS REHEARING EN BANC DENIAL -
v) COUNSEL'S MOTION/ORDER ON CONFLICT



TABLE OF AUTHORITIES CITED
CASES:

PAGE
Hareis v. New Yock, Yot V.6, 222,225 (\‘n\) ......... b
Rock v. AcrKansas, U483 U-S.LH'S\(\Q&?) Y ¢
Acizona v. Fulminate, 449 U.S. 27"-,3\0(\‘1‘\\) B 4
Taylor v. Tllino’s, 48y U-5.400,415-14 (1988) - - - - - - . 1
U.S. v Nobles, 422 v.6.225, 241 (1918) « « + - - ~ . 9
U.S- v. Williams, 372 F.3d 96,109 (2% Cir. 1ooq) . o
Us. v. /“\crlmo 349 F.34 144,152 n.3. (3¥ Cir. aooz). -7

U.S. v. Selado, 339 F.34 285 :mo(s% Cir. 2003) . :
U.S. v Broc!A Sot F.3d 761 772 -73 (4% Cie. 3007) R
Relmontes v. Brown Hi4 F. 3al 109y, 1118 (9 Cin. 2008), “v\d
on other 3rouno\5 A\[crs V. Bc\mon'\'GS SY4q v.S. 7 ('1006)
Hamilton v. Ford 964 F.2d 1006, wwnq (necie (qqa) %
U.S. v. Taylor, 138 F.3d 424 430 (D.C. cir. 1988) « - - - 3
Yeboah - S’e'@c\\r\ v. Ficeo, 556 F3J. 83,66-4 (1€Cin 9.00‘1)
U.S. v Buisseceth, 538 F.34 \y, 117(1‘—4 Cir. 2011) - .
U.S. v Rico, 51 F.34 445, S09 - L (SY Cir1995) . . - . g
UsS. v. AdRing, 274 F.3d Yuy ys3 (7% Civ. 2001, qmuwlcel
by 2002 U.S. App. LExTS 1ISU( T Cin 2002 . - . . - - 8
Noe v. UsS., ol F.34,78Y4 7a1-92 (8% Cir. 20 w) . 8
U.S. v. Gareia, HUT F.34 1307, 1332 (11 Cir. 1008) . g
MecKashle v. w%m;, Ybs U-s- 168,174 (1984) q

~J

-n & =

STATVETS:

U8 U.S.C. Sec- LAGH - - v Lo v v e e e e e 1,5

(v)



PETITION FOR WRTT OF CERTIORARY

Pedidioner res‘pecﬂvl\y prays that a writ of cerdiorari issve
Yo review the jvdgment below:.

OPINIONS BELOW
M For cases Qrom federal courts:

The opinion of the United States covrt of appeals
appears ok A@ endix_G 4, the petition and 15
cf
C

feported a : or
has been designated for publication but is not vet reportedsor
15 unpublished. | |

The opinion of the United States o\is-l-ric} court appears at

A pcm{ix__E___ 4o the pdf“ar\ and is
[5 (’ePor'\-cd ot | ‘of
C

has been designated for pu\olicw\-im but is not \/i'\' rcpor‘}ed;or
15 unpublished. |

t] For cases ‘?rom s'h:v\'e courts:

The opinion of the \'\fgkes{ state court +o review the
mecits appears at Appmo\ix to the Pe’ei);{on and 1S
L1 Ceported ot sor
£ has Becn'desisr\qhi £or pu\olfcdion but is not yet repor‘h&;or
€1 is published.

The opinion of the court appears at
ApPendﬁx to ihe p&i-‘-x‘on and i3
C] (‘cpvr*u[ w" rof

L 1 has been designated for publication but is net ye'l- Cepocted; or
E3 is published. .



JURISDICTION
| C"ﬁ For cases £rom fedecal courts:

The Ja{-e on which the United States Court of Appculs
decided My case wag Dec.é , 2023 .

€1 No pe““ot\ Loe rekeqn'nj was timely Liled in my case.

E’.] A -l-lme\\{ peh‘h‘on Lor fekeqrinﬂ was denied 'oy the Ur\(-\-ed

Skates Covet of Appeals on the -Pvl\owfnb date: Dec.22 2023 ,
ond q Co”}oc the ocder o\et\yinﬁ fekeqrinj appears at

Appendix T __.

L1 An extension of time 4o file the petition for a vwrit of

ceftiorari wos granted to and including on

in ApP\ic«Her\ NO. A_

The ')urisolicjn'an of this Covet is invoked under 28 U.S.C.
sec. YASH (V) |



CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS TNVOLVED

The Sixth Amendment 4o the United Stales Consdidution
ptovides in Celevant part: “ Th all criminal Prosecu-l-[ans/ the
O\CC\)SGA Skau ane\/ 'H\e, tig‘\'l' ‘l’o N be Coa-cran'l'ec[ wf'H\ 'Hr\c
witnesses against him ; +o have compulsory process of
o\o+qinln3 witnesses in his ‘Fa.vor; and o have the assistance
of counsel for Wis defense ™ | |

Undee 28 U.S.C. sec. 225Y, a pecson in cus'l-od\f Fursvc_wl’
to a state court jvdﬂmeml' oy ck«llengc e conviedion and

sentence in federal covrt by applying for a weit of habeas
cotpus.

STATEMENT OF THE CASE

TL\Q cau(*'l' of appu.‘s n '”n‘s case o\c(o ‘hol '“\t, V\cn‘\'uc_KY
court of appeals and reqouted that petitioner's rights to
effective assistance oz' counsel were not denied , even
thouah (1) the jury was denied to question petitiones during
his testimony but was allowed o question all othes
witnesses during their testimonies: (2) counsel nokiced the
court that o conflict existed with petitioner yet the court
acccp-l-ecl o vague and clueless “waiver" aller o\sY\Ir\j
petitioner a single circuitous question abevt his counsel;
(3)counsel blurted out +o U3 jurers thak Pe{--”rimcr only denies
o ovt of SixX) CL"*'S"‘S - -Forcirxs pe‘l-:'#ior\er to ye\\ "objec-‘ffan!“; -
(‘-l) Pe-\-;{-[oher was denied Yo attend Beuck_ conferences OlCSPf‘(’?-
be:‘\j "\\[bﬁd COUI\SC\ and ‘lni-\-fq-l'-;(\g 'H\C. OBSCC'{’;O(\ —por -H\e
bench conference ,'(_S) petitioner was denied to question the
assovlt “viekim' thal never said petidioner assavlted her
bot was only allowed +o Ques-‘rfgn o “Bill in cvbshitvte “witnesst



Pelilioner Seeks feview of thece 15sUeS.

The facts underlying the Sixth Amendment claims
are set forth in the opinions below. Petilioner was
indicted foe rrucder / assavlt 'l"" Aegree( -l'wo(l) counts of
rusdemeaner cfiminal mischief , and (qurs later) $wvo(2) counts
of inl-lmiold{nﬂ o pqrhcipar& in the \cgql processg' Pel il oner
was Sentenced +o life in p(‘\'son(ApP.A ).

Counse\ for Pe%-‘komr failed Yo okjec'\' Yo all above issves
preserving the issves Sor appellate review. Petiligner then filed
his ineffective assistance 0F counsel claim in the Teffersen
C,ou‘n«\—\( KentveRy cirevit coved, Division®™ . The +rial court held
“'L\e Qouewina Opil\(Ol\S -Car cleniq\s “... [Pd-l{-ﬁonu—;‘ L\«S -ve.ilul +o l’\cc‘['
Hae L\(A\f\i burden of tS-l’a‘o\\’sNr\S o valid claim ... [T1lhe fecord
c\car\\[ oUSpPoW.S Hhe mqjori-l-\( of [pdi{-[o(\et‘sj clatms oot Odom
fails 4o show a single instance of his case being prejudiced. ..
No evfdcn¥;ary keqrft\j IS ncccssarym“ (AP(J-COA‘ 935’3)- TL\Q,
Pel-i—l-[mcr Haen appcq\ed said denial fo the ‘Aen‘\‘chY Court of
APP“"\S' That couet of q\oPc_ql; denied pt%?-‘-«"oner‘s qﬂoul
holding(vamuﬂy) that: (1) Rentucky Rule of Evidence 614 () provides
that " jurec may be PermiH’col to address questions +o a witness)
This rule is permissive rather than mandatory. The +rial covrt |
acted within s discretion in denying such queshioning ... becavse

L Pebibioner was nineteen (1) years old and decided 4o sell clwss. He was uted
into a crackhouse, devgged for robbery, then robbed. Petibioner woke and
discovered that his drugs and money were stolen. An. qrsume“\— ensved,
pekikioner shot vichim 'n lowee stomach acea onces Vichim atlacKed
Pe%.‘l»{ener, 3ra\a\)col pa\i’rioner +o ke hig qun, pd{’rioner fan vacKwards and
shot ajain Yo vichims chest, Eye widness ks%i@.‘eof thet peaple were p\au'nj
p'u\\j n pe‘\‘]ﬁq(\er\j movth prfor Yo ‘Qa\\;nj C\$\¢€P and also that viedim atacked

petitioner Due o counsel’s conflick, these mitigating facks were abandoned.
y



the questions Mey be .’\rre\ew\n{:/ ‘C,u\a(;\ﬁ,,b o} P.S'”“); (1) bhat
no actval conflict existed Aespn{‘e covasel's potion 4o withdraw
due +o o cm\c\fc*\'(n-\o-km 4o withdraw ot APPJ) and that
Pd(koner Vmow:ng\\{ and in%e“igen“\{ waived conflict
covasel (App-D at pqs.13-1b); (3) (simply pot) becavse
covasel only said “/Mec Butler [prosecu%r] mentioned in-\-.'m;‘o\a-l»[nj
witness in legal process. Mr. Odom denies Hhat c\mrje.“ And
even though that pelilisner Stood vp and yelled "o\:}ed?on“ to
the concudicxj of 3uil{v to all other Charges the pe‘li\({onw
was not prejudiced by covasel’s ctatement (App-Dat Py 17);
(t{) ‘0‘\‘\‘0\“7, becavse counsel was present dufing bench conferences
ebilionec was tepresented at bmcE confecences ( App-D ot Pj.fl-'l);
(5] (basically) petitioner had ne right to question the assavlt
"V:C',I';M“ 0{:5?3“‘2 l'\ct' never '\'g“ut’ qm{ong +L\q‘l’ Pg-l-."l-[g(\gc
 assavited her because pe-}:kar\cr was able Yo question a Stand -
in “witaess™ that said Pdijr.'oncr assavited the “vielim®
(App-D ot P9- 9.0).
Tke Un:'\'!d S*‘q‘l‘ef D;S{'rfd' Cour+, in ‘H\c_ lql’,er'- (i\eo{

habeas coceeding ‘orouak{‘ undee 2.8 U.S.C. sec. 2254 S\'mply
denied fc\e hobeas action B\{ ado'y‘-fnj e state Court of Appcalf
listed feasons -Car denial (. APP‘-E and F ). '

On o.ﬂJeo\\ of the distriet courts dental of the sec.
225y c\m’ms, ‘H'\e Covet O£ Appca\! 'par ‘H\c S:XH\CCPWE{
denied Pe’ci'\-fmer‘s qppeal(Summ«ri\y) quiqu\y re(vw%ing and
adopting the Ken\'vc\(\f‘cwr{f of appea\s oPim'or\ (Ap(). ) )

Peditioner 50\)3\\'\' o (‘e’t\earinﬂ ,and Tehearing en banc y
?_)(p\o.l'm'nj ‘H\q‘\‘ impor*'qc\'\' 15sVes afe P(‘CScﬂ)r ‘H\A‘l" kg Ql‘XH\
Circvit has never heard and also thet onecy) issve 18 not
clarified by the United States Svpreme Court ~ with most

X In the commonwealth of hentuchy Pcfor 4o any jurot Su\gmiﬂmﬂ a

%uesMen to o witness s ficst weitten on paper and is discussed at

the bench to determine it it is 0‘\\0wgdn




other circuits qiving diffecent standards on what
constitutes a waiver of conflict counsel. The Sixth
Circuit denied o fehearing (App.‘-ﬂ oand later denied
o rehearing en banc (App.I).

REASONS FOR GRANTING THE WRIT

() There is no Suio\m\ce , 0t case law feom any United
States Court of Appeq\sl oc Hhus coved regaro\fug this 1¢sve
-de' i$ ‘ocfhj \-f;ole\\’ vsed in 'H\c commonweql{'k of ‘A(f\‘l’VCK\(-
Pelitioner's qH‘och made pe«\:-l-foazr \-es-MfY in a Narfative
Peshion and also refused to ask him any qycﬁim o\uvi;:a
direct. Quite r\quura\\\[, after pc-\l’cioncr teshified in his
own behalf the Svr\[ asKed the trial could H\c\{ ask
petikioner questions st like they wece allowed Yo asK
all other prosecution witnesses questions olvcinj there
Yestimony: The clated that he does not allow defendants
+ be qves-l'ioncol in his covrtroom. |
The Sixth Amendment allows criminal defendants o
have compulsery process vt that right is vielated if a
defendant can not present himse\f as a complete witness -
€Spccfan iC all p(‘oSCCU'Ug;\ wi‘\'neSSef were allowed to
regea+ Xkemsc\ves 0$ o Comp\ch witness. 'H\is Court kc\;
ld that o criminal defendant has a right to teshify in
his own defense Harris v New Yok, Yol VLS. 222,22501971);
RocK v. Arkansas, 483 U.S- 4y S1(1487); fattecson v. New York,
432 Vs 197 201-02 (1477); Arizeaa v. Fulminate 4aq VS,
279,310 (\‘l‘\l) but this covet has never addressed Svch
o Sitvatien where criminagl defendants ace pvniskw[ or
"\:l‘sk\\l rcs'}ric{-ed/si\er\cc as fetaliation for taking the
Stand. |

The closest sitvation ‘\'Ns‘ covet has addressed regarding




o w(-\'C\CSS!.S\ ‘\‘CS"-Inor\\' Be‘mj reSteicted is l‘t“j«('ol;nﬁ
-\-gghmom( CeS&ric«\-(on as pw\(s\\men'\'/Smd-ienx -cor
miscondvet. Taylor v. Tllineis, 48Y V.S, Y400, Y15-1b
(1988); U.S. v. Nobles, 422 U.S. 225, 2ul (1975).

Tn the Commonwealth of V\cn-‘-ch\( only pri\m{-c
lawyers ace allowed to have the jury question their clients.

(2) Defense counsel assected to the 4rial covrt +hatl he
had a conflict with pe{-ll—Zw\er and filed o motion o withdraw.
When the trial court asKed petitioner how he felt abevt
defense counsel alleging a conflict peditioner simply replied
"..T doet have a conflict with him.." and that comment
wag accepted as a Knowing and intelligent \saiver of
conflict counsel. |

This covrt has Rever cleacly explained what conshidules
o Knowing and intelligent wwaiver of conflict counsel, nor
has this court tnsteucted teial courts to ask criminal
defendants specific questions to ensure that conflict
counsel is being \waived and also that o defendant ( oung
or old = brilliant oc feebleminded ) Qv\\\( vnderstands -‘r\Le
piH:al\S of waiving conflict counsel. Such is needed from
this higk covet becavse all U.6. €Covrkof Ap@tds have given
mixed Standards that contradict each other and all state
Supteme Courts have mixed standacds, ¢ no Standards, on
this issve. U.S. v Williamg, 372 F.3d 96,109 (2 cir. 200Y)

iavalid waiver); US. v Mecline, 349 F.3d 144,152 n3
34 Cir. 2003) ({avalid waiver); U.S. v. Saladg 339 F.34 285,
290 (S Cir. 2003) (invalid waiver because court's
advisement of right and inquiry into pohn{‘n'a\ conflict ...
failed to elicit explici} waiver); U.S. v. Qrock Sol F.34d
762,712-73 (6t Cir. 2007) (iavalid waiver becavuse
?




defendant’s pr\lci“' 0“5(‘83&(‘4 for any conflict of interest™
Showed that he neither comprebended tisks involved ner
Kaew what ‘\e was wou'vfnj); Bglmgﬂeg V. B(‘oﬂn( Yy
F.34 1094, 18 (at €in. 2005 ) (avalid waiver because
defendant never informed of potential conflict of in*eres-l'...)l'
revid on other grounds, A\T/gr; Ve Be\f"\or\:hs’sq‘l US. 7(2008)-
V. v. Markin, 965 F.24 839,843 (10% Cir. 1992) (per curian)
(invalid waiver because defendant CeSponded “no problem™ to
distcict courts "CU“SOFY“ advice on p:Hqu; 0€ waiViag
Co«-c\ic*); Hamilton v. Ford 949 F.2d 1006, 1010 n.y ( il
¢ir. \983) (iavalid waiver); U-S- v.Taylor, 139 F.34 921,930
( D:C. Cir. 1998) (invalid waiver). Byt see €.9. Yeboal -
Sefah v. Ficco, S56 F.3d 53,66~ |3 Cir. 2009 (vq\id
waiver); US. v. Buissereth, 638 F34 U4, 117 (2 Civ. 201)
(valid waiver): U.S. v. Rico, S| F.34 445,509-1| (EBGire
1995 ) (valid waiver); U:S. v. Adling, 274 F.3d Yyy ys3
(78 Cir. 2001) ( valid wagver), amended by 2002 U.S. App.
LExzs 1751 (7% Cir. 2002); Noe v. U.S., 601 F.24, T8Y,
741-92 (8 Cie. 20\22 ( vaiid w«iverz * U.S. v. Garcia, Yy7
F.3d 13271337 (1% Cir. 2000) ( valid waiver).

Theee s no set national Standacd on such a very
Ihpor-\'an{' 1ssve. All V.S Crrevit Courh o\c APPCQUI ql[
State SuPrcme Courts have mmixed Standards € no Set
SYandard at all —allowing decisions to be free-siyled.

(3) Defense aHomcyS chevld never be allowed +0 oluct
ovt that a client does not denied murder charges against
He clients consent and es()ec(ql\Y when the crime covld
be no greater than manslavghter (Which was never offered 4o

He jury) .

(4) Defense Counsel wes oypgm%lnj vader o conflict.



Due 4o said conflict pdﬂ-ﬁoncr was allowed +o Qcacud as
k\,btlal Covnsel. Dwinj 4cial pe’rlhoner would mount merit
objections. However, the Yeial court vweuld deny him to
qpproqc\n the beach 4o argue his o\ojedlon - qllowinj
“the non- objecting /conﬁic-} counsel to alend the bench
conterence to argue the petitioner’s objection.
PC“"I"';O(\C(" kqd (Y (\{3\\‘1- +a qrﬂve_ k:,t own objed-[on-
M Keskhle v Wigging, UbS U.S. 1b8 174 (1484). Does the
ﬁb\‘* to Scl-(:-(‘eprcSen'l-a\-Ior\ cover bench conferences also?

(<) Criminal defendants have o cight +o Lace our'accusert
Clasificabion is urgently needed becavse if a victim never
accuses a pecson-of o crime (but police [ prosecuter late
obtain an indictment Swearing to o gfand jury that the
vickien positively identified the “accused™) and does not
alftend teial, it the prosecuter subskitutes the “vickim®

for another person that Stades they were an eye witness
Yo the crime.

Does the Sixth Amendment 3&0(‘&0'!':& o criminal
defendant +o quHon the “vietim®™ Yhet May exonerate
you - ot the subghitvte that wiill give a Self- serving
*‘r?,SHmom( S“'a}luj that the defendant Committed the crime.-

The pdi-l—(mcr now petitions the Supreme Court of the
United States o geltle the matters, not only Lor resolution
o(: hi¢ own cons4:+u~lional daims, but q\SO to Set q
standard for all courts +o follow in Sv\oseren-l' caseS.

CONCLUSTION
This pel-lllkon Lor a wiit of cechiorari should loe 3romhaf.
Dated: May 15,2024 mecw\: ly Svbesited,
q Glean Odoem prose

Waker S
%ﬁ.w\u.m.wuzx



