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. QUESTION(S) PRESENTED

m

1} What 1s the remedy for Speedy Trial Act violation; Deprivation 18 U.S.C.A. § 3161 et seq.; 6"
Amendment U.S. Constitutional Right? :

2} Iz Barker v. Wingo, supra the underlying policies for Speedy Trial Deprivation?

3) What is the interpretation of " Amendment violaiion, Speedy Trial Act, Ineffective counsel,
and uafair trial? '



iST CF PARTIES
[ 7 Al parties appear in the caption ofthe case on the cover pags.

[X] Al partiez da not appear in the caption of the case on the cover page. A list of all parties
to the proceeding in the court whoge fu dg nent is the subiect of this petition ig as follows:

Defendants/Respondents

Bradley Scoft, Jazon Napoli, New Orleans District Attorney's Office, 619 S. White St New
] y ; >
Orleans, LA 70119

Theophiluz Eent, New Orleans Police Department, Public organization
Tracey Flemings-Davillier, New Orleans Criminal Court, 2760 Tulane Ave., New Orleans, LA
2 >

Tim Hooper, Warden, Louisiana State Penitentiary, La. Department of Public S&fety &
Corrections, 17544 Tunica Trace, Angola, LA 70712

Petitioner
Antcine Edwards, a prisoner of Department of Public Safety & Corections in Louisiana Stae

Penitentiary, 17544 Tunica Trace, Angola, LA 70712
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INTHE
SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES
PETITION FOR WRIT OF CERTIORARE
Petitioner respectfully prays that a writ of certiorari 1ssus to revisw the judgment below:

OPINIONS BELOW

[ 1 TForcasesfrom federal conrts:

The opinien of the United States court of appeals appears at Appendiz _A _to the
peitition and is

['1] reported & , ; OF,

I 17  hoasbeen decipnated for publication but is not yet reported; or,

IX] s mzpnuhjzed_

The opinion of the Unitad States disirict court appeas st Appendin _ B {o
the peitition and 18

[ ] repofced at , of,

[ ] hasbeen designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,
[X] ieuspublighe

{ ] Forcases from state courts:

The opinion of the highest state court to review the merits appears at
Appendix _ D to the petition and ig

[ ] reported at ; OF,
{ 1 has been designated for publication but 1s not yet reported; or,
[X] isunpublished

The opinion of the La 4™ Circuit Court of Appeal court
appears & Appendiz _E To the petition and is
reported at ; Or,

[ 1 has been designated for publication but iz not yet reported; or,

IX]  icunpublished

£
Wiep dOSICp-dholton? S04y DocumentsiType I\ Edward Antoine odt



JURISDICTION

f ] For casss from federal courts:

The date on which the United States Court of Appeals decided my case
was _5/28/24 |

L 1 No petition for rehearing was timely filed in my case.

X] Atimely petition for rebearing was denied by the United Statez Court of
Appeals on the following date: _6/28/24 , and a copy of the order denymg rehearing

appears & Appendix _4 | .

['1 Anextension of time to file the petition for a writ of certioran was granted
to and includmg .(date) on : {date) in Annlff‘at 1 No.

2

A

The jurizdiction of this Court is invoked under 28 U.S.C. § 1254(1).

-

1 For cazes from slate courts:

The date on which the highest state court decided my case was 9/26/23 .
A copy of that decision appears at Appe ndix _E

.

[ ] A timely petition f or rehearing was thereafter denied on the following
date: mf‘ a copy of the order denving rehearing

appears & Appendix

I 1 Anextenzion of time to file the petition for a writ of cartioran was granted
te md including {date) on (date) in Application No. _A

The jurisdiction of this Court is invoked under 28 U.S.C. § 1257(a).

2,
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Decision Below

The decision of the United Staies Court of Appeal for the 5™ Circuit is unpublished order.
It ig cited in the case 24-30219 (5" Cir. 2024) and a copy is attached as Appendix A {A-5) of this
petition. The order of the United States District Court of Eastern District of Louisiana s not
reported. A copy is attached as Appendix B to this petition. Failure to give merits rehearing
Appendix Alwas denied, June 28, 2024,

Junisdiction Grounds

The judgment of the United States Court of Appeal for the 5™ Circuit was entered May
28, 2024. As order for Rehearing was denied June 28, 2024. Jmisdic'ticr; is conferred on the
Supreme Court by U.S. Art. 11, § 2 Const., 28 U.S.C. § 1651(a), 28 U.S.C. § 1332,28U.S.C. §
1254(1), 28 U.S.C. § 1257, 28 U.S.C. § 2101(c), Supreme Court Rule 13.1, as U.S. Constitution
Art. VI Ogth to Support Constitution. |

Jurisdiction invoked under ancillary jurisdiction 28 U.S.C. § 1367. Concurrent
jnrisdictién judgment in personam under 28 USC § 1412{DHIXA) for Iudgm;ent and Decrse
under 28 U.5.C. § 1651{3) exarcizing full reviewunder 28 U.S.C. § 2202 for ré;ef since 8/26/19
Merit due to miscarriage of justice az vested power for adjudicating of speedy trial act violation.

The Supreme Court have power to review any Federal Court of Appeals dacision.



CONSTH"U’HONAL AND STATUTQRY PROVISIONS INVOLVED
1} 4™ Amendment — No probable cause
23 3™ Amendment — No indictment
3) 6™ Amendment — Ineffective counsel, unfair trial; speedy trial act violation
4y 8™ Amendment ~ Cruel and unusual punishmeni; sentenced to peonage; hard labor ¥/ € {’0 az/(}\
5) 10™ Amendment — violation of Tedera! jurisdiction
6) 14™ Amendment — abridged privileges and immunities
7)18USCA § 3161 & seq - speedy ma} act
8) 18 USCA § 1651(a) P ord ity WVt Zan /r/%cma,hw
9) 14™ Amendment — Dus process and equal protedtion clause
16)U.S. Const. Art. IV ~ Abridge privileges and immunities

11) U.B. Conzt. Art. VI - violation aath of office and treaties

&
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Statutory Provisions Involved and Rules

1. La C.Cr.P. 701 Speedy Trial Violation Statutory 120 days te bring to trial
2. La. C.Cr.P. 578(2) 2 years to bring to trial, also to have a lawful indictment
3. LSAR.S. 15:824 Must have State of Louisiana Uniform Sentencing Commitment order from
Louisiana Supreme Court for lawful commitment

4. Federal Rule Criminal Procedure Art. 20 violation

5.18 U.S.C. § 3161 st seq. Violation Speedy Trial Statutory

6. 18 U.S.C. § 3237 Violation Conspiracy Theory

7.28U.S.C. §,g€(’;q§aﬂure to give writ, All writs act, Extraordinary writ

8. 28 U.5.C. § 2202 For Proper Relief

8. 28 U.8.C. § 1367 Ancillary Proceeding, Jurisdiction

10. 18 U.S.C. § 3006A(a)(2)(B)

11. 28 U.S.C. § 1254(1) Jurisdiction Ir_wake&

12. 28U .8.C. § 1257 Jurisdiction Invoked

13.28 U.S.C. § 2101(e) As Deviation from Normal Appellats practics and to require immediate

datermination in this Count.

$Kr



STATEMENT OF THE CASE
On July 3 2016 two guys were manslanghtered in Orleans Parish. As the murder was
caught with the wespon three months later. As stated no one saw the actual shooter as the murder
was caught with the weapon.
o this case with the false publicity light when Antoine Edwards became warraniad for

. AsItwning myself in Atlants Fditon County where me and my wife and kids been

Under falss arrest counsel finally put i speedy frial act on 4/29/ 9 to 8/26/19 was end of

justice determination. See exhibit G how all conspire to deprive out of speedy trial act. After the

2.

'derce out of the re

-~
(=

speedy trial act violation, Jason Napoli, D.A. came with exculpatory
person case they canght 3 months after the incident and use that gun to entrapment by conspiracy
theory. Since 8/26/19 sill trying to get my merits ac 8/26/19 was release date. Stll need those
merits as legal right to action and merits. As actual and factual innocence due to apprehended the

real person 3 months with the gun.

9.
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REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITICN

e the people protectad

®

Failure to give cognizable merit as to speedy trial act. As we
from arbitrary govemment invasicn as the U.S. Constitution iz supreme law of the land. As

vindication the supreme law of the land As stare decisis and precedent case is to abide by as

w

Barker v Winge, supra, only possible remedy is dismissal with prejudics. Due to the maliciou:

M

abuze of process. We indictment. Conflict in law in Louisian:

e
i
M

over due meritsto vpeed; rial act vielation, La. C.CrP. &t 701; LSA. Const. Art. 1§

T f1

18; U.5. Constitutional Right; U.S. Const. 6™ Amendment; and statutory 18 USC § 3161 et seq.
By law and administrative law for deprivation &! court hae failure to angwer to the merits for
manifast iﬁjuﬁiw.

As to the mizcmriage of justice, it has been almost 5 years, all court deprived plaintiff of
due process to answer merit due to dizcriminatory intent, racial animus. As failure in the oath of
office to uphald the Constitution, U.S. Const. Art. IV 2 & 4. Also Art. VI, bound to uphold
Constituiion. Az to cognizable merit for freedom 8/26/19 is warranted for merits as legal right
may this petition be answer as apeec" trial act is the most easiest case ** 2261-2264 * 440 vacate
judgment, dismizzal with pre hdiceh" administrative law and judicial directive for merits since
viclation of speedy trial act. On 8/26/19 no courts want to answer to cognizable merits.

' As miscatiage of justice by adminidrative law and 6" Amendment violation as 5"
Amendment viclation, 20 indictment for debt that I §We. Wife and kids waited 7 years for this

day of freedom as the prnizon have plantiff under involuntary solitary since been illegally in
Angala for 4 4 never being released or taken to court. See KLMN. Also tampering with mail
took exhibits W‘hcﬂ returned

10
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The Amendment iz enforced by Habeas Corpus, The Great Writ,
also by Title 42, Section 1983, United States Codes

Habeas Corpus Act. 1. Is frequently to ensure that a person's imprisonment or detention is
not illegal {ﬁ addition to be uzes to tedt the legality of an arest or commitment. (1) oftain
judicial review {2) regularity of the extradition process (3) the right to check jurisdiction of a
Court that imposed a criminal sentance.

One of the Great 4 charters of English liberty (31 Car. 2, 1679) Securing speedy relief
from all unlawful imprisonment. As the statute of Habeas Corpus enacted in the United States as
a Constitutional Guarantee of personal liberty.

Bagia for Federal Jurizdiction. Exercize this Court supervisory power, Supremea Court

Rule 10.{a) Departure from Usua! Judicial Proceeding. This case raises a question of
interpretation of speedy trial act. Unfair Trial. Ineffective Counsel of the 6™ Amendiment to the
Unitad States Const n. This Honorable Court had jurisdiction undsr the general Federal
question jurisdiction conferred by 28 U.S.C. § 1331, 28U .S.C. § 16‘1(21), 2BU.S.C. § 1367

Argument in support of granting Certiorari
or in the alternative all write act, 28 U.S.C. § 1651(a) Ancillary Proceeding,

A Conflict with Decigions of other Courts.

Az Petitioner has been held unlawfully with out indictment. As 04/29/19 speedy trial was
entered. As the end of justice determination 8/26/19. As to the abuse of discretion by Orleans
Parish Criminal Court, Orleans DA , Orleans Public Defender of entrapment by conspiracy
theory, by criminal maintenance, waived presence on ends of justice determination and been held
unconstitutionally. Unlawfully Ilegally due to the failure to follow common law administraﬁve.
law. *¥2261-2264, *440. See Barker v. Wingo, 407 U.S. 514, 522, 92 S.Ct. 2182, 2188, 33 L.Ed.

101. Only remedy for deprivation of speedy trial act. As all court failure to give merits. As

S



miscarriage of justice since 8/26/19. See exhibit G as burden of proof. Easiest case. But is
deprived of due praocess and equal protection, treatment.

B. Importance of the Question Presentad.

This case presents afundamental questi.-:m of the interpretation of this Court's decision in
Barker v. Wingo, supra, Id See also Strunk v. U.5., 412 U.S. 434, 446 (1973). As to the question
‘presgented i clearly establish law precedent case that cover all court failure to abide by stare”
decizis. As to the Congtitution is of importance of public interest. As the Constitution is the only
protection for we the people to stay protected from malicious prozacution. Malicious abuse of
process. In violation 5™ Amendment Grand Jury Clange, Due Process Clause, Equal Protection
Clause. See Ex parte Bain, 121 U.S. 1, 12-13 (1887).

The question is of great importance as U.S. Const. Art. VI as judges is bound to support
the Constitution. As to the failure to carry out administration of justice impartially. Az tothe well
establish law. I is common sense as to the most easiest case is speedy frial act ;\iialaﬁon of
establish law as 5 vears been deprived of liberty, freedom without due vrocess as discriminatory
mtent as interpretation 6™ Amendment violation U.53. Constitution.

The District Court seriously deprivad of applying judicial directive of precedent case of
Barker v. Wingo, supra, by failing lo give merits and interpretation of the 6" Amendment
Constitutional Right from unreasonable delay. As the Supreme Court held that Habeas Corpus
was appropriate in testing the legality of conviction and commitment of imprisonment. Such
ciaim would be upheld, result n (inimedize relaase) fiom present custody. See e.g. McNally v.
Hill, 293 U.S. 131 (1934) (unconditional release) See also Cara‘fa/s v. Lavallee, 391 U.S. 234
{1968) (free on bail) See also Uniteé States ex Rel Smith v. Dibella, 314 FSupp. 446 (D. Conn

1970) (Release on own recognizance).



This Court should correct the court's interpretation and make clear that speedy trial act
violation court must dismiss case with or without prejudice. As the United States Constitution
Art. VI court are bound to support the Constitution and judicial directive by law.

Conclusion

For the foregoing reason, Certioran should be granted.

Reszpectfully Submitied,

Antoine Edwards Sr.



CONCLUSION
Vacate judgment, dismiszal with prejudice and all the court deem is just Remuneration,
judgment and decree

The petition for 2 writ of certiorari should be granted

1L
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