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LIST OF PARTIES

[\]/All parties appear in the caption of the case on the cover page.

[ 1 All parties do not appear in the caption of the case on the cover page. A list of
all parties to the proceeding in the court whose judgment is the subject of this
petition is as follows:
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IN THE

SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES
PETITION FOR WRIT OF CERTIORARI

Petitioner respectfully prays that a writ of certiorari issue to review the judgment below.

OPINIONS BELOW

[ 1 For cases from federal courts:

The opinion of the United States court of appeals appears at Appendix A

the petition and is ]
[ 1 has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,

vE Fis unpublished.

The opinion of the United States district court appears at Appendix B

the petition and is

(v reported at A024 Wt (Y2235 ; or,

[ 1 has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,
[ ] is unpublished.

[ ] For cases from state courts:

The opinion of the highest state court to review the merits appears at
Appendix _C___ to the petition and is

[ reported at 36 N Y. 3d 1535 (o21) ; or,

[ 1 has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,
[ ] is unpublished.

The opinion of the (88 AD Z{ 12 37
appears at Appendix _ P to the petition and is
(¥ reported at SO Misc, 3d /12069 ; or,

[ 1 has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,
[ ] is unpublished.




JURISDICTION

[‘(For cases from federal courts:

The date on whi%h the United States Court of Appeals decided my case
was > 4

[\/{ No petition for rehearing was timely filed in my case.

[ 1 A timely petition for rehearing was denied by the United States Court of
Appeals on the following date: ~ /A , and a copy of the
order denying rehearing appears at Appendix

[ 1 An extension of time to file the petition for a writ of ¢ rt,ig"ari was granted
to and including /A (date) on /2 (date)
in Application No. A .

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

[¥Y] For cases from state courts:

The date on which the highest state court decided my case was Mas 014 43; QOR,
A copy of that decision appears at Appendix .

[ 1 A timely petition for rehearing was thereafter denied on the following date:
NM /A , and a copy of the order denying rehearing
appears at Appendix .

[ ] An extension of time to file the petition for a writ of certiorari was granted
to and including V' /A (date) on _ AL LA (date) in
Application No. A

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




CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS INVOLVED
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STATEMENT OF THE CASE

On July 16, 2013, Petitioner was having an argument with his then girl-
friend Ms. Christina Rodriquez, during this argument, off — duty policeman Mr.
Koch discharged his weapon four times and petitioner was struck twice. One of
~ those four shots was self-inflicted and in a internal affairs report (Exhibit-A). An
investigation was-done and it was found that Mr. Koch’s testimony was a lie.
During trial and on cross-examination, officer Koch recanted his testimony and
told another version of the events that took place on the night in question. The
problem with this new version of events, is that during the suppose struggle
petitioner was trying or took position of the weapon from Mr. Koch. Therefore,
this version is also a lie because DNA testing proves that petitioner’s DNA or
fingerprints were_not on the gun. '

Petitioner admits to falling in love with Ms.Christina Rodriquez and
proposed marriage at Rikers Island. During this stressful time petitioner was
seeking comfort from Ms. Rodriquez and was only asking her to tell the truth of
the events that took place on the night in question. Ms. Rodriquez had plenty of
- time to think about the events that took place and was tired of being harassed by
the District Attorney’s office. When the District Attorney’s office recognized that
Ms. Rodriquez Was-ti_red of the lies and only wanted to tell the truth, they asked
for a Sirois Hearing. This tactic by the District Attorney’s Office barred Ms.
Rodriquez from telling the truth. If Ms. Rodriquez had been able to testify, the
District Attorney’s Office would have had to dismiss this case or at the very least
downgraded the charges. Instead petitioner’s Constitutional Rights were violated,
under the Confrontation Clause and the trial court refused to let petitioner cross
examine the witness.

Therefore, petitioner asks this court for reconsideration and to lay these
arguments at the feet of Lady Liberty and consider this objection and argument,
to be viewed through a wider lens of Justice.




REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION
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CONCLUSION

The petition for a writ of certiorari should be granted. in Y, LA ‘ece 6“’ . _p’S; ol ﬁce,
O~ .

Respectfully submitted,
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