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GUESTIONS PRESENTED FOR REVIEW

1. Whether judgments of Louisiana \njﬁrem? Court, the Appeals Court, Fifth Circmt,
and the Bistrict Court are absointely mull? Wherein Petitioner's tights protected by the
13* gnd 14% Amendment of the United Sté&as Constitution and Lowisiana State
Constitntion sphsection 2, and 3 of 1974, has been violated under the color of State

Lawg by means of frand, vsurpation of anthority and treagon agamst the vmted States

Clongiiniion.

A
2. Frands wherem the digiviel afformey and defense atforney allowed the cowt to
exceed it authonty wherem nomne exizt. 4 wiolation Brumfield nghts which are protected

o

v the 13% and 14® Amendments of the United States Constitutional and Due-Proce

Clanse of nattonal Isws, comstitution artis ‘!ﬁ Vi, subsection 2, and 3, 13 freason agamst

N
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PARTIES TO THE PROCEEDING
RULE 14.1(D) STATEMERNT
Pefitioner, Glenn Brnmfield /2473624, herehy certifies that the following persons

have an inferest in this ouicome of this case: ' ‘

Petitioner, Glenn Brumfield /#473624

Timothy Hooper, Warden James M. LeBlanc, Secretary

.ennisiana State Penitentiary Drepartment of Public Safety and Corvectians
17544 Tunica Trace P.O. Bax 894304, Capital Station

Angola, F.auisiana 70712 Baton Rouge, LA 70804-9304

Paui Counick, Districr Atormey  Jefi Landry, Attorney General
These representanians are heing made so that the Justices of this Honorable Court
may evainate passihie confiicts of interest, disqualification or the need for requsal. There

are no other parties to this action within the scape of Supreme Court Rule 79,1,

B
Respectfully Submited by,

Glenn Brumfield /44473624 Pro Se
L.ouisiana State Penitentiary
17544 Tunica Trace

Main Prison East Cypress #3
Angola, LA 70712



JURISDICTIONAL STATEMENT

The ?i!dﬁm'}‘i‘lf of the |,ouisiana State ‘3 & ot soug b 1o Be reviewsd was

entered in Docket Number 2023-KH-01707 on April 30, 2024 . The petttion 1s timely

wnder 28 U/.8.C & 270 (c) and Supreme Cowrt Rules 13.1 and 3.3 because it 1z bemng

filed within 90 days after demal of 2 timely sought writ to the Lowsisna Supreme Cowt,
This Conrt hae Turigdichion fo review the Judgment of the Lowsiana Supreme Cowt

1

nursnant tathe I/ 8.Ci A 38 7 clause | Title 28 I8 4 6 1257/0)

{Intted States Clomstitutiom drmendment YT Section | of the states

“““‘*Je%i‘her x:*i;w&ﬂ; nor x’mrvinr Yy aéﬁ:‘éﬁh & :%e:;"
?m}; smit h_rz..\,fe hem Ci.l.!...}', m@anmgp,.ﬂ;;ﬁr .‘33 emvt.ct.@si
“shall exist” within the Unted States or any places
subected to ther jurisdichon.

Umited States Constitutiomal dmendment ,X}f ¥ Section I, in pertinent part:

Jo State shall make or enforce any law which shall
:%%m.czge the privileges or tmmuniites of cilizens of the
United States; nor shall any State deprive any person of
e Hherty, or property, withoul due of law, nor deny 1o
sny person wathim its jurisdiction the equal protection of
the laws.



APPENDIX
Appendix; (M). State District court }udgmem. '
Appendix; {Q).State Fifth Circuit Court Of Appeal Judgment.
Appendix;, (K} Louisiana State Supreme Court Judgment
Eﬁxibit;(l#l .1 Direct Appeal Brief Judgment October 26/2004.
Exhibit;(342) Time Picayune, New Paper (10-7-2008).
Exhibit; (1#3) Mr. Peterson suicide letter to Fifth Circutt court Judges.(2008).

Affidavit For Discovery Of Merits Under The Penalty Of Perjury.
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Om duly 14, 3000, Glenn Brumfield was arrested by Jefferson Parich Police

Department, and chatged with First Degree Murder, and Attempted Second Degree

mwrder, Oin SET tember 11, 2000, the grﬁnei amr “giigged}}z” refumed a8 frue hill

Om Apmil 20, 2003 the district Attorney amended the bill fo second degres murder
without resubmitting the bil back to the grand jury to be re-considerad a true hill. The
disimiet attorney added an additional offinse charging Petitioner with attempted Second
JeoTen Murder of another victim xfemmmg from the same set of circumstances without

a grand jury true bl of mdictment or information. The presence of defense attorney or

\

Lel,

the resdmg of the lls was waived by the district attorney. Further, on July 2% and 24, of

2003, the count tried Mr. BrumBeld and the jury found him guilty of both charges of

-+

’“v

seoand decres wwder, and ¢ ﬁe—mywﬁ saoond degres murder. On Ocotober

court judge Alan I Green division “C.” sentence Brumfield to life and fifth vears to the

m
el
o

epartment of covrection, without the henefits of parole, probation, or suspension of

seniences.



CLAIM §:

THE FiLEA OF PRESCRIPTION HAD EXPIRED. PROSECUTION WAS NOT
PROPERLY TIMELY INSTITUTED, MAY BE FILED AT ANY TIME ON MOTION
TOSET ASTDE IRY VERDICTS.

ARGUMENT ‘

The issue that prosecution was not timely instituted may be raived at anytime, but
only once snd shall be tried by f'h.e coutt alone. If vaised during the trial a hesring

theveon may be deferred at the end oftrial,

1

limitation had not expited, but when the issue if raived, the state has the burden of

proving the facts necessary to show that the pr rosecution was timely institufed.
OFFICIAL BEVISION COMBMENT 1966

(7). Under Art. & of the 1928 code which provided rhwt a person could not be

“prosecuted tried or punished unless the indictment was returned within orfe year ff::;m

the dated the offense was made known to a proper official. The plea of preseription

could be Gled before Tral State v. Sullivan 159 La. 589, 105 So. 631 (1925 %tare V.

Beale (63 1a 1003 113 Sa 546 {1927}, State v (}uiiot 200 T.a 935, 9 8024 2

J\.

{'i,f;'tifi'} in Sate v Tones, the court mﬂ*e!d a tohion o c:et aside a verdict nine vesrs after
conviction snd while the defendant was serving a hife term in iha state pemteﬁi:m 18
clear, therefore, that the plea of presorption may be filed at any time:

5.



The jurisdiction rule is codified-in the sbove Article 577, currently through the
2022-2023 First Extraordinary veto Regular and second Extraordinary session R, S.-
15:8.and 15:9. Title XVII. State v. Jomes. 209 La. 304 24 S0.2d 627 (1945).

It was also held that, “according to .ch:ii established junisprudence of this state, an
mformation, or indictment in cases where the cnime charged has been committed more
than a year before the filing 1s an absolute nullity if it doss not contain an allepation
negation prescription Id at 343,17.80.2d at 350. Thus also in the absence of such

allegation.

The jurisprudence was to the effect that prove that prescription had not run was
madmissible snd that an amendment of the indictment to include such allegation was not
pernussible. State v. Joseph, La Anm 405 (1889, §tﬁ£s v. Davig, 44 L3 972.11 80580

{1892} State v. Cheatham 178 La 366 (1933}

The court held, “A written motion to quash hall upon issue wntimely mstitution of
prosecution may be raised at any time.” Considering an oral mgiicm to quash bills by
defense counsel 15 equivalent to no motion at all, and it is (reated 55 never been made

State v. Major 140 S0.3d 174,2013-1139 (La. App. 4, Cir2014).

The method for prescribing the mstitution of crinmmal prosecution must be made
pursuant to Title X. of L S A- C, Cr. Asticle §83 and mdictment is written accusation of
crime made by 2 grand jury and i must be concurred m by not less than nime of the

| grand jurors and be endorsed, “A True Bill,”and the endorsement must be signed a

é:

dated.”



by the toreman. A defendant who has been tried convicted and sentence by a ury verdiot
has 2 substanfial constitutional inlerest in questioning the Jegality of the erand fury
formd trme hills hy which it was presented considering life expectation of Jefferson

Parish grand jurors cease to exist betwean July 14/2000, September 11, 2000, April 29,

2003, and the date of tmal 23, 242003,

Title X1, of LSA-C.Ce P Article 414 subsection (B) provides, the court shall fix

time at which a grand jury be impaneled but, “no grand jury shall be impaneled for more

tham enght months, and no lesg than four monthe,

Pertinent to Title XX XTV, of 1.SA- C.CrP Article 701, allows the district attorney

ases, and Telease a defendant for ali felony crimes that
have the resulied in a punishment for which the defendant made he sentenced fo death or
life sentencing, within the time Hmitations, one hundred twenty day after arrest of the
defendant, must be set free (01

o~

Tom affording an accused nerson a trial

g

‘he court. system cammot excuse ifself
wilhin the delays vequired by law, or simply be relying upon intemai operating
procedires wineh result in non.complisnce with the statnfes mandated. Hence: “To
profeet person accused of crimes against mdefinite delays in state prosecution against
Fhem,

The Lowisiana code of Criminal Procedural Article (578) sub. Section (2) provides

the general Tule, A, except as otherwise provided in the chapter after two vears from the

,‘79 i



date of ngtitntion of the prosecution, “section (B), the offense charged shall determine
the applicable Mmitationg States ve Herel Diriever 347 So24 1132 (197 73, State v
Wayne Chahome 7R Sa2d 832 {5'999),. State ve Sulfivan 159 f.a. 589, 105 So. 631
(1925%; State ve Oliver {93 1,8, 1084, 192 8o 725 (1939). United States v. Marion 404
1S 307, 301, Fd 468 928 (0t 455 i9'ﬂ. ), United States V.\Fiwai.i‘ W3t 190 Re 3.Cr
At 776 aigo United States v Lovasco 97 S0t 2044 4317 8. 781, 53 L Bd.2d 752 Paker
v. Wingo, 407 1J.8. Si4, 92 S.Ct 2182, 33 1. Ed 2d 101 June 22,1972 ‘:'F he profecution
had heen time harred was not previously raised by defense attorney. There can be no
watver of rights invelved n statte of iimitéiions m this connection see LSA-C.CrP
Atticle 877 The Supreme Court upheld motion to set gside jury verdicts mine years after
conviciion. while defendant was serving a life term sentences in the pemtémm"v
Maoreover, and by a wnt of Habeag Cotpus State v, Jones 209 La. 394, 24 So2d 627
{1945)

Thus, it is equired that defendant and the state distriet attomey to appear hefore

whether the siste attorney can prove bevond reasonable doubt the prosecntion was

timely properly mstituted and time limitation had not expired otherwise the verdicts and

wentences mnst be sef aside release defendant from illegal confinement.



CLAIM 2

Fraud wherem the district aftorney and defense aftomney allowed the coust fo
exceed if authority wherein none exist. A viclaﬁcﬁ of Brumifield rights which e
protected by the 13th and 14™ Amendments of the United States Constitution Due
Process clause protection of law, constitutes ez\mm:u, frauds.

ARGUMENT

Fraud 1% a hl@@sfiﬂg, %a«‘iﬁﬁtiiy, deceitful cunming act to recklessly disrepad the
constitution and law, as to deprived zmcﬂ‘*ez person of party to ézegiaﬁ from that
something legally Ex’-ﬁsi{:ng-,s to im, or a5 to surrender what legal rights he or she has is not
only frauds, but upon the courts contemplating extrinsic frauds. The issue that
prosecufion was not timely, properly, instituted may be raised at any time and iz not
subject o pest—mmticiién rehief LSA-C.CrP Asticle 924.930 8 whenever # comes fo
fraud is a motion 0 the courts to set aside illegal jury guilty verdicts and sentences or
judgments.

The state shall not be required to allege facts showing that the time limitation had
not expired, but when the 1ssus is raised, the state has the burden of proving the facts
necessary to show that the prosecution was fimely instituted. Pum%;mt to LSACCrP Act.

pursuant to LSA-C CrP. Asticle 577 and 578, Sudsection (2).had not expire.

~



OFFICIAL REVISION COMMENT 1966
(2} Under Ani. & of the 1928 code which provided that a person could not he
“prosecuted tried or punished uniess the indictment was returned within one year from
the dated the offense was made known ta a proper official. The piea of prescription
could be filad before Trial State v Snilivan 159 T.a, ﬁﬂu 105 So 631 (1925), State v
Reale, 163 T.a 109% 113 So. 846 (1997), State v Oliver 193 La. 1084192 So. 795
(i@ifw"‘}"); State v, fomes, 200 T.a. 394, 24 So.2d 625 (1945) The court upheld a motion 1o

¥

set aside 8 verdiel nme vears after conviction and while the defendant was serving a life

=]

term in the state penitentiary,

.....

& parsnant to Titde X :;f' ESACC Cr P Article 383, which provide s indictment 13 written
aceysation ;wf' crimes made by a grand jury, and it must be concurred on by, not less than
nine of the grand turors and 18 endorsed “A Troe bill ”

The endorsement must be singed a dated by the foreman of the grand jurors.

Pertiment to Title XXXV, of 1.SA- C.Cr P Asticle 701, speedy trial act allows the
digtriet attorney, trial udge, and defense afforney to move and dismissed charges and
releage defendamis that may be senfenced to death or hife imprisonment for any bills of
mdictment. or informaiion not found by grand juries within the time Hmitations, One

mmdred twenty days after arest of the defendant must be set free. The court system

rammot exense itelf from affording an accused person a tnal within the delays required

0,



- by law, or simply by relving upon internal operating procedures which result In none
compliance with the statues mandates.

“To protect person accused of crimies against indefmite delays in state prosecution
sgaimnst them LSA-C.CrP. Asticle (578) Subsection (2). provides the general rule, A.(2).
Except as otherwise provided in this chepter. “No trial shall be commenced,” “Nor any
bail obligation be enforced.” (2). In other felony cases after two years from the date of
mstiutions of the prosecution” Section (B). The offense charped shall determines the
applicable bmitations. State vexrel Driever 347 So,2d. 1132 (1977). State v. Wavne
Chabone 728 So.2d 832 (1999).

CONSTITUTIONAL TREATIES:

The 13* Amendment of the Umited States Constitution states.
Section, 1. “Neither slavery nor involuntary servifude shall exist” “Exceptasa
punishment for crime whereof the party shall have been duly, which mean properly

victed.” “shall exust, withm the Umted States or ﬁ‘ s places subjected to their
junsdiction.” See.. Default United States v M&zgm 22F.2d 673,

The 14" Amendment of the United States Cons stitution Provides, “No State shall
make of enﬁ:afcé any law wiich shall sbridge the privi’z&gé or immumties of citizens of

23 v

the Umted Statex Constitutions” “Nor deny to any person within ifs juriediction of the
equal profection of law. Motion to enforce, the United States Constitutions, Pursuant to

Article 6. Subsection {2).



States which shall be made under the anthority of the United States chall be the supreme

o of the land and that the Tdges 1 every state shail he bound thereby anything in the

comstitutiona! or lawe of any state to the COTHTETY IO ;%vﬂmxtm;mna

Frands not tmal shall be commenced afier two yesrs of institutions of
proseculions wherein the states faled fo umely, properly instiuted prozecution

conghituting extrinsic frands. . .

The Umred Natex Constitnfion Avticle 6 subsection 3, Oath of Offics, “The

semafors and Representative before mentioned and members of the severai states

legsistures and all executive and judicial offices ™ shail be hound by oath or affirmanion

\

A

to support this constitation,
DEFAULT:

Whether the courts would consider facts and not opinion the 1ssues of d

clnims became ilinminated twenty three while his is serving Jife and fifty vears with the

demnariment of corractions The issue wnder time hmitabion Athcle 577 do not st wpulate,

thal defendants had to prove facts upon which hir claims was based, was not known to

him or his attomey. Maost certainiy 1 was not krown to him, but it shonld have been

.._1,_.

known to his aitorney, that represested Bromfield. The defanit amount 1o his paid
defense aftomney fatures fo secive and protected his client interest smd mights to

sofegnards and vmmwumtier laws or constituiional vights, and filed motions to quash or

12,



dismissed all charpes against s chient, by the state, so now Brumfield is serving
hife and fifty years, because of attorney falures, created a nipple effect of missed
representation of counsels on direct appeal, and post conviction relief, wherein the court
.had no authérity at all. Proseculion was not timely, properly institufed. Time Hmitation
had expired, and no trial shall have been commenced after two vears, the sfate instituted
crominal pm:;emiic:ﬁ The defense aftorney comspired with the districf attorney
conspiracy and conmves at the very defeat of lus chent receiving guilty verdicts more
gre less it iz frand. A wviclation of defendant mghts protected by the ‘13‘**’ and 14"

Amendments.

The absent of state witness discovery reports, or any pretrial reports, opening and’

closmg argument of defense and state afforneys, there is nofhing fo review other then
‘ | L
trial strategy, on direct appeal and post conviction rehiefl
Anyome who acting under the color of state laws regulations or custom,
constitutional deprives another person or party of any rights privileges or mimunities
secured by the United States Constitution, and laws, “shall be liable o the insured party
or person.”’Request for appointment of counsel to be provided m according with Civil

Rights Attomney Fees awards under Ttle 42U, S, C.

13



Subsection 1983 (12) Monto v. Pape 365,U, S. 167,171,81 S, Ct. 473,475,5L Ed 2d 492
(1961), United States v. Classic 313,115,299 326,61 S, Ct.1031,1043.85 L Ed. 1368
(1941). Institution prosecution was not propetly timely instituted, time lLimitation had

expired is tfaud, and the finding of jury guilty verdict is absolutely null and void, and
havs no effect, and defendant rights protected F}y the 13" and 14™ Amendments of the
United States Constitutions has been violated, by the state, and therefore, the jury guilty

verdict and sentences must be set aside and defendant be set free from ille egal custody.

District attormey has the burden of proof otherwise to show beyond a reasonable

doubt, that fraud upon the court, do not a}'zs;, and that institution of prosecution was

e

mely properly instituted, and éid not expired.

In Brumfield v State, preserve all rightsin 2 pmpaﬂ}, motion correct ilegal sentences
pursuant to Title XXX Louisiana Code of Criminal Procedure Statute énmu:agi Article
882,Correction of Illegal Sentences: review of illegal sentences, and illegal sentence
may be QQEE'Gt at any time by the court that imposed the sentence or by an appellate
court on Teview B, A, seﬁence may be revigwed as to its illegality on the application of
the defendant or of the state, subsection (1), in an unappealable case by writ of Certiorari
and Prohibition, C. Nothing m this article shall be construed to any defendant of his -

rights in a proper case to

1.



The writ of Habeas Corpus,(a) the first sentence taken from Fed Rule 35, state that
almost self evident authornity of the court to correct an illegal sent.eﬁce at any time. State
v. Johnson 220 Le, 64,55 So,2d 728 (1951), United States 330 U.S. 160,67,S, Ct, 645, .
91 L Ed 8187(1947). Moving back to Louisiana Code of Criminal Procedure Atticle,872,
B ésis for valid sentence. In order that a valid trial may be held. it is essential that the
charged be brought by a valid indictment, In State v, Duhon. 142 L'a, 019, 922,7750,791,
792 (1918).The defendant was tried and sentence for a felony in the absent of |
‘indictment, or information made by grand jury true bills, supporting Title X. of
Louisiana stature annotated, Code of Criminal Procedure Article 383, an |

mdictment is a written accusation of crime made by a grand jury, and it must be
concmred( m by not less than nine grand jurors, and is endorsed, “a true bill” and the
endorsement must by signed and dated by the foreman of the grand jury.

The court has applied the same rule in case involving a substantially defective
mndictment or mformation 15 State v. McDonald 178 La 612620,\ 150 S0,308,310 (1934).
where the indictment for burglary was held totally defective for it fatled to state that a
house or structure had been entered. The court characterized the proceeding as follow.

“The verdict in this case was found upon and mdictment so defective the it
charged no crime and therefore of no effect,” LSA-C.CLP Art 405 “the judge had no
euthority or power to sentence the accused,” (added). “There can be no trial conviction

or p(mlishment for a crime without a formal sufficient accusation,” (Emphasis added}:

|5,



The above artiéle recognize& the jurispmdent_ial requirement b}! making a valid and
sufficient indictment are fully spelled out in Title XIIL.

Furthermore, the final requirement for a valid and sufficient verdict, tadgment, or
plea of guilty.

Most challenge of sentence have been directed at the sufficiency and validity of
the verdict. For example, “A vahd sentence cannot rest upc;n a verdict which iS not
responsive to the indictment.  State v. Roberson ) 111 La, 809,35 S0 916 (1904). In
Glenn Brumfield v. State. In order that a valid trial may be held it is esgential that the
charge be brought by a valid and sufficient grand jury true bills of indictment or
information. In State v. Duhon 142,12 919,77, So 792 { 1928). If not so the court point
out that this was in direct conflict with the Constitution Article IX and where the court
lacked subject matter jurisdiction there can be no conviction, or pxmzshmam for a crime
without formal and sufficient accusation.

In the absence thereof, a court has no jurisdiction whatsoever and if it assumes
jurisdiction, a trial and conviction are null, and void. State v, Soilean 173 La, 531, 534,
138 S0 92, 93, This motion to correct illegal sentence was filed 6/13/ 2012 into the 24"
Judicial District Court docket number 00-5362-and 03-2741, The court found no
illegalities in defendant sentences, his constitutional rights have been violated by the
courts, The court states, “sentences impose is mandated by statute and defendant is not

entitied to relief,

6.



Denied July 30,2912. filed 8/24/2012 into the state Fifth Circuit Court of Appeals,
Jefferson Parish Gretna La, docket No, 12.K H-666 denied October 12/2012.

Filed 10:‘30/‘2012.mm the Louisiana State Supreme Court docket No, 2012-2353,
(Ex-rel Brumfield v, State La. 2013), La C, C, P. Article 930.8 in State ex-rel Glover v,
State, 93-2330 (L8,9/5/95) 660 So,2d. 1189, State v. Parker 98-0256 ( La.5/8/98) 711
50,2d 694. Considering the Louisiana State Supreme Court is in direct conflict with it
own‘ Judgments cztmo State ex-rel Johnson v, Day. A post conviction relief Ii‘l:xdﬁ under

L S A-C, C,. P, Atticle 924-930,8 is not the same as L 8§ A-C Cr. P. Asticles 872-

b

882, which may be correct and raised at any time see...State Exrel Johnson v. Day
637,50.2d.1062-92, 1022. (L,5/13/94),State v, Campbell 8?7, So2d 112, 116; also,
discussed m State v. Edwards 113 So 3d, 1261-62,(2014).

Filed April 9, 2013 into the United States Eastern District Cowt of Louisiana,
Habeas Corpus subsection 2254, docket No; 13-3938 claiming Fifth Amendment rights
to due-process had been violated by the state wherein the trial court lacked subject
matter jurisdiction, when he went to trial and was found guilty without a grand jury
founded. true billé of indictment or information, all action of the court is absolute mull
and void. United States Magistrate Judge Karren Roby Ws%ﬂs ruled denied with prejudice
as time barred, December 19/2014. see...supporting Affidavit C I, Appendix reason 2254

should have been granted for relief.



CLAIM 3:
Usurpanon of authority i public offices, Dieprivaiion of righte vnder color of state Taws

and constitution, Protection by the 13° and 14% Amendments and the Supremacy Clanse

"

of national laws, consiitytion article VI, subsection 2, and 3, is treason against the

[imted Stares constifubion.

ARGUMENT:

Motion to correct 1legal sentence 18 now a new L.SA-CCrP aricle 8%2- R72
subsection (1112} (3], see. Constitution: ' j

“Wo person shall he held to answer for a capital or otherwise infamouns crime

uniess on presentment ot mdictment of a grand jury, except | cases anising in the Land or

Naval force or in the miliiia when n actual service n time of war or public =r, Nor
shall any person he subiect to the same offense to be twice put 1 feopardy of Iife or
fimby Nor ghall be compelled in any oriminal cage o be a witness agamst himself, Nor

he deprive of life, iherty or property without due process of law.
1

Brumiield was tried ity reached gty verdicts and Tudge sentenced ham to life
and @ity vears withont grand junes finding troe bilis of mdictment or information. This

matters was i contier with 1.8A-C l,rP gritcle 8772 (1) (2)

¥y 3

{3) Lonisiana State

o e

(. nmmufmn Articie TX, in State v Duhon 142 TLa 9149, 922 77 So. 791, 792 {(1918)

-

N ! L LN . =

Stare v Soileay (7379 R, 834, 13% So. 92, 9% wm

18



The court stated: There can be no trial, conviction or punishment for a crime
without a formal, snd sufficient accusation. The judge therefore had no suthority or
power (o sentence the ancused.

The article recognized the jurisprudential requirements hy making a valid and

sufficient mdictment are fully speiled out tn Title X1IT 1n which Brumfield was denied
reliet requnred for.

& vord judgment would not be dewied wherein the cow renderad the decizion was

aeting i manner nconsistent with the laws, and the United States constitutions! in

tederal Hule Civil Procedure Rule 60 (bY4). Howmens v Tionoven 93 FR Ty 433, 43837
ORIV AFA a9l F24 1 O 1982,

Motion 1o set aswde a judgment az void for lack of Jurisdiction is not subject 1o the

time limitation Garew we. Gareia 712 P2d 288 (Utah 1986)

A hdgment render by a cowt without personal or want of sublect matter

wnsdiction 15 absolute null and void wherein the court had none ot no Jurisdiction under

the Uimfed States constitution amendment fifth, Decuir v Decmr, S.Ct 1057.a 481, 20

'3

1. 932 May 6,

'J ?
.-"‘;
a—

A comt eammot confer purisdiction where none existed and cannot make a valid
vroceeding vaid, for 18 clear and well established law that 3 voud judgment order oan
he challenged m any court af any time Clark v Hebhert 15 T.a Ann 279 Edward v Whited

29 La Amn 650 Alter v. Pwkett 24, La Amm, 515 Bemard v Vignand 1 Mart (11.5) &

9.




Quine v Maves 7 Rob 511 William ve Clark 11, TLa Amn 761, Old Wayne Mar 1.
Amaoe ve MaDonough 204 U8 & 27 St 736 (1907). State v Tinhon 142 Ta. 919,
927, 7T So 791, 797 (1918), The mdge therefore had no authonty or power (o sentence
the accused. \mte

“Thers 1g ne discretion fo ignore lack of mnsdiction,” Joyee ve. U8, 474 24 215
wherein g judgment iz void and therefore subject to relief under faderal civil Rule 60 ()
{d). Omly 1f the court that rendeved tudgment lacked jarisdiction or in oiroumstances in
which the court action applies amount fo plan wswpation of power comstifuting a
vialatiom of ‘s:_'!fuﬁ process of law [lnited States vs Boch Oldsmaohile Tne 909 F 74 ‘3

861 (1% Cir, 1990), Unsted States v, 119, 67 Acres of Land 663 F.2d 1328, 1331 (5% Cr,

powr

SFS-R N

0813 see... Wilmer va. board of Comty Comm'rs 69 F3d 4

rebief request ig not a disorelionary mafter of the cond, 1t 18 mandatory, Lounisiang Code

of the Title XXX Chapter 1 general

i
7

of Crimingl Procedure Article 872 (0243

sentencing nprovisions State v, Sodleau 173 La 531, 534, 138 So. 62, 93(1931), Omer vs,
Shalala 30 ¥.2d 1307, 1310 (10 Cir. 220-224 n.8) (10* Cir. 1979) A void jndgment is
one that ha heen procured by extringie or collateral fraud entered by a court judee or
coutt may be n 3 legsl sense immurie from any claims that it {s guilty of corruption

because of its fmproper exercise of suthority he or she has no such protection whers its

iacked suinect authority

L0



Junisdiction and the issue has been raised and asserted in court, subject matter
jurisdiction before a court judgment. The judgment rendered 15 not only absclute null
and void, but is also usurpation of authority, and freason against the constitutions. State
Exrel -Danielson v. Village of Mownd 234 Minn 531,534 48 N, W, 2d 855,863 (1951).
Hooker v. Boles 346, Fed,2d 285,286 (1965) in Cohens v, Virgina 6, Wheat (19 U 3)
264,404 (1821).And to assume jurisdiction in this case would result in treason: State v,
Shield 33 La, Ann 99 (1881},8&3& v. Logan 104, La 254,28 S0,912(1901): State v,
Morrison 187830 La, Ann 817.

Chief Justice John Marshall once states, “we judges have no more rights to

given.” The one or the other would be treason to the Constitution.” Cehen v. Virgina (19.
U.S) 26,4,404 (1821). held under court judgment absolute null, and void, Decuir v.
Decuir, S, Ct, 105 La, 481,29 S0,932 May 6, 1901 zee...State v,/ Armstead 114—"‘@ So. 3D
2014-0036 La, App.4, Cir, Ct(6/4/2014). Refer back to defaunlt,” No person shall be held
to answer for a capital or otherwise infamous crime unless on & presentment or
indictment of a grand jury, except in cases arising in’the land, or Naval force or in the
militia when in actual service in time of war or public danger, Nor shall any person be
subject to the same offensé to be twice put mn jeopardy of life, or limb, Nor shall be

compelled in any criminal case to be a witness against himself.

Al



QUA WARRANTO:

ORIHER TO SHOW CAUSH By whar authority the conrts are aching upon,
wherein the irial cowrt had no jurisdiction pursnant o the mandatory #»ﬁ}‘i‘iw wi“_m
vicleted defendant herein rights protected by the 13® and 14® Amendments of the U zﬁt&é
States Comstitotion and Lowisiana state laws and coustitution, subsection 2, 3.

Abhsolute nullity may be raised ab any time s 'ﬁerem the court fh‘%‘z renderad the

mdgments wag clearly acting n a manner inconsistent with

i,
Pttt
canrgs

due process of law an
conshittion i nsurpation of power and freason against the United glals constitubion,
winich forbid, involuntary servitude, “except as a pumishment for crime whereof the
Aty OF DPETROT =0 ail have heen rmiv mmmtm hmnr«riv comvicted hefore a court”
“Thus the senfences and fury guilty verdicts must be gt axide and releage o =Fﬁ“zgz'mf
trom tlisgal confinement.

CONCIUSION:

Motion request to appear with District Attomey before the 24" Judicial District

Court Jeiferson Parish Grema La To hold hearing to show cause, time Hmutations

metituted prosecution had not expired, wnder Cowmt docket numbers (0-5382 and 03-
2741, The district attorney shall not be required to allege facts showing that the time

limitation had not expired, but when the issue if raisad, the District Attorney has the

J.



jury frue bills within one year from the dated of arrested. The offense was made known

to the district afforney.

RELITEF

¢

A hearmng was dented, with the district attomney, plea of prescription had run out
fime lmitation had expired, and state district court was barred from bring defendant to
trigi. And 1t was “fraud upon the court, where defense attorney, and district aftorney
allowed the court to exceed its authority bringing defendant trial, “usurpation of power
n publc office, is treason agamst the United States consnitution wherein the judgment
rendered by court, violates defendent right protected by the 13* and 14® Amendments
United States constitution, due process of laws. Guity verdicts and sentencing s must be
set aside and release defendant from sllegal confinement.

Distriet Court ladoment:

Tudge Michael P. Mentz division “P” denied motion to set aside verdicts and
sentences Qatober 107 2023, and defendant received on October 18/2023, without o
hearmg,

Answer

The state has no proof Brumfield conviction.and sentences had hecome finalize at
the conclusion of the 5 Circuit Court of Appesal, defendant is not time barred on his
motion to set aside verdicts and sentences fo (AE!T)PAj 930.8 which does not appi%;f,

come would be granted relief while others are denied the same rights to equal

Z:QB, |



protections under the laws. This motion was denied based upon personal fechng

outside the law that governed motions But admonish the courts fom ufi lizing iz own

abilities to recharacterizes properly filed motions and pleadings by changing them to

e

post convichion relief latch hold articles (AEDPA), 930.8 review Castro vUnited States
124 5,CL786 and Stewsrt v. Martinez-Villard. - LS. 637,642,118 S5.Ct. 1618,140
LEd2d S—@?{ 1998 Brumfield motions should have granted for relief The direct appeal

rulings iz what triggers the time limitations on post conviction relief. But not motions,

This did not happen on October 26/2004 (hints): Chief Judse Edward A Dufrense Jr in

docket no04-KA-0552 C/W 2004-KA-05530 denied appeal brief. Exhibit #1. and the

tme Picaywme(10-7-08) News Peper Exlubit J#2. And the dear judge letter from Mr

Jerrold Peterson central staff director. And Exhibit J#3 State v Brumfield, divect appeal
brief 15 to this very date still pending withowt 2 real judpment by the Fifth Court OF
Appeal. “NO application for &»}i conviction relief shall be considered ifits is filed more
f 4 i

then two years after the judgments, conviction and senfsnce has become finalizes is

junsdiction. Citing stele v. Brown 16-141{LaApp.5® Cir. Ct. 92282016 and this is

absclute true, but however, in this case an application for post conviction relief, “Shall
nof be entertamed if the petitioner or defendant may appeal the conviction and senfence
which he seeks to challenge or if an appeal is still pending LSA-C CrP. Asticle 924.1

meaning that junsdiction of the gl court is divested without authority and that the

appellate court sftaches, or remand aftaches upon

24
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the entering of the order of appeal. Thereafter, the trial court has no jurisdictional
authority to take any action except as otherwise provided by Laws LSA-C.CrP. Article
916 "No post Conviction relief Application is designed to take the places of a direct
appeal. The Applicant must first exhaust whatever appellant rights he or she has citing
State v. Smgleton, 871 So.2d 596,03-1307 (La, App.5™ Cir. Ct.3/30/2004.2004) all three
judges in caption, direct appeal reviews, was reviewed in public, as corrupt judges
practices m offices, and they did abandon their affirmative duties to be impartial in
making any rubmgs, or judgments, toward offenders would could not pay for attomeys,
and this was clearly confirmed by the Louisiana State Supreme Court,(2008Y; when the
court 1ssued and order back to, or transferred Brumfield (PC.R.Y Claims to the State
Fifth Cir. Ct. of Appeals to be reconsider see . { catch #22). The order by the state
Supreme Court did not cure the consent judgments, that is absolute null amnd void on
direct appeal. Notice Brumfield did not received by the state 5" Cir. Ct. of Appedl, = fair,
legal, constitutional review or ruling on direct appeal by any of the three judges, caption
mmpanel, under Title Chief Justice Judge Edward A. Dufrense Jr. in fact defendant (PCR)
Applications filed was premature before the court without sny legal authonity before the

No fault on defendant Brumfield, it was Mr. Peterson central staff director who
did not have legal authority under the law to make any rulings, or Judpments on October
26/2004. This 15 what the courts already knew; but failed to correct the problem. The
suicide letter supports facts, Mr. Peterson admitting he made all rulings, and for over
(10} ten years not one brief, writ application was ever reviewed, or ruled on by any of
the judges in the State Fifth Circuit Court of Appeal Jefferson Parish Gretna La

Therefore, the instrament Title Chaef Justice Judge Edward A. Dufrense JR. is
void October 26/2004. In the inferest of justice thiz matter before Louisiana suprems
coutt 15 properly and timely, for relief, as to plam errors, or errors patent review,
defendant return back to the district court to exhanst claims that was wnknown to him
Slack v. McDanzel, 120 S.Ct. 1595, 529, 115 473 (U S, April 26, 2000),

CONCLUSION:
Remand back to the court with mstruction claims was not known to defendant
until some twenty-three vears, it became iluminated while serving life snd fifty year.

N -~ - -
The issue or claums should have been known to His defense attorney, who flures did

A5



creah.,d aripple effect of missed representation of cotnsels on chz st appeal, and jlsmt-
conviction relief. A hearmg with the district attorney was denied. And the plea of
pre:;mpfmn did expired. trial, verdict, and senfences = absolute aull and void, with no
fegal effect. It was faud upon the court, uswrpation of authority in public offices, and
nited states constitution treaties. Defendant herein rights protected

by the 13th and 14th amendments of the United States Constitution has been violated.

Motion to set aside verdicts, senfences is timely before this honorsble court, ane
defendant must be release from llegal confinement
JUDGMENT:
Pursuant to docket numbers §60-5362 & 03-2741. Fifth. Cir. €, of Avpesl No: 23
KH-530. Glenn Brumfield v State, judement December /2023 time barred. Louisiana

Supreme Court docket No. 2023-KH-01707 Apnd 38, 2024 dented as time barred.

Defendant received May 12, 2024,

S

TRAVERSEK:

The state Supreme Court judgments is void wherein the courts are actimg m 3
manner inconsistent with the laws. Us agﬂjf, Brumfield would be tine baved wnder
LSA-C. Cr. P Article 924-930 8. Pursuant to 28 U.S.C. Subsection 2254 g.:gé Subssction
2244 (d}(1). However, the facts upon defendant claims was not known to lim,
nevertheless; It should have been lmown to is attomey who imd represented Brumfield.

his trial defense attorney was meffective for he faled to ramse ii e 1esue or clasms, and

d6.

a3



filed motion to Quash or dismissed all charges by the state, Pursuant to 577 and 578

| (2) However this procedural iz an exception to 930.4 and 930 8 time barred post
conviction relief. On a motion to set axide verdicts sccording to well establiched
Furisprudence of Louisians State low. Brumfield tnial, convi f.,émﬁ. and senfence, have
not become finslizes of the conclusion of a three judge panel in the 5* Cir. CY of Appeal.

And this 13 what the court 1 ﬁts to admat, And correct, But if do not pre selude

Brumfield from rasmg the claims on 2 motion (o set aside verdict, under Lowisiana Law

There shall be no trigl, conviction or senfences, pursuant to an aheoluts null and void
trigl, conviction and sentence.
The courts know that the direct appeal rulings is what triggers the time limitation
to post conviction relief not motions. This did not happened on October 26.2004.
thence), under Appeal docket No04-KA-552 cfw and 04-K A-553. Dended. Appeal brief
Exhibit, 7§ JT# 1. and Time Piesyune { 10-7.08). New paper. Exhibit J # 2 And the dewr
-judge letter from Mr. Peterson, central staff director. Exlubit J # 3. Brumfisld vs. State
direct m;péai briefis to this very date still pending without a real judgment by the 5
Cir. Ct of appeal. An application for post conviction relief, shall not be enfertained by
anv cowtt. If the petitioner may appeal the conviclion and senfences, which he seeks to
challenge on direct, Or if and appeal 13 pendmp { LSA-C.CrP Article 924 1)
The instrument in Title Chaef Justice Judge Edward A, Dufrense Jr. on October
26/2004 is hereby void and with no legal aunthornity by law. Therefore direct appellate

court still remand attached vpon order of direct appesl. LSA-C.Cr. P Asticle 916,

A1
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“Striking Lowsiana Supreme Court Judgment as void,” citing Ex. rel Glover v. State,
660 So.2d 1189. No Post Conviction relief application is designed to take the place of 2
direct appeal. Apphicant must first exhaust whatever appellants rioht he or she has_eitine

State . Singleton, 871 S02d 5 59 & (2004). See... default Brumfield was denied sffective

representation, which fell below the level of professiongl assistance. Absents of ; attorney
failures, the results would have been different because defendant would not hove been

)
¥

found guilty at all. Pursuant to 577 and 578, A layman will ordinarly be unsble to

Fig

recognizes counsels errors and to evaluate gito THCY DI SRSIONS PETE formance. The cousts

st consider there 15 no sbsolute :rzg}’zk to counsels m D.O.C and therefore Brumfield
suffered a significant lost of hiberty end fundamental constitutional miscarriage of

justice, that viclated his constibutional rights to have effective representstion.

Considering, “if was Brumfield aftorney ervors that led him to filed late state p

C.’.?
jre)
[

conviction relief)” although lus direct appeal bref was not ruled on any of the judges in

the 5" Cir. Ct. of Appedl Jefferson Parish Gretna LA, Direct 5;?}%}5 al, connsel could not

demonstraied a “canse and preyudice,”standands, and a layman petitioner bears the nisk

1 the state post conviction snd Federal habeas corpus 28 UL 8. C. Subsection 2254 and

x

2244, for sll aftorney ervors made w the course of presentations,
A conviction m a case wheremn a defendant have not enjoyed the fundamental
constitutional, Federsl nights to be heard by gftormey 13 void, and that his imprisonment

also viclates the 13° Amendment of the United States Constitution, which forbids

: : s < B SRYTSIEC I e gy e 2k R N B3 IO
invohmtary servitude, except a8 a purnshment for crime, being duly, mesning properd

£
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convicted in a court of law. Since no punishment for crime can be vali

vahid trial 577,- 578, {

Y. S

LJOLLDERS gUST &
i 3 e L Lecmmfimes F1% £ Y £ A L3 SO0
2}, verdict and sentence. 272 Subsection {13 2 {3 And BED
i e o % ARTE R S T a4

ot fhe ootirt, 19 Lo reieass defendant

PRAYER:

Mr. Glenn Brumfield # 473624, Pravs that this Honorable United

Court Q,I’_ﬁﬁf;’:ﬁ His application for Wit of Cerfiorari and any other

Honorable Court deem it to be appropriate, orderme the state of Louisiana to s
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vhy Mr. Brumbield still remain in continued unconstitutional incarceration:



