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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

Please help uS T The ComfnonweAlhh ©h !Aer\hucKy V\a$ 

ndophed aa unconshihuhioned pAhtern And pfAthic^ Allowing 

Cour4 Appealed UvuyerS ho lolurh ©uh ho hhe Jury hh*h v/e nr^ 

ginlhy. CriminAl defendArvls Afe aIso loein^ refused Any And 

aII <^i/es4i©ns hrom ©Ur jury *l^PU3h &vc juries Aft permitted 

ho ^ueshion aII S-tahe w»‘hAeSSes. This cnse presets several 

imporh-Anh AAdi’oAwfde i$SUfc5. Also, hhis pehihon repre$enhs 

AA ©pporhunihy hor hhe Supreme Courh ho provide clAfih»*CAhien 

Afnon^sh hhe divided Circuit <?n wiry*!- cunsh'huhes AA 

inhelli^enh And vclunhnry WAivec ©h con-flieh counsel, £[er\r\ 

Odom pfesenhs hhe <{ueshicn$ hhA-h hollow:

our

(0 Does a criminal dehendAnh have a conshhidiertAl fi^hh ho holly 

presenh himself/herself os a wihneSS. Xf hhe jury is permitted ho 

^Utshion all shAhe's wihneSStS A^her hheif heS-hmeny should a Jury 

he denied ho ^ueshton hht dehtndArh Ahher his/her heshimony 

Wihhovh A Jushhied ftASOn «
{£) wh*h eXAthly eshAlolishes hhah dehe^se counsel ts ©perAk’nj under a. 

Cor^lfeh? Al*o,v/hen de&Aie cowv^el aSSerb ho a hrial courh hh«h he KaS a. 
Conhh’ch w»hh h»S cUenh/hht dehendAnh wh*h is A chfcAr line ©f 

^ueshonln^ hrem hht courh he hhe UymAn dehendAnh And/or whah 

ConShihuheS a Knowing And inhelli^enh WA»vtr oh eonhlieh counsel^

(3} T$ »h unconshhuhional her a dehense 1 Awytr he hlurh ouh ho 

A jury hhah the dehendanh only denies hwo(i) ©uh oh Si)C(0 C-hac-geS 

A^Ainsh hht dehendanVs wishes \

(S') When a pro St dehendanh movnhs An ehjexhion during hrial 

does ht have a Censhihuh’cnal righh ho Attend hhe Wnch conherence 
ho Arhvculahe Ws ©lojechiont

0)



Cs) t)»es 4kt r^KV 4o <^e$4i*©#v Your °v.CCV$tr ir^por-V 4*o
<^ues4i©Avf\^ 4k« *V>Se*\4 *4 4'trick\ Vic\ltn 4k*4 never oiCCVJecl
<\ cie-feficUtfvl “* or ^V$4 <vfiy Sw\os4t4i/4e pef\S0A 4k*4 ■Veskfiecl 

*4« ke cm e.ye wiWs£«

00



LIST OF PARTIES

All p*t4»«.j Appear ©n Ike Cftp4i‘ 
pe^e. /4x* »$ 4kt Appelloid bel
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PETITION FOR WRIT OF CERTIORARI

MX respectfully pr*ys A-Vw^vV’ a writ ©t certiorari issue 

to review tke ^vdgwent below*
i©n«r

OPINIONS &EL0W

{/k For c*$es t tedeml courts *.rocn

Tke opinion ©t tke United StnteS court <?f appends
appears at Aopendix.   to tke petition And »5
Cl reported aF.
C3 V\«s keen designated -for publication but is net yet fepcrW’Of 

DG IS unpublisked-

;or

Tke ©pinion ©4 tke United SKtej district coort Appears nt 

Append!* _JE_ +0 4-ke petition And IS 

C J reported aF
Clkes keen cIcSi^AaW tor publication but is Act yet rep«rted;or 

Kl is unpublished.

C3 For co&t$ From state COOttSi

: or

Tke opinion of tke ki^kest SFaFc Court to review tke
merits Appears nt Append!*_____  tc tke petition And is
C3 reported At_________ ___________________* or
C3 kns keen desi^nnted tor puklieation lout i$ not yet feporW;or 

C3 is published.

court Appears aFTke opinion of tke 

Appendix_____
C3 reported aF______
C 3 kns keen desi^n^ted tor publicAti
tl is published.

to tke pekti and isi on
; or

lout is not yet fepeftedj orion
1



7URISDICTI0M

DO F from federal covrlsior CASts

TKe cUd*. On wlrviclrv tke Uni4«d S-Mes Court at Appeals
free*6.0.023_____________ .decided ray case WA$

Cl Mo petition -for reke«ifin<j tiViely ^Clcd in c as*..WAS my

DO A timely petition -Per fekenr ing was defied ky tke lM*ted 

&VaV«S C©vc*t ©4 Appeals On tke -following d«de.» De.r.3.^0.033 t 
o*nd n Copy ©t tke Ofder denying fekenrin^ nppenrS nt
Append'**—3L_ *

Cl An txtensi writ ©fot t»me t© Pile tkt petition t*
Certiofnri wn$ granted t© o*nd including-------
_______________ . in Application Mo*---------- A _

Tke jurisdiction oP tkis Court is invoked under 18 U,S>C. 
SiC. \ 154(0

r nion
On

1



CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS INVOLVED

Tke S«x4k Atnendimen4 4© 4ke Uni4«d Sf*4eS C©As44t>4‘'on
provide* in relevnnf pnr4; * Ia aII criminal
tKCCVStd. skall CAjtfy 4ke fi^kf 4© 

w»4nes$es ©i<jAins4 k»m* 4© \\*vt C©mptds©ry pr©ct$S ^f 

©kfAinirv^ wifAeSSeS1 in kv’s fkv©r • nod 4© k*ve 4ke a.SS»s4Aftce.
©f Counsel -tor ki's defense."

Under $.8 U»5.C. Sec. CLS.SH, a peri ©a ia cusfody pvrsv'Aid' 
4ro a ${oi\t c©ur4 jud<y'nen4- mAy ck«.lUA^e 4ke c©nvic4;©n and 

Sen4‘enee ir\ federnl covrf ky applying for <\ vfif ©4 k*k 

corpus.

pr©£ecu4i©nsy 4ke 

ke c©nfr©n4ed w»'4k 4ke• * %

STATEMENT OF THE CASE

Tke c©ur4 df Appeals irv 4k»'s ose ndopfed 4kc lken4i/eKy 

courf ©f appeals aa<J reoouW 4ka4 pektioner'.S' f i^k45 4© 

effective <\s$is4Ance e>t counsel were n©4 denied, even 

fkou^k (0 4-ke jvry was denied 4© c^ytsfion pefifi 

k‘S 4es4iin©AY kuf was allowed 4© c^yeskon all ©4ker 

W»4neSS€S during fkeir feskmonieJ * (i) Ccv*\St\ noficed fke. 
courf 4kdr a. confkcf exisfed wi4k pekkoaer 

acccpfed a VA^e And clue less V/Aiver" nffer asHinjj 

pekkontr <\ single circui4©u.S ^uesftfn ak©u4 kt$ counsel; 

(3)counsel klur^ed <9uf 4© 43 jurors fk«»f pek’kontr Only denies 

4v©£©i4 ©4 Six) cknr^es - forcing pekkoner 4© yell ©kjeckonl • 
Ol) pekkoner was denied 4© aftend kenek conferences dcsp«4e 

kei<\^ kyk**id counsel And inifwKaj) 4ke ekjtckon for 4ke
loenck conferencejC^) pekkoner was denied 4© ^yes4i©n 4ke 

assaulk “viekVv" 4kA4 never Said pekkoner aSSaulfed ker
k©4 waS Only allowed 4© yueskon <\ 11 fill in' sukskfuk/'wifnesst

3

dorin^i©ner

yef 4ke courf



?e4l4l©Aer seeKs review o? 4ktit \SSUeS.

Tke facts UAderlyiA^ 4ke Slxtk AmeAdfAeAt claims 

cure Sfct for4k \a 4ke ©piAiOAS kelcw* Pet»4i©Aer was 

iAcl»c4ed 4©f murder ( o.S£a.u14 degree, 4w©(£) courts ©4
rMsdemeaAcr c.fIrv‘Aal ruscklef, ar\d(yms taW)4w©(sD cr^at* 

©t lAtimlolak'Ae) <\ park'd peud: ia 4ke legal process* Pekk^Atr 

was £eA4eAeed k© li-fe ia prls©f\( App. A ).

CcuA$el 4©r pekk'pAtr tailed 4© ©kjec4 4© all abcve tSS^ej
preserving 4ke Issues tor appellate review* P«4l4l©A«r 4kea tiled 

kls taetteckVe asStstaAce ©4 c©UA$el clears Ia 4kt Tcttecs«A 

cevaty lAeatvcVly circuit court, Dtvi‘$i©A*i*Tke trial c©urt keld 

tke foltawiAg OpiAv®a5 f#r oteAvals i#..» £pe4i4l©Ati3 k*5 tailed 4© meet 

4kt ktavy burden. ©4 establlskiAg a valid claim *•» C^lke fec©rd
clearly diSpr©veS tke majority ©4 Cpe4d‘©Aer'sT claims 

tails 4© sk©w a s»Agle mstaace ©t kij Case lotlaj prejudiced 

M© evldeakary kearlag is necessary •••' (App-Cat pg*8)* Tke 

petit! ©Atr tktn appealed Said denial 4© 4ke KentucKy Ccurt ©4 

Appeals * Tka4 Court ©t appeal/ denied pe4lti©ner's appeal 
KoldiAg(*«/i*\m*.rily) tkat1 CO Kentucky Rule ©4 Evidence {IHCO provide! 
tk*4 f(y} juror may be permitted 4© address ^i/e$4»©n! 4© a WiffxtSS. 
Tktf rule is permissive Talker 4’kan mandatory. Tke trial c©'/r4 

ac4ed wiVkiA i4*5 discretion iA denying suck questioning... because

(9d©m• I %

¥ * *

1* Pebtloner wa5 r\iAe Veen (l4) year/ old and decided 4© Sell drugs. He wa* lured 

ia4© a cracKkoose, droned tor robber'/, 4ken robbed. Pe4i4>oner w©Ke and 

discovered 4kcd k>S drug* and moAey were Stolen. /\ 

pe4<4ic>ner 
pe44i©Aer

rguAienI gASUedy 

iket vicliVv Ia lower slomack nCea ©Ace. VwTim attack'd
a a

j grabbed pettier 4© 4ake k«i guA , pe4'4i©Aer fcin loacKwards aod 

sk«4 again 4© Vic4ims ckes4, bye wi-l-AeSJ 4«s4i4ed 4k*l pe©p\e were ptaong 

pAU in pe44i©Aer'i rA©c4k prior 4© tailing asleep and ali© 4ka4 vic4im aHackecl 
pe4i4»©Aer, Due 4© Counsel!* C©n4kcV/ 4ke*e/ mi4iga4Ing tacb were abandoned*



Ike may k€ irreW*rv|/*4 CO 4k«k
rvo acluql conflicl exisled despile CBUASel'x rnoli’en 4© wilkdrAW 

oli/e l*o a CoAf \ic4(, rAok®n 4b v4k<Areiw *4 App.T} and 4k*4 

VvAov/'A^ly and i AleUi^eally waived confkck
Counsel ( App.D a| pjx. \3~\k); (3) (s*Vyly p«d)
CoUnXel only 5q»d WAlr. Seller Q)rBiecu4®f3 fneAlfoAed inliVnidA-kny 

wilneSX »n \t34l preCelX. Air. 0cUrv deAieX |k*4 C-kar^e ' And 

Ikeu^k 4k*4 pek’4»«Atr slood up and yelled "okjeclion* 4b 

Ike COAcetdiAcj of ^uill 4© all olker ckAr^eX Ike pelikoner 

wax r\ol prejudiced ky counsels slAlemenl ( App-Dal p«j. 1"?)^ 

(M) loASi'cally, kecquSe covASel WAX pfeSenl ctvr»‘rv^ kenek CBnfefeACeX 

pekkdAtr wax CepreSenled a! keAck conferences (App*Dak pj.Cn); 

CO (k^Xi'ccdly) pelilioner knd n« ri<jk4 4b (^ucsIiba Ike aSXabII 

,#VickV\" desp‘4« ker never felling any®nt 4k*4 peli'lioner 

asxAulled ktr keequXe pelilionec WAX ak\e 4b <|ves4i 
i n <#W‘|ntSSu 4k*4 5A«d pel.’lioner aSSaulled Ike **Vic4*’mw 

CApp.D a! p^t 3.0).
Tke tailed £4a4«s Oislficl Coor|/ *m Ike Uler-filtd

KaWaS pCBCtediA^ kfBUjkl Undtc %% U.S»C Xec. 2-2.54 Simply
me kqktAX ac|i®n ky adepfintj |ke sl«4c Courl of AppedX 

lisled feASOnX kkr denial C Appx.J- and F ).
C?r\ appeal of 4kt cUsfriel courli dental 0f Ike Stc. 

Q.3l5H claims t lf\e Courl of Appeal/ *£®r fkc ^lXlk Cirtuil 

denied. pe44»«Aer'x appeal (summarily) kaSically rt^oulin^ and 

adoplin^ Ike kenlueKy courf of appeals Opinion ^App.(j
PekliDAer iou^kl a Cekearin^ t And rekearino e.n 1oaaa/

tXpU»n»Aj 4k*4 imperlanl iXXUex Afe pte/cnl 4k*4 tke £‘Xlk 

Circui} k«i5 never kenrd and also 4ka4 oneCO tSSU£ \i Ook 

clarified Iby 4ke Umled ^kefex ^upfer^e Courl ~ wilk mrxk
Xf\ \\\t coir^fnor\we«\4k o4 l^enl^c^y pCior 4o cvrvy oc a

pt|i|iicner
e cAi/Se

slqnd-ton a

denied

^ueilisnlo a wiinelS '4 »X firxl wri^len on paper and is discoXied al­
ike kenck \o delerriiae if »4 is allowed•s



ofkec circuits ^ivin^ <AiffereA4 s4aacUcc1$ on wV\a4 

CtfASfi-k/fe-S a. v/ooVer ©f C0Af\ic4 CtfVASel ♦ Tke £»xfk 

Circuit <Aer\ied os, fckeAfm^ ( Apf.R^) nnd \A4er denied
(K fekeAfiiA^ er\ Viaac- (^App.1).

REASONS FOR GRANTING THE WRIT

CO Tlrvtfe IJ T\9 ^uUa<\CC/ Of CoSt Uw fcon o^y Vn\\ed 

£4*ftf Cove\ ©( Apped*, $r 4ktf Covfrf regarding 4ktf \$$Vt 

4k*4 loeiA^ vi<My VSzd »a fkc Cor\r\cr\weql}k of lAtAf^eky.
PcfikoAtr'i <*H©n\ty rAadt pe^lftOAer' fcskfy ‘a a 

fa$Vu*oa aaA cA$p fektfei 4o ASK IrviVn AAy <^i/eifioA
d»re©4. Qi>i4e (\a4©TaIly; afftr pcfiktfAer 4ei4lf»t^ m 

keWf 4ke jvry asKcH 4kt 4ri*l eouU 4kty asK 

p«V«ficAtr <^v/eifie>A5 ju'Sf like 4kcy weft aIIoW*^ 4"o a$K 

cill <?4ker pr<tfcCv/4i©<\ tjvesfiortf dvcloj ^kt»V
^sVlf'voA'f • Tke &4a4ccI 4k*f kc o\©ej r\o4 aIIow clef€A«UA,tf
4* ke ^ue.f4ie>ne^ !r\, [\\S courfroorA*

Tke S*x4k AntA<lrAtA4 aIIow* Cr’vrA»Aftl dt(eniardf 4** 

lr\AV€ cor\yv\$ory proee$£ W4 4^*1* ri^kV is vioUW if A 

c^efeA^AA-l- caa ao4 pceseAV kl^elf as a conplcfe ViTacss- 

especially if aII proSccu4i©A V‘4f\cSSeS Wert allevtd 4-r 

preSeAf 4kerAjscVeS as a e©r\p\c4e vi4r\ess. Tkir cov?\ kas 

U 4k*4 a Crir-uAftl clefea<Iaa4 kaS A ri$k4 \o 4-es4‘fy tA 

kis own defease Harris v* Mew NorK, HOl VS> 122,1050411)/ 

RacK v, ArWsoS. HS3 l/.£ 44,51 0^7); .MW** v, New WK

H3a vs> \47; aoi-oi (mi); At^qa* v. vs*
0.14 / 310 (\*t*lt) k^4 4kij c©t/i4 Has rwee AcUre5Se*t Si/ck 

<k SrtvafieA vkcCe criminal defeA/taHs Are pvAijskwl or 

karskly reS-kicfed J Silence. as refaliAkcn f*r 4AK»Aj 4ke 

SfAAdl.

(\acr*\\vt

k \s
own

c

Tke cU$es4 Si4i/a4i«a 4ki^ Cot>r4 WaJ Ad<4re5i«fll rtgArd»«\g



a. wi4<\essesx btsk'cvocvj kel«\tj resAcicW \s re^acdirsg 

ftSkmoAy CeS4cic4i©c\ <*s pvalskraenf/saAofionS for 

fAiS Condyle 4 ♦ Taylor v. XlUnelx, H&M VS> 4C0^HlS~lk
0^); u*s. *NoUe^ nasi u.s> aas^m (to).

Xr\ fke ConmoAwea^k of Ktft4vcKy Only priva4t 

lawyers are allowed 4-? Wave 4ke jury <ll/es4»0A 4keir cliea4s.

(3.) Defense OvaSel creeled 4-a 4ke 4rial courf 4k*4 ke
and tied a molten 4® wilkdraw, 

k®v/ ht tel4 ab©o4
kad a confltcl v*4k pe4*4t 

V/ker\ 4k«. 4riAl covr4 asKed pekli
decease CovaSel alleging a ceafKcl pefilicaec £ Triply replied
#* X clon'4 kav*e A Conflicl W>4k kim*.*'% and 4ka4 tofi\F>tr\ 

waS e\CCep4ed <\$ a. Knowing and v/a‘Ver of
COnflicf covMSel*

Tkis Cevc4 Was never clearly explained wkaf Cens4i4u4ej 

a Knowing and ift4eUi^cn4’ waiver of confllcl counsel, rtor 

kaj fk*S C0Ur4 in$4rvc4ed 4rial Cwc\s -fo aSK Criminal 

defendanfs Specific <{ves4iof\S 4t> enevrt 4ka4 cenflicl 

Counsel IS beinj waive d. and also 4ka4 a. ctefer\dan4 ( 

or old “* kcillianf ©r feebleminded) fully v/rvders4aadi 

pilfalU of waiving conflicl covnSel. Suck Is needed from 

4kis kijk Covr4 because all U.S« Court of Appeals kave ven 

mixed sfandards 4kaf C0n4r*dic4 eack olker and all S4a4t 

Supreme Covrls kave raided sfandards, 0C f\© S4andardj/ 6>c\
fkis issue. y.s. v. wai.w, 211 F.3d ^^(a^civawO

iavalid Waiver); VX « AerUcL 34*1 F-3d lHMy IST^ n-3 

,3^Cie W3)(wvvalid waiver); US* v. Salado,331 F*3d 2SS, 
2-10 ^£tkcir» 2003) (invalid waiver because cour-l's 

advisemcnf of ri^bl and. inquiry in4© pofenfial Confliel 

failed 4® eUti4 explicif waiver); U,S. v. ftrocK. £o\ F-3d 

1M,1TX-11 (tacif.aooi) (IftvMU w*ivtr \»cc*use
7

toner
toner
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defe^dardri M€.*p\Ici4 disregard f*r <xAy COrvtlicF of laWesf"
skoved 4k«d kc nedker Comprekended CvSKs ifW©lv*d nor 

Kr^cw wVud kc was waIv*A^)j BelrAoAfes v. BcowajHIM 

F*3d W44, UlS (4& Cln 100$) (invalid waiver because 

clefeAeLaF never informed of pofenflal C©Atlle4 of inferesl....)* 

f«vvd o(\ o^kec grounds, A yen v« SelnvoAfer 543 

U5- VC. Aa4;q/ <US F.ad £3*1, S 43 (10& Cir, M^(per curtari) 

(invalid Waiver because elefeadard responded #,Ao problem" F© 

<A‘S4ric4 Courf'S ##CUr5oryxv Advice 0A piffalls of WA»Vino 

Cofvf\lc4); Harulf on v« Fordf Fid I006y \010 A*m(U» 

Or. Ml) (invalid waiver)} L>5> v.Tkvtor / 134 F-3d 424/430 

( D*C* Cir. M&) (invalid waiver) . Rtid^ee e%Q» WeboaW- 

^efaUjiSLSLS; SS 4 F.3d S3; U-74 (Gr.20W) kValid 

Waiver)) U.^. v. Buisserefk^ £3S F-3d 114/U7 (fedCinlW) 

(valid Waiver)} y»S. v.JkeO/Sl F.2d 44S,S04-ll (S^Cin 

Mff) (valid waiver); U«$. v. Adkins, 174 F. 3d 444/ 4S3 

(itk Cir. 2001) (valid waiver)/ amended by 100* U,S. App. 
LEXIS HSlCl^Cr. 1001); Noe v, \)£>, &0l F-2d/7S4/
741 -42. (** Cir* 2010) ( Valid Waiver); U,$. v.&arclg, 4H7
F.3«l B17, 1337 C C.v. loot) ( vaWw*«w).

Tkece \$ no SeF nak'onal sFandard ©a Suck a very 

ir\p«r4anF Issue. All t\S. Circl'd Gurk of ApptalS/ nil 

SW« Supreme G©rFf kaVe PAl;<ed Standards or no SeF 

SFandard <*4 nil ~ allovinj decisions Fo be free-sly led*

iz) Defense Attorneys should rvevgr be allowed Fo blucF 

ov/4 Fk*V a cl leal does n©F denied murder ckar^eS A^ainsF 

Fke client's ConSeoF And especially wktA Ike crime. could 

be no greater 4kan manllaojhFer (vWh was never offered Fo
Fke o^y).

CH) Defense Counsel Was epperattnj uAder <\ confUeF.
S



Due to Sa»d conflict petitioner waj allowed t-o proceed os 

kylotid Corset During 4rlal petlti 

®k)€ctionS. However, tke trial court* Would deny kim to 

Approack tke kenck to nr^ue kls objection - Allowing 

tke r\oa- object*^ /conf l»ct Counsel to A*Hend tke kenck 

conference to qc^ue tU petitioner^ objection.
Petitioner kad <\ rie|kt 4*0 OvC^ue k«S OWa objection- 

/^Vc^vgsftle y« HkS U-S. I bS, 11H (.1*124). D©c* tke
t\^kt to Serf - repCeSeotati ©n Confer kenck Conferences aI$o?

(S) Crimmal defendant* kave a rijkt t© face our accuser, 
Clarification Is urgently needed because if $. victim r\ever 

person of A crime ( but police/prosecutor later 

obtain An indictment Swearing t© a grand jury tkat 4ke 

victim positively identified tke **Accused") And doe* not 

attend trial, if tke prosecutor Substitutes 4ke %ictim'v
fkr Anotker person tkat State* tkey wtfC An eye witness 

to tke crime.
Does tke S»xtk Amendment gaurantee a criminal 

defendant to question tke * victim" tkat may 6/ o c\t rate
lou - ©r tke Substitute tkat vdl give, a Self-Serving 

testimony Stating tkat tke defendant Committed tke Crime-
Tke pefltioAtr now* petitions tke Supreme Court of tke 

United States to Settle tke matters, not Only -for resolution 

©f kis ©Wn CoAStitutipnal claims, but aIs© to Set A 

Standard for aII Courts to follow* iA Subsequent CaScS*

CONCLUSION

writ of certiorari skould be granted.

tksflectfdkfkfe&rSU'j v»lU 4 ©t*H10 3?

would mount merittoner

Accuses a

Tki/ pekftd fo 

D*bd:/Vy 15,1014
r A


