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IN THE
SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES

Douglas lemon

etiti
:Vs— Petitioner,

People of sState 0Of Illinois

Respondent,

PETITION FOR REHEARING

TO THE SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATESs I ASKED
TO CERTIFY THAT THE PETITION FOR REHEARING IS PRESENTED IN

GOOD FAITH AND NOT FOR DELAY.
May It Please The Court:

Come's now, Petitioner Douglas Lemon, puusuant to 28 U.S.C.

section 1257(3) repectfully prays that a ' Petition For Rehearing '

issue to review the denial decision.

Douglas Lemon, Pro'se
In care of;

Douglas Lemon, N-12405
Western I1linois Qorr. Center
2500 Rt. 99 south
Mt.Sterling 1Illinois
62353

None

"RECEIVED
MAR 04 2025

OFFICE OF THE CLERK
SUPREME COURT, U.S.
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ARGUMENT

I asked to address this Honorable Supreme Court at
my very best to wholeheartly trying cite such stiff andchard
to understand rules 44, in Good Faith and not for delay. I
thank you for allowing me to say that im not at all augtal-

fidd certified attorney, to please have Latitude or and Len-

iency considering an Pro'Se Petitioner, to be held to less
strick standards than an license certified law attorney.

Im compelled to say its now been two decades being denied to
prove im being wronged while struggling to grasp the language
of the law with a below average education while prescribed on
psyche medication. I expect that I will be denied once again

but my daily prayers is to try as best i can.

Following a bench trial in 2010, petitioner was convicted of
five counts of aggravated criminal sexual assault and aggravated kidnap-
ping in connection with an incident on November 14, into 15, 2005, peti-
tioner was sentenced to consecutive five terms of eight years in prison
for each count for a total of 40, years imprisonment. Rejecting petition-
er's contention that the evidence was insufficient for to prove his guilt
beyond a reasonable doubt, said where the complainant's testimony was con-
trary, inconsistant, and improbable su# affirmed the conviction and sent-—
ences. See; People V- TLemon, 2012 IL App (lst) 102932-U. On August 29th,

2013, petitioner filed an Pro'Se petition claiming, inter alia, that trial

counsel was ineffective for failing to call Decorian Jackson, Deloris John-
son, ’Rezestery Davis, Joseph Wilkins and the petitioner's brother Johnny E.
Lemon Jr. as defense witnesses. Petitioner asserted that these witnesses,
would attest that the allege victim Destiny Johnson (D.J.), was partying
with the petitioner Douglas Lemon (Vino), at her own will drinking alcochol

' Under No Duress ' on the night in question whom socialized with either
one at some point stating she was of grown age, to them. That two of these
witnesses, Joseph Wilkins and Johnny E.Lemon, both were exculpatory eye-
witnesses directly on the seane, whom would have impeached the complainant's

testimony that Douglas Lemon sexually assaulted her.
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I care to state that all exhibits and all court documented trans-
cripts page numbers being stated are listed in the clerk record filed within
my already submitted Post-Conviction-petition,; that the supreme court clerk
will request the clerk of the court having possession of therecord to clerify and
transmit it to the clerk of this Rehearing Petition for the Writ of Certiorari petiticn.

Issue #1,and 1A, The Fitness Hearing Examination, (EEE14-36), See
exhibit #1,and Petitioner exhibit's #3, 5,and 6, would asked the court to review
the Conflict of Interest between [ Petitioner | and his original trial Judge
Timothy J.Joyce, was involved in a Physical Altercation in court room 500, cn
3-6-2009, during an Mental Illness Fitness Hearing for the defendant petitiener.
U.8. Const; Amend; XIV; ILL. Const. (1970) art. 1 § 2; Issue #1a, This Petit-
ioner was on Psyshotrophic Meds during fitness hearing and trial. The defendant
was unfit to stand trial and his rights to due process was violated under the
14th, amendment of the united states and the illinois constitution art. 1, § 2.

People V- Missouri, 420 U.s. 162, 171-72 (1975).

Issue #2, The duty to defénse is upon the prosecution to oome forword with
the informationeven though it has not been requested. The prosecution disclosure fail-
ure inwviolation of the defendants rights to due process under the 5th and 14th amendment:
of illincis and federal constitution and a violation of the discovery rules and the “dietates of
Brady V-Maryland, 373 US. 83, 835, CT. 1194, 10 1ed.2d 21, S (1963) (2Annll4) See; Exhibit's
#7, 8,and 9, of 9a.

Issue #3, 3p,and 3B, Ineffective Assistance Of Trial Court Attorneyand.
thee 6th, amendment right to the Effective Assistance of Counsel; which his de-
fense counsel performance fell below an objective standard of reasonableness
and that this substandard performance prejudiced the defendant by creating a
reasonable probability that, but for counsels arrors, the trial results would
have been different. see WLS.C.A. Constitutional amendment 6th and Strickland V-
Washington, 466, U.S. 668, 104 S.CT. 2052, 80 1ed 2 674 (1984). That defendants trial
attorney Ms.Sophia Atcherson, had an serious Conflict Of Interest Fetwean them

during Pre Trial Procedures what caused me the defendant to file numercus ARDC
complaints against his trial attoérney and at the time of the trial existedan-
irreconcilable conflict between the defendant and his attorney. In this case
the defendant consistently raminded the court and the proper disciplinary authorities that he
could not have had conflict free representation with his trial attomey and had her dismissed
fram his case an 2, ocrassions, but was reinstated over defendant dojection, see Exhibit $#20,
sent to the trial court Judge, and also see fxhibit #10.
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Issue #3A, The trial court Attorney Ineffectiwve for failing to Tmpeach
Destiny Johnson and shirley Person. The defense attorney had supoenaed Destiny
Mom Delores Johnson to court to testify tha&tDestiny calling her mom phone from
the defendant Douglas Lemon phone the night of the allege incident of the fact
that Destiny had lied to her mom, that she was with sShirley, when infactShirley
was right there with Delores at that time, and numerous of other obvicus lies
Destiny told, but this attorney fail to secure Delores appearance for trial and
never perfected the impeachment of Destiny with all her lies. By this attorney
not impeaching Destiny, who was the states chief occurance witness and without
her credibility being impeached, this defendant had no chance of winning. This
case was based on his credibility against Destiny and it was fatak to his defense
not to complete the impeachment. That trial attorney ineffective, for not lringing
to the trial court attention Destiny prior bad acts; evidence of an arrest may
be used to show bias pf motive Flaxher, 174 act 598, see; (ARAA22-29-30-33), Exhibits #7,
8, 9, 10, 11, of 9a.

Issue #3B, Defense Attorney failure to Impeach shirley Pearson, both
with her Grandjury testimony and trial testimony which she did. Tihis defense
attorny never perfected the impeachment of Shirley, with the Jencks material.
This attorney allowed the state to violate the rules of Discovery and the rules
of Jencks and rule supt. CT.R 412(a) (i) Jencks v-U.S., 353 U.S. €57, 77 S.CT. 100, 74, 1
Led 2d 1103, 75 chio L.abs. 465 (1957). It is axomatic and Bue Process requires that
the state disclose all evidence that is relevant to an accused guiltiorpunishrent,

See; Brady V-Maryland, counsel can provide ineffective assistance for failure

to produce exculpatory evidence, People V-Gibson, 244 11l. App. 3d 700.

Issue #4, Claim of 'Actual Innocence;' based on an important goal of
the criminal Justice Process is the protection of the innocent accused against
an erroneous conviction. This hospital found that there was no evidence of the
defendants DNA testing pf identified on the Oral swab, which the defendant was
infact convicted and sentenced for, (R.BBBB61). This defendant is seeking DNA
testing based on 725 TICS 5/116-3 (West 1998), A defendant may make a motion before the
trial court that entered his case for the perfarmance of finger prints or and TRA testing of the
evidence that was seaured in his trial which resulted in his conviction. The chicago police vio-
lated my Due Process right by not finfer printing the allege knife the defendant was accused of
using which was declared to be false, and I request my trial attorney several times to have the
knife finger printed for my trial defense but she fail to do so.



This defendant requested that the court grant him a Genelex DNA drug sensitivity
testing that the potential to prove (1) Actual Innocence (2) that at the time of trial he was u
fit to stard trial. The result of the testing has the scientific potential to produce new non—cum-
ulative evidence materially relevant to the defendants actual innocence. The defendant asserts
that because of the side effects firan used Psychotropgic Medication, he wes mentally ill, and un-
fit to stard trial. That it was Destiny Johnscn who drugged this defendant with a drug thought
was suspected ecstasy who was not responsible for his actions at the time of the allege case.
That the following defense witness'es; Jchmy Iemon, Joseph Wilkins, Decoricn Jackson, calvin-
Lemon, Marchella Winters, Arzestery Davis, Candy, Delcres Jamson and the defendant Douglas-
Lemon, all would diametrically paint a contradictory story of what hagpen on 11-14-2005, on
into 11-15-2005, between the defendant and Destiny, and does sugport the defendants claim of
actual innocence. That Destiny lied from start being a birthday celdoration, her age, ~on:up
thee allege assanlt.'. Witness Johnny Iemon, states that the knife he witnessed Destiny used the
night of 11-15-2005, wes infact his Johmy Lemon Martial Arts souvenir, not at all sharp encugh
to aut butter replicate knife. That Johmy Lemon, Josegh Wilkins and @andy 7-.all*witnessed
Destiny give the defendant Douglas a whitle powder drig sinstance put in his aladhol drink and
witnessed Destiny volintarily take off both her and the defendants clothes to ilignitiate a
series of sexual acts while the defendant was inccherently unoonscicus in and aut of conscicus
would definitively contradict Destiny's in trial testimony and the state thecry of the case.
The deferdant: contends that it is a violation of due process under the 14th amendrent of the
united states and the 5th and 6th, amendrent of the illinois constitution to convict a person
who is actually innocent see; Pegple V-fashington, 665 N.E. 2d 1330. Bxhibits 6, 12, 13, 14, 15,
16, 17, and 18.

Issue #51, Inneffective Assistance of Trial Counsel, for failure to call alibi wit~
ness'es to the alleged sexual assault; in this case, this Petiticner contends that kis trial
attorney was ineffective for failing to call Decorion Jackson ( an acouaance witness ), Johimy
Lemon ( an eye-witness ), Calvin Lamon ( an coourance witness ), Arzestery'Tavis: ( an cocurance-
witness ), Josech wWilkins and Candy ( are eye-witness'es ) these affiants testimony could have
established it itims: Destiny*Jomson and shirley Pearson, who were the antagonists in this
encounter who pranpted the entire incident to drug sedate and sexually engaged in adfivdty
with the defendant' Douglas that Destiny wes the sexual predator, and who rodoed the defendant,
who called her acoaplice boyfriend willie Demnis, for advice when her Slestiny clean get away
exit was blocked by three eye-witness'es Johny Lemon, Joseph Wilkins and @aridy »why Willie
Dennis told her to call (PD crying a damsel in distress. Ineffective for failure to call D.J's.
mom Tléres:Jotihson to testify that her daughter Destiny lied about the case,



Defense consel failure to present any offtheserwitness'es testimoy was arguably unreasmable for
the sare Beason that it was prejudical because the alibi witness'es was exculpatory for not giving
the affiant an goportinity to testify is not sound strategy and failure to present! exailpatory evi-
dence of which she is aware is ineffective assistance of counsel, under both theffiddekal and
illinois amstitution. ©.S. Qonst; Amend; 8, VI, XTIV, ILL. Const, Arts 1§ 8; stricland V-Washing-
ton, 466 U.S. 668, 104 S,CT. 2052, 80 Ied 20 679 (1989) see Exhibits # 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, and
18, corbine comection with; Issue #3, 3p, and 3B.

. Issue #0A, Was This Defendant Insane At The Time Of The Accused Alleged Assault Cr At
His Fitness Hearing And During The Trial. Tt is proper to have a mental examination of an accused
whorwho has put in the issue question of sanity: 725 TICS 5 / 104-13; Pecple V-Carpenter, 13 ITI.
2d Z/0, 150 N.E. 2d 100 (1958). The deferdant in support of his mental health anidmepStion of
prescribed psychotrophic medication and that the defendant has a long history of mental illness
exacerbated by psychotrophic medication. This defendant has a question of sanity a few times, at
the time of the alleged accused assault incident when he may have been irmvoluntarily intoxicated
by Destiny Jomnscn, and on 3-6-2009, the defendant experienced being beat down and shackled by the
court Judge Timothy J Joyce and cock county Sheriffs, during a mental illinois fitness hearing,
and also wnfit during trial. See; (FFEL, to 65), and Exhibits #1, 2, 3, 4, 10, 11, 12, 13,114, 15,-
16, 17, 18, and 1°.

Issue #7, Whether the offense of Predatory Criminal Sexual Assault, is a¥alid offense
and does this offense violate the Single Subject Rule, of the state constitution and the Pue Process
Clause, of the united states and illinois constitution. The deferdant was cawicted of predatory
criminal sexual assault of a child in violation of 720 TIcS 5 / 12-14, 1 (a) (1) 2005. The offense
of predatory criminal sexual assault was created by Rublic Act 89428, and became effective on 12-
13-1995, and was held umomstitutional on 5-22-1997, in Johnson V-Hdger, 680 N.E. 1372, because the
P.A. 8528, vas passed in viclation of the single subject rule, this public Act was held to be un-
constitutional in its entirely. The defendant Doglas, also would assert to this cart that it is
a violation of the 5th, amendment of the illinois and united states constitution to be tried and con-
victed uder an invalid indictment.

Issue #8, The States Attormey in the case at bar violated this defendant Douglas Leamon,
right to Due Process under the united states and 11linois constitution. It is fundamentally unfair
to be charged, tried and convicted and imprisoned under a statute that newer existed as a valid
statute, and it is also a violation of an accused criminal defendant right to Due Process as ermmn-
ciated by the 5th and 14th, amendrent of the united states constitution.



Issue #9, Theres substantial showing of prejudice due to trial consel failure to call
Johmy Temon ard Joseph Wilkins, where the "Evidence At Trial Was overwhelming”, (St.Br.35), See;
People V-pore, 279 ITI. App. 2d 152, 160 (5th Dist. 1996) here it should conclude that Fost-Corvic-
tioh camnsel provided unreascnable assistance where she failed to secure an up dated affidavit from
Joseph Wilkins, stating that he was willing to testify at trial (OP. Br. 22-21). " It is evident
that Post-Conviction Gounsel was not the person who proared his affidavit. "(St. Be. 41, citing C.—
148). This, of cowse, mekes clear that since counsel had a duty to dbtain a new affidavit attest—
ing to wilkins willingness to testify at trial. Here it should hold that Post—Conviction Counsel
rendered unreascnable assistance by failing to seek an amendment to oonclude this requisite state-
ment in accordance with supreme coxrt rule 651 (c), T1l. Sup. Ct. R. 651 (c); People V-Turner,
187 111. 20 406, 410 (1999) (Post-Conviction Counsel Must Shape Petitioners Complaint Thto " Aporo-
priate Legal Form "). Furthermore, its an 'Extreme And Tragic' long delay error, overall to ad-
here to Evans V-Willis, (2023) thited States Court Of Appedls,:Seven Circuit. James A.Evans, Petit-
foner —2Appellant V-Willis Anthony, Respondent-Arpelle No. 21-1704, decided April 27, 2023. A layg
delay is unjustifiable; see; Mxcis V-Missouri State Dept. Of Corr., 543 F.2d €33, 636 (8th, Cir.-
1987), 'Extreme And Tragic' 10 F 4th at 716, at an 'Eleven Year Wait' and
counting, is to be allowed to proceed straight to federal ciurt wnder § 2254. 1d at 716, 723,f6r
relief. Post-Qonviction Consel as well. The 6th, amerdment of the #llinois constitution.

CPD, Raoert Renter, testified that on Newerber 15, 2005, that he came in contact with
Destiny, at Ferdinand and Lawler ocorrer, in possession of this knife vhich T was bogusly charged
for! “Its my argument that my due process rights was violated because CPD did'nt fingerprint the
knife, and that later I also asked my trial attomey to have the knifedchebked for fingerprints
but my request fell on deaf ear's. For non performence of fingerprinting of thee allege weapon, as
I repeatedly requested violates my due process right and T should not have not at all been charged
for aggravation elements, of that knive which have not been proved I never even touched. Bechion
116-3 of the code pertained only to fingerprint andforensic INR testing, see; Pecple V-Pursley,
341, TIII. App. 3d 230, 237, 275, III. Dec. 174, 792 N.E. 23 378 (2003) in 2007, the legislature
amended s&ction 116-3, of the code to include IBIS testing. (R 920-21).

CPD, Detective Fanning noted that Destiny was intoxicated after D.J. had claimed she
did'nt drink much. (R. JJJJ49). D.J., credibility was further at isste where she testified
that the gate outside vino's cottage roam house had barted wire across an top of it ‘but=trial
exhibit photograghs of the gate did not show any barked wire (R. AAAA35-36, 77754, Sxp. C.Peos:i.:
ple®s Eghibits 1-2,20-25). D.J., also described to climb over the gate of barbed wire, but CPD
noted that the gate was ajar as officer's walked richt thru thee exact sare goen gate minute's
Iater. ((R. BRER37). D.J., testified that Vino ripped her shirt and panties while aggressively
xemoving them, but both wes collected by police at the scene and neither ves ripped. (G 2113

R.ZZZ30). \

i

7. of 10.



D=d's. credibility was further at issue where she callédiher mmibelores and it was
established that D.J. lied to her mom several time's abaut being with chirley, when shrewwas
with me Vino, and she lied saying we're driving up north to grandmi-house,when we was within the
cottage roam, D.J. lied about I Vino immediately fjust after 11: P.m. tuming into a monster and
holding her against her will, kut two hours later after 1: A.m. telling her man an the phone
that she was dkay with her friend Vino. Delores put chirley on the phane to talk with Destiny,
why @id'nt Delores or Shirley, request Destiny to be dropgped off to them, especially once D.J.,
mem caught: her lying about her wheresbout. (R. J33742). D.J., also called her boyfriend willie
Dennis, at 5;44 a.m, for advice."Tf she was a damsel in distress, fearing for her life:! you
would'ntt needradvice to call 911. If you fear for your life ! you not gone take no chance of
wasting your anly possible call to sameone who can anly offer advice and on top of that D.J.
told the 911 dispatcher that she did'nt know where she was at, so why would D.j. call willie
if she cant tell him where she at ? D.J., also told the 911 dispatcher that she was in a base-
ment ard she canfot find the door within a 10, X 10, foot square roam which was graund level.
(R. AARAG3, Surp. C.Exhibits Pecple's mhibit 13) (R. 22226-27, ARAA36-38). (R. 745).

Tt appear to be questionable whether sas shirley, Delores and Willie was acocarplice's in an
the plot to rob me. You cammot put nothing pass dysfunctional vagabad lying tfpe.folks. As
D.J., testified that vino threw a 1%, foot long knife past her which stuck in the wall, why
she was asked dring trial to point at the wall within an exhibit picture just where did the
knife stick in the wall at, when she had pointed in the center of a carpletely clear to see
the wall was smooth up and down conpletely all white wall in perfect condition of no hole's
in the wall nowhere! (R. Z2zZ41). D3J., would be gyrating with everybody drinking
a lot of alaohol with her 21;16f age girlfiriend shirley, while telling everybody she was grown.
(R. 688-90, 1331) (R. 698-90,; 1331-23). she told me Vino she was 19, of age. Tt came cut to be
that she was about a mnth away fran turning 17., an autamtically catch 22 trapl Because
she lock to be grown, she acting grown, she telling everyiody she grom ard she is with her
grown girlfriend shirley whan both is hanging around deihking aloochol and partying with all
grown folks. Her mom had.to know shirley with two kids was grown vho hangs with Destiny.

Doctor Steven Ross, of West Subwban Hospital gave Destiny Jonson, an full
Physical examination, on Novenber 15, 2005, after D.J., stated that Vino assaulted her,
applied amoili tmthncesall over har hittocks and spanked her hittocks with an gpen hang,
and that vino bumt her left leg with a cigarette. That vino aggressively ripped bff chigfis
shirt and panties. The Doctor testified, there was no A identified of cral swab after
D.J., said it was. The Doctor testified, there was no cigarette bum on her leg, that it
was o force entry and no signs of a struggle, that D.J. exam was 'Grossly Nowmel' no
areas off bléedingipe lacerations, no bruising, no swelling behind D.J. claims (R. qoOc20).
A
/
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Defense witness'es Johmy Lemn, Josech Wilkins and Candy, all witnessed the
events in question firan behind a 5, X 5, square foot Plexiglas window what divided both tmwo
rooms at the center where the wall is located. Thee window(s) had dark see-through curtains
drapped down that covered the window structure. They saw D.J., put a white powder substance
in vino's drink as to be inccherent or and unoanscious as she had her way sexually with Vino,
Douglas Lemn. (CT. 412-414-417-420). This certainly impeached D.J's., claim that Vino assault—
ed her and exaulpate Douglas Lemn, and in this closely balanced case, where D.J's., credibilty
was critical to the state's case. Consel's failure to present Johmy and Josech, wes grejudic-
ial, who if called to testify would have increased Vino's dhances of acquital, undermines the
confidence in the verdict. See; Pecple V-Tumer, 187, TII. 23 406 (1999). III. Swp. Ct. Rule
(c). Defense attarmey, fail to call Johnry and also Joseph, whose testimony would have inpeach-
ed the cmplaintant's testimoty, see; Strickland V-Washington, 466 U.S. 668 (1984). whan both
would have testified to being key eye-witness'es that Douglas Lemon, was innocent.

Trial counsel withdrawed firam the case due to conflict of interest whan was admon-
ished later kack on my case over my dojection, during an open court mockery held Mental Tllness
Fitness Hearirg Violation Of Client and Psychiatrist Privilege to Privacy on 3-6-2009, where
the Judge Timothy J.Joyoe, he came off the court bench to physically attack me to hospitalize me,
to now rely on the use of a walking device (Crutches) indefinitely! Also causing inmfluential
conflict within codk conty criminal court Judge's, where the error result in a ‘tdihtvof the
judicial process. Pecple Vierren, 215 ITT. 2d 167, 178-79 (2005). Herethe Judge exaged in a
fight with the defendant, resulted in a taint of the integrity and reputation of ‘the’jlididial
process . Lanbert , 288 III. App. 3d at 43, therefore, thee oot should review the issue's of

harm done to defendant petiticner.

The Suprame Rule 651(c) require that the record in Post-Cowiction proceedings de-
monstrate that appointed consel, has made any amendrents to the petitions filed Pro'Se that
are necessary for an adequate presentation of petitionér's contentions. TIT. Sup. Ct.R. €51(c);
People V-Turmer, 187 ITI. 2d 406, 410 (1999) (Post-Conviction counsel must shape petitioner's
complaints into "aporopriate legal form"). Lemon's Post-Conviction counsel failed to dotain
an amended affidavit fran Joseph Wilkins, oonfirming that he would testify on Lamn behalf.
Therefore, Post-Cowviction proceedings was antinued for many years since 8-29-2013, and on
9-2-2021, comsel filed a €51(c) certificate (R. 1448). Rurther stating "Ineffective to protect
rights seawed by united states constitution” is to be allowed to proceed straight to federal
court wder § 2254. Id at at 716. 723. an eleven year weit is 'Extreme Ad Tragic' 10 F 4th
at 716, its the same conclusion for even much shorter delays, see; Lowe V-Duckworth, 663 F.2d 42.
43 (7th cir. 1981). quoting; Dozie V-Cady, 430 F.2d 638 (7th Cir. 1970) (Per Quriam). The only

question, now, is whether the delay I have experienced is meaningfully attributable to the state.

It was—in both»a narrow and. broad sense.
,/
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T care to explain how the delay have already prejudiced this case; with a few of the witness'es
supporting my claim of prosecutorial miscondict, ¢ne has had a mental breakdown wham been on
psychotropic medication for years and two other's are missing in action for years and there
whereabauts is unknown, during thee long pursuit for relief. A long delay is injustifiable.
See; Micie VMissouri State Dept. Of Corr., 543 F.24 633, 636 (8th, Cir. 1976) (Finding inffec—
tive process where "it appears the state has been umnecessarily dilatory"). The states "Ser—
iously Deficient" management of my claims also rendered the Post-Conviction relief :process
ineffective story 26 F.3d at 406; also see; Carter, 10 F 4th at 723 ( Finding inefective process
based cn the "Systemic Deficiency” in the states menagement of the appeals process). Invoked
28. U.8.C. § 2254, and tumed to federal court for relief, as you saw it, illinois Post-Canviction
relief process hed proven 'Ineffective' thereby allow under the temms § 2254, (b) (1) to seek
federal relief without waiting further for relief in illinois court. The many years delay and count-
ing is byond the pale and indefensible. Therefore vacates the district court judgrent and rerend.

pouglas Lamn, mede a substantial showing that Destiny Johnson, told dovoius lies,
one lie after ancther lie en wp to the big LIE! Statting from the Birthday lie to lure me Vino,
into a web of lies of an assault charge, and at trial Iemon presented a theory of defense that
D.J., vas iipeached repeadedly, and her time-line of events was questicable,why I took an
bench trial relying on the law, but turn out that the Judge was bias.

The appellate court fail to take the allegations as true and with all of the allege
victim D.J's., deceptive inconsi_stencies, contradictions, deceitful impeachable
credibility, of meny dovicus lies and mede premeture credibility determinations, find that Tamm
could not establish that trial comsel was ineffective, arfl also that Post-Conviction cansel was
ineffective for failing to amend petitioner's petition for to perfect petitioner's petition.
This was error, ad as much, thissprelemrtsh?lﬂdrevetseﬂeeamﬁdisrdsalofmglaslarm,

Writ Of Certiorari Petition pleadings.

WHEREFORE, I pray this Honorable Supreme Court Grant this pPetition

for Rehearing for relief.

Subscribed and sworn to before me / S/ DW% (.
, ey
on 2 l‘/ Day of fe

Mr .Douglas Lémon, N-12405
western T1linois Qorr. Center
2500 Rt. 99 south

Mount Sterling Illinois

OFFICIAL SEAL
. MEAGAN MARIE SMITH sohes
¥ Notary Public, Statag%f giar%a&s
EF Commission No, 992
My Comraission Expires 10. of 10.
June 21, 2028




U Application For Waiver Of Filing Fee For An Indigent Person
TN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITEQSSTETES

)
DOUGLAS LEMON

Petitioner )
Vs. ) No. 23 - 7840
)
)

Pistrict Of Columbia

Respondent (s)
MOTION FOR LEAVE TO PROCEED IN FORMA PAMPEQIS

pPetitioner respectfully askes the court, for leave to proceed in forma pau-

peris, pursuant to the U.S. Supreme court Rule 39, to file the attached Petition
for Rehearing, for a Writ Of Certiorari. The procedures for indigent individuals

/ inmates, wishing to petition the court without payment of costs and fees.

T, DOUGLAS LEMON,# N-12405, currently incarcerated at; WESTHERY IL,CRR.CGENTER, on Ty Wi

behalf. call " pApplicant " on oath states:;

li.npplicant's ocaypation or means of sugport;
3, Aglicant is employed as N/A, INMATE UNDER HANDICAP A.D.A. ACT, by N7 A

Jdo Brployer
b, If wmemloyed, provide wenmployrent documentation, insurance benefits.

2. Noplicant's incare for the preceding year; $ I.D.O.C. STIPEND STATE PAY BEJUSTOVER $IOOSBIKS.
3. Sources and amont of incare éxpetted bycagplicant hereafter; MONTHLY STIPEND VERIES UP TO OR
JUST OVER TEN BUCKS PER INMATE STATE PAY, TO BE DEEM INDIGENT.
4. persons dependent on applicant for support; N/A .
5. Mplicant owns (a) no real estate exoept; ( State, Address or location, mature of improvearent and value )
N/A ; (b) personal property, which in the aggregate dose not exceed $ O, in value and consist of;

N/A ¢, including a N/A , Motor wehicle N/A , Valued at o
== 1 T Meke T Year -
6. Provide a statement ard any goverrment issued docurentation of receiving assistance under ane more of the
L}

following programs; SSI, ABED, TANF, SNAP:  N/A

7. No applications were filed by or on behalf of applicant for waiver of filing fee during the proceding year
except, Yes '

8. Provide a statarent as to why the applicant is unable to pay the cose of this case; INCARCERATED,

HANDICAP ON CRUTCHES INDEFINITELY, UNDER THE A.D.A. ACT, AN INDIGENT INMATE.

9. Npplicant has a martorious Yes Do N’h‘b L o)
Claim () j Det :
I o A A e ot PREPRRPERSTC NP N
Subscribed and sworn to befor me A)/( L
/s /_Deuglld> Lo on

on this 24 pay of_fep 2025 Mr .50 asChemon, N-12405

Western 11linois Corr. Center
2500 Rt. 99 South

OFFICIAL SEAL i : i
) MEAGAN MARIE SMITH Hount Sterllng HHnots
Kl Notary Public, State of Hinois 62353

Commission No. 992603
My Commission Expires
June 21,2028




CERTTFICATE
RULE 32(a)

I, Petitioner Douglas Lemon, Pro'Se, proceeding in forma pauperis under

Rule 39, filed... under Rule 12.2. Petitioner states its grounds briefly and
distinctly as required by Rule 29, which is predented in Good Faith And Not For

Delay.

I, Petition under Rule 44, for a Rehearing of an order denying my petition

for Writ Of Certiorari.

This This Petition complies with the type-volume limitation of Federal Rule of

Appellate Procedure 32(a) (7) (B) because:

this Petition containes 10, pages plus 1, page Forma Pauperis plus 1, page

Proof / affidavit Of Service and 1, page Certificate, equal 13, pages total.

excluding parts of the Petition exempted by S.ct. Rule 23(a) (7) (B) (iii);

This Petition complies with the type-Fade rE&guireini@it ©f S.Ct. Rule 32(a)
(5) and the type style requirements of S.Ct. Rule 23(a) (6) because:

this Petition has been prepared in a proportionally spaced type-face using

a swintec typewriter in front 12 and courier 12 type style.

I, the Petitioner respectfully asked The District Of Cdlumbia Honorable
Supreme Court Of The United States / Clerk Scott S.Harris, to accept this correctsd
ed petition For Rehearing, submitted in accordance with Rule 29.2 within 15, days

of the clerks letter, dated: Febmuary 11, 2025, to be deemed timely.

subsdribed and sworn to before me / s/ T\Y5(ﬂﬁxzﬁ}5z_13771301
.'_.‘-//

on this QL( Day of F@b 20__25 Mr.Douglak/ Lemon, N-12405
A Western Tllinois Corr. Center

2500 Rt. 99 South

A

No ry Public Mount Sterling 1Illinois
62353

ST, _ OFFICIAL SEAL
fes MEAGAN MARIE SMITH
= -5 Not‘ary Public, State of !llinois
Commission No. 992603
My Commission Expires
June 21, 2028




