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QUESTION(S) PRESENTED

1) Con a defendant be deprived ot \(\o?/r\'\/ ‘N Wiolerthon of due

pmc,eS%?

2.) Can the <Stote be allowed 4o Circurmvent MCOA G-11-1 Stebute
of livutohons  YThvougn a rendickonent <

3) Sheul@d claims aﬁ‘-@c\*{ncj a Fundamerital consttuhonal gt
ke e loarved o Proceo\ukm\\\, bavrred ¢

“L) Should State loe permitted to prosecutre the accused .
violahon of a statuye of l;m('\’QHo‘(\%?

5,) Should MCA A9-117-1 law conforen +o Pﬁnci\oles ot :}MSHC.Q?

G.) Was state \egall\/ o\ohgq-\-e.c\ o providr Accused wirtn  «
SPM\/ Tral Phor Ao post T al ‘o\e,q,?

T) Is a Seatence N Violation o MCA Q- 11-1 gkatute of

\{m'\‘\‘cr\{ons an i\\egq\ s»e,n)wance,?

2.) Can « Aol (:o“c,e)rn'\v'\% on Accuseds 'th(- o du=s process

e barred as '5u’cc,ess{vex wort ?

c\:) 1s CO‘(YE,:_'\-:Y\S) a 'P\/W\.ACMY\Q)(\"%Q\\\[ (,\fn\‘)ug\- ;V\CC‘H’CQTCCHOY‘L PY’O"%\'E-QX

from procedural lbars and \‘)\&d&‘a{a\- diseretion T

10. Ts the court assessing MCA 1-771 270 doy rule From
reindichmant  affording the reindicted equal protechon of e Law?

1. Can the Siete up Yhe ante breause pehtioner does wnot
desire fo plea atier juw\, Tl right < C\\re,od\[ Invoked ?

12. Once +mal vight s excrroised, navent sperdy faal gt
bern excercised ©
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TN TwE
SUPREME CourT of THE UNITED STATES

PEVITION For wWell OF CERTIORAR|

Petirioner re,cpec.*‘(lu\\\/ proys thot o wunt of Carthovari b L ssued
+o ‘(?,\J;Q,W Yine :)\,\o\ame,v\'\— Celow,

OPINIONIS BRELOW

‘j For cases Hom +he state courts:
The oeih\'on of the hla\me,%’r stole Court do review e merds
appears ot Appendix A jo the pebhon and is unpublished.

Tne OP;"\\‘O\’\ ot the h}a\\z%i’ aprate court 4o den\l Y‘Ehecl\r'{V\B appears
ey Appma\ix B o e pe-H*\ioh ond s unpuld i sined.

The opinton of Ahe hignest strate court on wnd of Cerfovan
oppears atr Appendix C o te pebtion and IS Unpullished.

JuewsorictTion

The dare on whicdh Awe h'\s\r\e%‘\' State court cdeaicled rry case
was Septremloer “", 2024, A copy of 4hatr decision appeavs at

Appendix C

The Jur;sdadhion o¥ "W\‘\s Couvt ;S iy\\/o\co_d und ey 28 ue.C. \2%7 (3)




CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PeouisioNs
TNVOLVED

\) The W.S. and Mississipp) Conshtuhon ‘(\.ta‘n‘% o net be deprived of
Lihe_ \iberty, or land except loy due proeess.

2) The Due Process and Equal Pwstechon Clauses of the
Fourth Amendment thar assures due process and equal protechon
of the law.

2,) The Siwrh and Fowteentih  Awmendnoersy r\‘ﬂ\n’\' Yo A speedy +eval,

4) The Fifn Amendment Duc Process Clause that pvohl\o\“rs

apprehension  of vindichugness.

Q) Thwe occuses \r\'a\mL to e prosecutes bekore 2770 days atier
A gament_ assured oy an  enacted \aw MCA Ga-11-1.

lo. Tne Comatd v saal



CTATEMENT OF THE CASE

T. PROCEDURAL HASTORY

On Tanv\c\r\l 5) 10\%, pehtioner was indicked on one count of MCA

A1-5-11T and one couat of MCA AT7-6-233 (L) in Cause ¥ 2018 - OHI- CR¥
n Phe Olkviobehna Cownh’ Civcuir Court. Bofn charges were afovesaid
o haad ‘\’mr\SPiracA on or amout o¢ ‘petween The Bk c\o\\/ of FQJDMOU\A
20V, and 1O+ cxc\\l of Mcurch,) 20\, Pehtoner was ser For tvial on
Apeid %ol 20\‘251 cobter he was c\vvc\'\gnao\ o Fe\ow\av\, Z 2018, From
Apanl\ %0} 10V} i-\f\muﬁ\n Tc\nuxcw\, 1, 2020 comhnuances ~were SO ught
solely because the State \had vaot disclosed discovery Haor was

o Pheir possassion Siace Detemborr 2017 o fadd admited ‘o on

recovd by the State duﬁ“ﬁ e Fabmcw\f 4, 2020 P"e\;\f\n\'now\f
Neaving ) arund peages Yo-uq,

On Febmcu\' Q‘ 2020, atter choos'\vxg o not plea 3\4;\{'\/ Yo MCA AT1-5-23 (.b)_)
e Peﬂ-ﬁ'\'onex involked Wnis ju\r\' A al ‘Hs\n*\-. The Staye and defense

cCommitted Yo tiial on MCA Q1-5-33(06) v Cause B 201%- O0HI- TR
‘GOV Febmcw\,\'\,wic_ MCA AT-S-1LT wwas OL\,LC\S\Q.QD\ Adue. Yo Stave

chqr3§n<3 pehtioner with two Lelonies Stermming feonn the

exact same <uyert. 0w \‘—-zbmcw\, t, 2020 the case would e

cortrinued 1O the Apvil 2020 Yerm due fo inculpatory evidence
not being EPvoduced urtil on \/27] 2020.

Through email | petitioner and defense counsel Haug discusced
the Fact Maat Hne q\\eaed vichm  deachvatred \ner facebsok

page §mmep\icx\'z\\l after the Tnial \‘y‘\dgsl ruled Hae defenge Could
use emidence, \f\inc\»an‘ni:) the pehtioar from cjcd—h%'ncj eridence
that wag vyuled oadmissible. Dur{r\g 2rvried ) Qommuniaqﬁov\) coaunsel
Aisctosed on 2[3] 2020 Yot te state gaid B T did nov plea o
McA T-5-3% () by 2[7[2020, = state woud add o charge
of MCA AT-5-33 (D and tTvis)

would bR on Yoo courtg of
Explortaton instead of onk Count.

Q1) Coh*v—a\v\; to nrgehiahon and the Facr Yot e pehtioney Ynad
a\rum\\, agqreed 4o tHaal ov MCA G1-5-232 (k) 1n 20\§-00U!L-~ CRK
an @atire TbL days afer the 2[2/18 armignment, The State

3



rerurned o Supwced(ng indickment That consisted of the (d=ntical
eharge of MCA 941-5-233(L) and FTour addiional c‘«\cnges ot My AT-533
(7). (2)(\0) Mch qI1-5-33 (©) N 2O0\g- O0H- R and MCA 91-5-372 Lk
W 2020- 0077\ TRK are {t)‘ar\'\-{cql\\i wovded ot came C\\\egQO\
Uik and Same date of evert. Ay MOA AT 5-33U) Nad o mishomer,
the court Yad penticner set for Fral on Yhe idenhical  Count n
Ywo indiedtmaents for 7}7,'1]2029_) as wadicated oy 2018 -004 - CRY
ard 2020- 0071~ CRK general dockets. Tn violation of due pvocess,
phhoner  went from “P’c\c:&w% R-U0 years ot tvwal o 295~ 200 Jears
all because e vnvoked :)u.r\l v;;\‘\n% and Sate refuvined WA crenent
Yhat was  cortvony Yo any Y\Q(‘jgﬁo\'\‘{c)(\,

(12) On TY\,\\\' 2%, L0200, 438 days aftter O‘\rfsi\nc\\ {vwc\n’d-m.:a.wi“) and AL days
atrer 2]2[201\% arvaigament | the pahhioner ad o Lol fval. On
3-\.\\\, %\) 20290 vah“\'{onu‘ was found gul\h, o all counts Five Courdg
1n tae Oktiblkena County Crircut Courty Pehtioner was iv‘nmed(cﬁe\\/
Lonpinsoned ana Qen\’%c‘\fxﬂ wos set for Augusy \%) 20720, A\ﬂ—mu,ﬂ\n Ao
Srare was C\\YQG\d\, N violehon of MICA AG-T1-1 and 1n Viclation of

L* < \HHh  amendenant speedy tral v ot ¥ne stete used W charging
and 92-""\’@&0\“3 pewers 4o Yender a post-tnal plea on Augusy \$ 2020.

I[' PCR P@h"\"ich

On Novemoex \777,07,0 a PCR mohon ot a spea&y e 'ﬁ's\r\* was Tiled
a Okhibeeha County Civouts Court on docket 1020-032-Cvk. The el
juc)\g,a erteved ovder dismiss(ns pehion on \\/\"l/ 2020. On Nouejm\e&r
23 2020 prhhoner £iled o NOA. \le+> on \'2—] 12020, the Taal yadge
Sex o Nearing on | /\zlzoz\ concerning the WV /ww sprrdy Tral
pehtion. On 2{1€|20 in vesponse Yo Yre ovder, pehiioner amended
e \\/\’1/20 raoton. Oa \[v2]2020 thae aal l\wc\cje, tmm@?qs\\/
calcalated MCA A94-1T-1 Lo reindictmeant  valner Fran  ongnal
arcaignad  and failed Yo propevly assign and 8ssess delay ‘o the
Sk, VA Bavicer /\\no\\,é‘s. '

Upon ru&\‘u(ns e recovd Trom MY CoOA ‘peH‘\'.\o‘(‘\.qy tnered Cately
mothioned o have e appeliaie rewrd  supplemented, as Yo \’\w{v%
ordry From The mohon and Yhe \neow‘\v\f) wWee not included. A\Hnoua\r\

L



Aocker 2020~ 0FAT-CVK ‘C/\Q,C\Y\,\, shows the \7—/2) 2020 ovder Sex'\'*'\'ha A

h—ean'nj fov \/'\7/, 20 svemnmed Fromm The \\/\7/20 speeck\[ Tna) Monp
on %}75)2\ the COA denled wmollon +i wnclude it in oppeal.

As o vreulw of bu"n% Yransterced fom OkRidoohna (ounty Dol and
1o Rankin County (CMCP " So\ﬁani confinement, pehhanzy did wet
naue o\o\eaLua*e wTi*\{ng %U‘pp\'\e’s or prpwur Aassistante 4o o rplete
his loref prsr 1o deadline. Acsess Yo law lbowuny was vt ot least
Qov_w\\ calrloer Yo Aweet access. ( Abdul- Akoar v, \/\)(x\'so\n, 1Ms = %up?,

a5 7ug 199) Pebitioner’s appral was Aremissed  Aue do Failave
Yo ’R\e opening ok,

UPOY\ \((,\‘(niha Yrek evroes C\.{:{:Q_U\'{V\% a defindarmt’s Fundamental
consrruh onal V’fgh{'% are excepted Lramn Hie pricedual bars on FPOR
mohons, pettioner £iled mehion raising Aaimas of V) VWolahon of
McA aa-\I-1, 3) Prosecutoral Viadichueness, 2) \Violahon of Const.
Sperdly Tral, and WD TAC, Yer, on Novembar 12,2021 the tral
:sudoje rrontously  raled pehtioner was et \'nd\'c\-ao\7 dedlined to
redo Barker Analysis, deregavded McA -1 daim and claim

Haat Yheve was Vo ment of prosecatonial vindichveness,

(\)(3)(%)("—\) In O\iSU?_S(,wg\ of tae Lact ML Nas ruled 2vvors o ffech

Dtate . 290 Se, 24 BN (zoze); Morles v. Stare 29\ Su. 24 213 Qo) St v,

Dterve . 129 S6.24 14 (’Lok%)', Duncan v, Stare, 2020 WL LOUDFUD - Srelton v.

Stare, TOV WL \QZLD%%C\\’ the Hnal judge continued Yo deny mMmehons
c\a\'mif\a Hemn Davred.

F\H‘nowj\’\ an tncarcesstion in Violahon of MCA 91T\ (5 an i\\aﬁq\
sentence and ot e barred, the dal judge vuled v bareed

on 1\ )i|2029, AmE s |/ 31/2002 5 7,/3/7_07,7_3H/\<x]zo7:z,;S’/‘P/ZOZY-;
W/%]2022 7 and 9[5]2023. Tral judge ignoravce of law resaltted

in appeals 2022-CP- 00%IH - CoA 1022~ CP- OOBTT-COA,, and 2022-TS-
0Oc12L - COA. As MCA As-\7- | proeem&c\r{a\ V(\Ms\\‘c\-{umﬁsg_‘ TAC,

and Constivrur onal r‘\'CjVﬂ Yo a spuc\\} rvral ave Lundamental
Consmiuhonal ‘r{ghh_,w COA exrvroced on ?)}\C\f?.Ol‘-\ %’\'o«*‘]ns ‘Hhat

5



the clatme were cucceseiye - wintr barced, Oa ‘7]';5/0,021 COA Aenied
Yhe mohon Hor re’heariha, On A\ 2024 MSC ma&ow‘%, ruled 4o deny
wnt of ce,vHorc\'r}_, wrule +woe \'Su.%_\'\‘uz,s vuled \.\'.%\nou\d e 3r¢w~r\’ec\.

Tl CRRORS AFFECTING FUNDAMENTAL CONSTITUTIONAL RAGHTS
ARE EXCEPTED FROM PROCEDURAL RARS

Tnhe COA rulin N tihat the Fundamental conehtuhonal vy ah\—g A\ artnS
weve barved ag guccessive wnt and MSC o\e)n\, Iha wnt of
certiovan g dearly cortrany to Caselaw and e £ederal and

gtate conshturon.

The MSC has held u\nzctv\}\/ocq\\\/ ‘H\a‘\'c‘@rmﬂa a-F‘Fed-;ni) £undanental

corshtuhonal r(ghﬂ*s ove excepted from the procedural kars of

toe UPCCRA.” (Romland v. State. 42 So. 34 B0% 507 (20105 Smith v, Stede
14 So. 24 1027 (2014) . e Unformn Pocr- Conmvichon Collateral Relief
Ach does vk contain a Substarhive reg jwd(ca—\-c\ bar v A Second

PcR. e Cowt even Veld dhat Successive - pleadings ‘ear i< a
Procedural oar ja  Kowland v, %+od'¢e,\ A% So. 2a 1022 (025 (Q’Ol’aa
and MSC has consistertly reesgnized an excephon to the
Sucoe?si\re—p(-ecw\(v\ﬂs; bar for evvorc a{:{:e_oﬁnj fundapnenyal’ wzﬂ\n*ts,
( Rowland 42 S0.34 @ 501- 0F)

Constranmonal rights in Senous cnminal cases vice alboul mere
vales of procedure. ( Brown v, State 291 US. 278 Sk S. Cr YLl w0
L. Ed. %2) Under US. Consitubion 'Mth Amendment and

Section W, Articde 3 of Miseiss {pp. Cons%—Hw&—;o\r\,) “ no person
Snall be depriued ofF Mg \(be)r‘\\/ except by due process of

”

\o\w.") Denial of dus pProcess 1 the faluee s obserre that
L undacnental fairnese esserthal s the Very covierpy ot jus*{ce‘
Ne charge shall bz afficmzd where due process (<

‘\o\c’\q'nj, Denying reViet fov a —(\:uf\dqmm*d\—r;%h\~s wolatxd

}?mwﬁw Yo He courte abrirthon tn A Suctessiue- POR Loould
ignore the Senous due-prockss cowncerns bnderlying the
—(Lavxa\ax‘f\m\—a\-r(sh‘rg exeephon. ( Prooks w. Statre 209 Misc, \‘50) “4 So, |
_2d a4 (1a50)

b



MOS)\’ \I\“\'D\\\\/ MSC \eld Haat neidvher Yne comman \aw nov cuv own

Conshtuhonal \aw q\opheg the doctnne of veo J.,LO\\ccﬂ'\‘CkA-o CW\\[

consttuhonal dlevmn. ( Bragg v. Carter 361 So, 2d \L5, 165~

(Mise. I8 The doctrne of ragdqo\(c,q'\-a MMUST \/{p_\é\ Ja e
wngh‘\’b\'\“ié\ﬂ-( C«.\-T., C,Orpmrq\-{on v

Tumer_ 298 Mies. 1 151
So. 24 LY (\AL2) Tn Bro«acj) MRC remousd claimns eased in

conshtubhonal principle Fromm the bounds of cammron \avo ¥es
juo\(c,w\—q. ACCQTc\{r\% o e cow’rvo\\inca pn‘ncip% of Ex
PAY‘\’Q Po‘\'+{§QY\’ S6 M(SQ_{ flel (\"?’\8\5s PY'DCQ_(A\U\xrd\ e cdhany sy \‘S not-

Limided by Ccomwmon-law ves juko\\.oa*’ch Also in Braga v, Cavir
L1l So. 2d LS Covtrolliwn

Prnciples established Haar cAati g
of conettuhonal dimensions are aleo €xceptred Lrom  common -
law ves Juo\\‘w*\'q.

No :)V\v\\'c,;a-\ Mecrehon 1 permitrad  Lonen i+ comec Yo

-Qs(c,ep\s;hs Lfandavnatal conshtruthonal r(S\n"\-g Froon Hs Pro caddinal
bars of e UPccrA. (Romand v. State, U2 So. 24 552 567 (2010)
As cuds the CoA Yaal couvvt  angd MSC acA=d a\r‘or\'m\r\l\/
ond OLbuL%E_al O\\SCA’Q‘\'IQ‘(\ By not addressin

e merts ot
—c'una\amm“\’q\ conshturonal Yi gt c\lartma . Accoraing 4 tae
9 3

cCouvys owan Covmtyroll n \Oh‘r\o\P\—EQ (D) Hhe hs\n\’ o\aqxv\&\- Aoulble

Jmec\rd\/ (2) Yhe ‘ﬂa\/ﬁ— Yo ke "‘:}“&Q, ‘Ch)m an \\\Qﬁu\ S.m*'QX\CQ
(3) ¥he Vgt do Aue PYrocRss ax Se/s~\+u”t<4n3 (D and Hne \'-\5‘/\'%
o not e subjeck tp ex- post ¥acdko lawsg are excepted From

LPcceA  prowduval bars, ((Movales v. State, 291 $o.34 383 (2o019);
Smith . Stede V494 So. 2d 1027 (2014

IV, VIOLATION OF ™MCA A9-1N-) STATUTE OF L I{MATATIONS

Someone Aeprived of \(\oe‘r«h/ wrhoutr doe process 1 C\Q»C’*V\A/
Contrary to establishad Federal and State Vaw as  delerasinad
by e Us. Lonsttuhon 19" Amendment and Mississipp
Consmtuhion Avhcie 2 Sedhan \M. Net, pethoner 1o depaved of
Fibery tn violahen of MCA 98-11-1. (D Can an accused be

allowed Yo b2 deprived of llbarty in viclahon of due process’? (&)

1



@))
principles ot Ju&hc&? Is a conuvichon in wolaton of MCA %A4-Vi-1 an
Wegal sentence

Th Yhe case ot loar, Hhe stare \as prosecuted ¥ee petioner in clear
violahion of MCA A8-1T-1 stotude. 00 {[12/1021 +he Okhiborha County
Civeuiy Courd exved in w\cu\qﬁntﬂ Yo 270 day yule Hrowm the

Marcn b, 2020 veindictment tnsread of the Febvuan[ 1, 201% qrm\gnwevxt
(2) Can ¥he state e allowed to circumuent MCA A94-1T7-\  Starude of
\'\mﬁc\'\‘{oﬂs b7 a raindictment € (o) Ts mssessEncA e MOA AG-\1-\ cule
Fom rindictment affording ¥he reindicked =2qual opporiunmily of

the law? (5) Does MCA aa-11-1 conform to principles of \SULS‘\’{C;Q—?.

" To make claim  clear oy o pPreponderance of emndence  Yhe
pobtioner disclosed the following to Fhe MS COA and ™MSCT

. 201%- 004t - Cek grneral docket

. 201%- 00U~ CRK indichment = Exnioir B

W, 2020- ODT1- CRK ganeral dockat - Exaiow A

v, 2020-0071- CRY  ndicrnnent

V. Feorueny 5 2020 email concerming State dﬁsdesimﬂ adding a
Charge of  MCA G1-5-33(1) if pettioner  would not P\,@\,(Ex\n;bff F)

Vi, reovrd From 7—/‘—\/2020 P\re,\\'mihow\) Wwohon ydnere State admrts
on Yecord Fhay Hhe same evidenck presented ‘o grand :)uw\, Lo
\/‘—‘5/20\% fndlctrent was 10 Sheir  systemn  Since \7,]7,(”'7w but
was ot produced o defonse uerh \!21’207_0, (Excnibir &;E)

VL, /\V\g\»s-k 5 2020 ordex re\%m’nﬁ 201%- 00th- CRK I Hre Files,

In Barker v. Wingo, thig Cowt struigntformardly found Yhat the
conshtuhona) 'n‘%h'\' Yo a spewdy Aal Cannet o2 wWalped b\/ nochon,
And Ynz States were wvee Yo provide move pvorechons tHhan Has
COV\S&-:‘\*uHan_) out vior \ess. ( Bavker v, W\'V\g\‘o}uo’l Us. @ H1K 92 Q. k-,

2152, This Court also estaolishad a werlil-settied vule Yhay crevynmmnal

Sratores must be contstrued i favor of the defendant. ( Unived States.
O

V. 2 3% US. \% 25 b¥ S, S T 3% (V94Y) Since being enacted

own IU\\[ 1, 1976 none of the low\cauxch,z, of the Stakulr Vas _
+0\ﬁ3€,h'\";Q\\\l C,V\our\a-e,o\ and ne asgserton of a Stavruye of LYo ong
15 neaded | as ik s a law (o), (\I\b\p@vx; v. State, 535S So. 24 \21 | (\C‘?@B
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Nobhons v. Statr | HEl So. 24 Two, T6) (\Ag2) As McA &e A4-\1-bvg
plain and %Tm\\‘g\n'{—@ovwarc\ QX\O\O\*Q&\‘\O\W_‘ e Asserhon \s Needzd noyr -
can e vule e wanwed. The MSC alss helds Hhar cviminal stotutes
Mmust e constvard 'n Favor of ¥ae deferdant. ( Stade v. Burnham Sk So
24 Lau, LavL ( \qga\s SHate v. Machn 4945 So. 24 S0\, S02 (1A%bL) The stodhute
must taougn yveading (F 3N\e o fair nehice OF Haad winleh s re,cbu(ve;\
or Foroidden. ( Boberson v. S¥ate, 50\ So. 24 298 oo (1agh) ; Cassiory wv.

S‘\‘Cﬂ‘i 40‘5 [Lo. 7»0\ \’3\00 l%tpx(\cli{l) L\W‘\\‘\'S Mmusty pe ‘FOUV\A W\W\\V\ ‘e y.‘ﬁh_‘_ and
cule creahing it (In re Bown Y18 Se 29 1033 (19g9)

q4-1-|

m s Plain and %+m\%Wk‘Fovwarcl (Pc\\;n& V. S’\’cv\z 365 %p 24 21% (\917%) Twe
RUL\-

places a ime Lk on thne s&aﬁ% “* RGHt” 4o ’h\/ o

defendant woithin - 2710 LEINES From qmy3nmem+ The Cowrt b\\r\QcLuu\/oc,cdlY
Rstablished MCA 94G-\1- | statute of |imitabon as a rule, and the vy

rules confers o \nah& upon the aceoused whAion may \oe claimned no

Matter Now 1nconvrmrnt SDc,\e}n, may ofenmise. deam i+ (Fo\k v. Stade

576 So. ZA 1242 (1991); Moove . State, 5% Se. 24 1031 (19a) By c;\e:c’\‘(\\h::w\

r\c!Vf\'S 3,\{.@ the pehtioner zones of unchecked d\gu(eho\nar\’ acthon
thar othhers | wnefher pravate cirizens or Jovernmental  gutrhorines
mMay oy \”Vcw\e ( Pearson v. State M8 S, 248 (P I P (\C«S(?Q Read Shere

U320 So. 24 @ UD (\C\X‘Q No conshtuh onal rnov S\'q‘\‘w\—o\\; \qw €xiste Yhot
SYs an accused may be Fovrced o J\:‘Oreau e ‘nskn% Yo proper indickment

and Pma\uoﬁen of di%ce\la\[ on pain ot &ar@e;h'v\ﬁ Vs \({cdh'\’ o a
Sprady rial and \r'ta\n'\ o e protecked by MCLA A4-17-1 stature of WmrralNans

in c\c\di\—\'on7-\'\n—z state c,;rCMM\Rn&{v\S MCA qu-i1-1| *\’h\’ﬁ\,\ﬁ\r\ A rerndictmend
s comvary Yo Fundamental principles of :\us;\—iqe, Remndicthment wvortnin vself

15 Adefined as negligence and does wnot mest Harzdthold of “fjcmo\
cause.” ( Barker, 4ol US. @53V, 92 S. & @ U9z 5 Adams v. State, 533 So,

24 WS (\gal) How can Yhe state's he%\(g\ancz e delined as the 5+a\r*-?n3
point of Pms&cuﬁ.on? e Stale \o«z,ins parmitted a view VIO days

to prosecute Yoy cRindiskment and  addib cnal charges 15 denia\l of
equa) protechon of MCA A9-11-1, Tne Yeindicted ave Yreatved
d\"‘:\:qu\l Hran Hhose not Yund\c*ea when rerndichmerd (s o Csuase
of state's negqhgeice ov oppressiw e,o‘nduc:“.

The stoie bz\'ns pumi**zd\ 270 days answ  the case ot bar '\\leﬁqlle
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washnes ot T2 days of delay Froem 2[2[2013 arvcalgnment on Mch
a1 -5-22 () and Mearch Lp, 2020 f 2iadichment o MCA C\"l—‘.")‘%%-é(ﬂ),
Thais clearly causes tae strate law to foul o conform o £ undamm ental

principle of gushice, ( Cooper v Oldahoma S WS. 4%, 23 - 305 b S,

CA \'.’37'5\ Reindictment nov ac\a\{v\ﬁ oharﬂf,s vesets  Yhne %(P‘-’/QC\\/ s al
clock. ( U.S. v. Handa %2 v 34 qSL \Ol.o‘LO"“) LS. v, Moung D28 E. 324 VZad,

129 (200€) Also, i +he case at bar, MCA AT-5-23 () A 20l¥- 0041~ CrK

wos never dismissed, go thr clock was not -\-o\Leal.(u-S- v. MacDonetd,
4S5 US. 1,8 102 § ch \94ST)

Mo\'eo\mx? o jt‘/\ﬁb\CLV’\/ \2, 202\ ¥e Tnal court Lous resp’o\f\:;\oua o
using the o¥iginal avvaignmenrt as < starhng poirt of MeA 45177
in Hae cast at bar As rF s idenhcal o Adams v, State 982 So. 24
s (1a91). Likz ta Ao\ams7 0N ?_/q/zo'z.o 20948- 0t -Ccr 9uvvml
dockek shows Hhatr MCEA A2 was cl/;,\qs\r\ed due 4o the state

chargiag +wo felonies $+zmm§n3 frovn Yhe =Yack game -event.
On March ‘p/ 2020 1a  2020-0911- CRK  4he state

reindicxed  on
MCA A1-5- 22 (L) and  added Fowr counts ot MCA 91-5-23(7)
solely because pehfioner would vo¥ plea o MCA qI-5-22 (L), As
coce does not Adiffar Hom Adams v. State, 983 So.2d 1S (12D and
MCR A9-17-1 langaage has ot changed, the eRu denied equal

P\’V\’ch\-io-f\ of Hhe \aw b\, U\s\hﬁ "\/’1«0/20’10 as S’("ovh'mb Pofvs—\-
& mMea aa-1-f, (Exnioes g &)

The couwdtt alse falls 4o understand v \has no :)uc\\‘c{a\ disctret on

m applying an sracted  Sfoture of \fm;\'aﬁomsq whice tMsC
recognizes as procedural, ( Wilian v. Toylor Mach Tne, 529 Se.2d

Lol Lo (1a$D) ® The conshrutonal requiremant of defatenesc
1S violatzd by a cneminal Stetube that fauls Yo %i\,‘e A person of
ordinary {n{—c&\{aenc& fawr povce of Fhaatr wWhich e re.c(rLARved or
Lorbrdden. ( Lnited Rtateg . HaWiSs_, 247 U L12, L1, 14 S, G, ?0?)

H12 (VAS4)5 WS, v, Brdwn, 3% WS, 18, 25 % S, G, 3 380 (1948) ;) Stede
v %uwr\\f‘\o\ml DY So 24 LAO L3 (\9g4) MCA A%-T-\1 1€ alse <o

wndefinde ot * has en couvaged arlbitrany and ervohc Conweh ona.
( Coulatt v, Franklin_ 439 uS. 319 340, 99 S, i, LTS $2 (191D

Using rendictment as  Yhe g+ow'\§vx3 po{w\' 12 done  voirthout ahy
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Concern Tor Yhae MCA A9-12-1 vule baing fair fo Hae celwndicted, Tne
couvy \ru\;\nﬁg ove also exvahc based upon s \n\‘g&or\f L T LomReS
Yo McA aa-1-) clarm vuliags. The Court Nas Yackkd cons)strency

Y o\\op\\‘{\n% MCA qa-11-\ alvihougn none of e gratrute’s \avxﬂuac_)e
has  clhanged g1ice 5'\— was enacted @n Jaly 1, 176, The court has

a well- sriried priaciple thae count \'N\—Lpre.’ra'h"on of statutre Folloused
by \egislature's vemnactment ov vebrenhion of ovatate QH;QC\_;V{L\I
incovpurate® Couvt’s  consrruchon into gtatate, NMek M\‘sa(s's;PPi
Lecj§s\a\'u\f€ has ouer ¥Yae \ast YHY yeavrs retoined tne grotute
without alteration in Hhe face of s courtds C\,\aﬂgm,\ ;\,,\—Q‘.Pm-}q.h'm%'

Fallure do assert does not bar QPP\CQOL‘\‘:OY\ of MCA A9-1T1-\ edaruda
of Vmirations. ( Nabons v. State H8\ So. 2d 7o (13%9)) Vickerny y
Skare, 535 So. 24 1371 (1938) s Juco v, Sradr, So. 2d 125 (19A09). Nek, in
Roadn v. State A3F So. 2d B3, KL (200L) thhe court attenpts 4o cletinn

a detendant wawes gtratutory spesdy ‘((%‘\n‘r W e Aoes et ralge cleawn
wiin 270 days Lrom aww\\'s‘ﬁmeﬁ*. No  suen ‘(QCLM"VM“QXT\ for
Yre vulk is defined pnor shaped by e contours of MCA A1\,
(T ve Brown, 418 So. 24 1023 (19%5) As such . noe asserfion 1S
nesded anmd Ahe Nget Pwava'\\s maa‘;r\s:\- mere in\-ere.%\—s> Pu\\o‘\(c, OF

P'(Na%e, no matter  how CO‘MP&\\\"ma, (‘S‘\’«\’e_ v. Harmson 48 Ss, 2d Ll (laa4k)

Aﬁcﬁn, as MCA A%-\-| ‘\O\V\S]u\cx&e has ot '\’cz\ng'e)/ﬁ-;cx\\\/ c/\nc\vxﬁeﬁl
gince  baing enacted 1 TJuly ), 1ATb, dhe Store Fequuring
o %\now‘\nﬁ of Pvejuo\(QQ b Winder v, State LAO So. 2d ¥AZ
$as_ 40S- OL (\qqq).’ Stare v, Yravnson (M8 So. 24 Ll (\aq<)

tn ovder for dismioga) with PT&Jud(u \s abuse of dssarehon
ond blatart dicregard of 2nacked \aw. . The only pPossille
Yermedy for Haz vielahon 1s o disrissal  woitha ‘(’f{)ud\‘u.
(Payne v. Star, 363 So, 24 27%,214 (14193 Vickery . Stete 535 So.
24 1271 (1988) 7 Moore v, State, 556 So. 24 1031 1033 (1990)

A\C.%D) i Adams v. Statre 5¢3 So. 24 _1LS (\‘1‘10., o COUrt Q\earl\i
Stated Fhat since Adams had a charge cLMo\g\r\xa&\ ov

&(QN‘((SSe_G\7 e sﬂ—uvhwa point  wes oxr'\?){\nca\ awq{anm@n{

T Hr case atr par, the pehhoner clearly nad MCA 91-5- 27

e



Ol/o\o\s‘ﬂzd., \Jet on \/\2)2020 e Yal :)MSJL asscesed MCA qa-y\7-|
from reindickment instead of oviginal q‘(rq'\ﬁhmg“t This again s
2orohe  and au/'b‘\\'\ra\n/, As TJushece Movae stated in State v, Anhowny
S‘M,GC This defeats the purpose of vhat is oor spesely
trial docteine, TE indeed we were 4o apply Barker n ’FO\SV\:OV\O et
uhldy would e statutorny vule maintain? Reindichment js o ploy
Yo circumyent e Statute. Sudn an §n+e,rpre+q'\":o-n7 ol Haa prosecdlon

needs o do is volle Pm%ﬁ,‘/\.‘ and may exvend e Yo e
banefit. Sudn blatant P""SQU"‘\‘DHCA\ abuse of “he System must cecisp

Tn the case at bar Yhere was vnet even a nolle Proseq L.

On Felntary Y, 2020 MCA A1-5-21T was guasaed in  LOU ~00Hi- CRK
and Fral was setr o MCA AT1-5-33% (), On \:{\Dmavxi S, 20%0

Y state nformed defense Hhat ‘\"4'\2.\/ would ask e Sr(lv\d:)x_,\v\’

Yo rekurn oa tndicktment of MCA A1-5-323 (1) ¢ pLHHm@r Loould
not plea by 2[7[2020. 0n March , 2020 b 2020~ 00T1-CRK Yae

chate (2INdiched on MCA A9-5-23 (L) and added Ffour counts of
MCA ST1-5-23 (1), Pebboner was set for idenhcal chavye of

MCA A1-5-22(6) in  20)5- 001 - LRK  and 2020-0071-crk for

7/7,@) ZOZO.) pyoven b\/ Adocicetrs, As Sudn?no new 210 da\fs was, QM.

A, February L 2018 Apa\ 30 201% (57 days)
As a charge was guasned s s s#ar\-{\ncj poivty of pros @ Loy avnd
MCA a9-1T7-|. Rreovd shows Hhat evidence N State's posszgs{ov\ was
ot Yuraed over unhl 1/27[2020 althougn Haey ad i+ gince \2 /2017,
(Box_y. State, H¥1 So. 24 14 (1483): Adams v, Srote, 583 So. 2d LS (1aan.
Cotling . Stare, 911 Sy, 24 LY (2oo) 5 Nokons v. Stare H¥\ So.2d 760,
Tt (\98S) ¢ Vickery v. Stare 535 So. 24 137 (19%%)

%, cc\o‘(waf\/ "\) 0\ 14 - \:e‘on&mr\/ l.o/ 200a (2 a\o\\ls) ( ot EB
Record 2ilent and sHil no discovery, (Mickon, 525 So. 24 1271 (1439

C. Apal 24 2014 - Ju\y 19, 20\ (A1 days) (Exmbit E)

State Yequested tne conthnuance, Over 1 mowths From 'L"L/ 20)¥
O\M'\(dnme:n\— and defendant does vior VNauk d§SQ0\!€,V\‘, Mg qu;w proves
Yo stalre was not a—\'i—a-mgﬂ%nﬁ to dvy case e 270 days Hom
2/2/201%  anongament. ( Vickery v, State, 538 So. 24 1287) (1759

&2




Te stote dors ot got o Ayaw combory from e defendont's Q%wcstw%
i @ delay Caused by Tne stares viegligence  of -Y—oxi\iwa 4o Aleclose
d;ec.o\f;@(‘\{.'( Ripymes v. State, Lb%% So.24 1216 (19ad) The gburt also cannet
punish ¥ defandant for e state's oversight, Te
b'\’ e sStalk on \/5j7’0\¥

Arscoveny presunted
to +he grand \')ux wos awaslabole ‘o e
shode ond Enown Yo Aem  as e chendfrs officx ad it in Terr
possession. (Tonnson v. Stae, 236 So. 4 \9% (220) 4 Box v Stade, W37 So
24 12 (19¥3). No DNA, \db reports, rjunes or medical veeords were

Aavolued and H wWas Vne exact Sawme fAandence prg.w oNn \}6)?,@\%,

D. January 27, 1020~ Feonuan?, 2020 (T daye)
Over W4 months after dhe stale retuvned 2OVE-OOUY-CRK {ndydrenent,
e slode —?\'nq\\\, Aisclosead diSCO\IQX\} an Tcm\uo\\r\{ ’lﬂ, 1020
whichh was a tvial date. Nea\(aex\c,e o ocver 14 Mmovthe on e
sat?s  befna, ( Badew | ysm us. @ 530-2\ 92 S, Ct, @ U92; Doggett v.

US:, 505 us, 41 N2 S, CF 2686 (V492) The recovd is also silent.
(vickery y. Stare, 2§ So. 24 121 (1a%%) ( Bxnior )

E, F‘megur\/ L{) 20720~ Mardn 30,) 2020 (28 deys) ( £ xiiot D) \_:’ ana @)
On Ft‘omox\’ 4, 2020 defrnse Hled raoton to

CLU\aS\n McA §1-5- 271 é}
MCA 94T7-5-23(6), as both Felonies

sremmed  trom the same
‘uvent, MCA q1-5- 27 was guashed by e Tvial \‘)\_Ad%.z cgt.Qovd(v\ﬁ
> ?f/‘\l?/Q pv(\;mino\v\l recove on F«‘xf)e$ \"‘"e A corhnugacr

was also endered as delense had only  had d;SQbW\I Since \[’L‘I/ZO.
( Floves v. State., 54 So. 24 12141 (\990) Tvie stade re%urr\{hﬂ an {mpmw
ndictment oand -Po\'\\\'na to prduce c\iscouwr\/ Moa finely Manase
are therz responsisilities. The ~wal _'\\,Lctrje, also am\(\'\'%d ¥

corhnuarices ©® fo complete o\‘;’i,touzx T o cose whare Maore Lo
P

P NAN RMARNARR Since \/‘5/20\8 Wndicdhment and No medical Vepeorig
or \do vecowads, Lailing Yo show affirmabve adhon vn  distau

ey € - o)
Aspute. (U, v. Grahoen, \2% E. 2d 12, (o) ( Exnort B) (Exwier G

F. March G, 2020- Tuly 2%, 2020 (143 donys) ( Exhiloit £)

Toe 2fs)20 email confirms that Hhe Marth L 20720 reindictment
ok MU AN-5-22(@) and addifonal  four dhavaes of  ™Mca 97-5-33 C1)
werge dachcal onmd Not  nexe WQ%\&SQX\QQ.,( Barker, Yol LS., @ 521)
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Tae 2020 -0011- CRE indichment was not any (RSUW of mere 0 eqligence,,

v aven 96 sotiekal 1ryest,” Likerally 162 days after eerhoner's

’)/I’b[ 10\g awoﬁgnmem;\' on  20\%-00HLI- CRK, e sxave Unoce ‘o veilndict
(n 2020~ OO - TR on MO A1-9-33(6) and up The anke oy adeking
four Counts ofF MO a1-5-32 (1), The inwrease was ot expected
noy ‘f'\eSafH atved. %b\'na apprehiended g v(mc\\'oh’oenesc,) petihonar et
Rronn B-38 years ar tal to 25-200 jeaws ak taal after taveking
:\wr\, \’\'3\1&. (B\ao\de@\ﬂz, T Us, 21 94 S. T & 1\@7,)00 Was "‘PP‘ng
the date procecuterial vindichveness % E‘;P%(d\w mn§\'deﬁn3 g
stale would use e addifonal Charges post-nal Yo e

bo tender o post fal plea, ( Exnlo )

P@'\‘;’\‘I‘O\AQ){‘

More ;mpev\-unﬂ'\\, nore of Yhe 9A0F day O‘Q\Q\[ 15 aftrlowtable dhe
Yo pehtioner, As the stole was " possession of Fhe eandenca

aince efore tae \[5[2018 indicrmnent and admittedly was ot
discboced to defense unb| | [21]2020, vone of the pettioner’s
Y.%Luegf for a covtinuance due to not \na\n"wa dV'scovenry

1 atbrbutable 40 Fhe pertioner, (Taglor v. State, 12 S0.2d @ 12594
Flora v, Stae, W25 So. 24191, 815 (100) Reason for the detay
W Me case falls on Yhe Stare, The stok was wel\ over 2710 dqxfs‘\
From Yo ’Lj?,‘\cg arm(ar\mm* o MCA TN-5-232(6) v the
original inadichment, A san MCA Aa-11-\ ¢harate of  Wmirabions

bared ¥z ciuie from prosecuhion. As no persont shall or

deprived of liberty without due process, the pefihuner \nas
an \\\Qac\\ Sentence.

V. SPEEDY TelAL RignT, ( Exwiloir A)

The stete alco violaked Haz ¥ & 18 Amendment oy Aenying A
gpeedy Yrial. The seeedy Tral rignt was violated pwor ‘o any
At Far o Pest—tvia\l plea woyed W On ju\\I ?:\)'2,0?,@

dockrt 200~ O0N)- CRY clearly Shows that pa*{'\-\'ov\w was
found 3\4\} . The stade was \E%ql\\l ob\\'ac&@d o provide
Spe2dly al over ¥ Adays Letore msﬁr(q\ plea. Pﬂgﬂ\‘“a‘\'\f\& de/\q\i
wWas A% deys. De\a\’ NSOS So\-e,l\’ due to e  State Vd‘wrn;na
an Flawed ndicrmeny c:\'\SQ,\osfnj o\fsto\r@r\; on \N[27]2020 over
Two yeavs bz \/S/’LO\S a'vwc\\'e\wuvﬁ? ona ‘\'o\c,’t{ml\\l '\nawagsfng

wae
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Fallure 4o assert does not cause a consitubonal Vight do e wualved.
(Bavker Yor1 us. @ ‘5’2.8\ Tn any case Pg veny couvt has uneq'u}\mcq\\\/
savd Hnat g v;a\n'\' May NeY e waived \o\/ tachon, Since McA Aq-\1 -\
wWaS enacted own Tu\\/ [_) \"\’He,J novie of e \anﬁuaga of e starude
Ras changed, The courts ave violahing the conohtutanal recLLA(veme)'\&*
of debntaness as e statule does ot 3}\12. Fair votice of What g
requived o toveidden For cratate 4o ke applicable. C u.s .y, Havmss

247 WS, LIZ_ LI 14 3. C&. %os,%\z(\qs‘&) The statrule Nas also encownge d

avb;'\’rav\/ ard 2%vatic Coww;c,\-;ov\g Aue 4o % &% vagueness, <Qo\au!g‘ ,
bracklin, 439 WS, 219 290 99.S, ok 1S _L¥2 (1979) T,, Ahe ML MCA

Aa-11-1 Nas been done vothout conceran for what is \"Cﬂh{' o Four
o the c\c,c_uxso_el> espe,o;c\\\\/ trose veindicted. The ‘(\A“\f\ﬁg ot
e Court have also been charackenzed oy a Voack oF Consistency.

Tn cases fomm  Jul L, {476 - 2002, folure 4o ascert has not
bavred applicahon of 4ne statate of lmitabhons. ( Nahoas v. State,

4§\ So. 24 Tw0 (1489); Vickery V. State 535 So. 24 1311(1988) 5 Jasso v,
State, USS So 24 30 (14949) 5 Payne v. State, 362 So. 24 218(197%) 5 Adams.

V. State, 583 So. 24 bS5 (19905 State v. Hardson, 648 So. 24 bk (19943
Kolberg v. State, 704 So. 2d 1307 (A997); Fisher v, State, 537 So. 2

a2 (1933) None of Aine language of MCEA A911-| has changed
Since Tu\\, (SR enactrent, et in Malone v, Svate, 829 So. 24

1293, V287 (2002), the Ccourt acted Cwbﬂ‘m\ri\\/ c\aim{r\<j MCA QAq-11-1
e waived i defendant fails 4o vaise i within 2170 derys of s
quaisnme,n*?t., which 18 ot ceen (n the S’\'afw#e,(_b\.g, V- E:rbwn_'&
333 WS 18 25 L% | Ct. 276 3%0 (194%); State \. Buvnlham_SHb So. 24

Lo (19%9)

Ag \F te court already was ot encouraged {o act av\o(*\'ravxl
ond evratfic s app\\/{na a starutony law, in 200k Ane Court
abused g C\L):Hr\o‘(;-\\/ by o\o\\'m\'ng that a defendant mmust prove
he \has oeen Prejud{owl by Yhe state violahing —Hhe M™MCA
A-\1-\ 270 doy delay. ( Giuice v, State. A62 0. 24@ 13- 14O ( 2007)

Alhnougn a dismissal wiin prejudice g logically +he oaly possble
renmedy for 2710 o\a\( rule violah o ( Fova v. State, 5% So. 2d \?/Q:l_‘h
22 (A1) 5 Moore v, State, 956 So. 24 1931 1033 (1990) 5 Payae v, State,

{4



23 So, 24 27%, 214 Qa1 A Ma:)ovi*\/ o€ :)u\si(ces on MSC made wup
the defendant \nau\'vxca Yo accert the statrake of livitalons and shoos

Prt?/:]uo\(ce, MCB A9-12- |ike all other statute of Umitahons applies
v espechve of any consideraton of

asserhon or Prejudice.

On \/\2/102( winen tnal :Suuiﬁe exrvoved \s assessing MCA A-11-1 ang
speads “twial violahon  the clams were not Successive- vt Move
.\m‘PO‘f'\'O\W‘\‘\\I’ puvsuant o MSC own C,G»\Se\awo e clalasy ot
MCA Qa-t1-) vielation and Spesdy +rial vislahon ave ot barred,
as Hre claims Concern an I\\e_aq\ sentence. (W

2A \o4¢% (’LO\S); Morales v. Statre 241 So, 34 L3 (20\‘ﬂ~) Rouvland v
Stroke, 17 So. 2d 503 S0k (2019)

Ag pettionexr's case C\mv\\{ does ot differ From Adams v,

State, 582 So. 24 15 (144D the MCA A9-1T-1 270 vule must e

agsecsed From the 0Yi3§na\ arraianmexﬂ—, nor From  reindictment.
The Court O\ssess{nﬁ MCX Q%-11-\ Fromm Yeinalchpnent s

cleary Nolofion of He WS, Conshduhaon \Sth /*mmr)mah*)

as the Court has o ‘Qﬁ;‘\’;ma'\-e, governmeantal Yeason o
v\’vwh'nj e coindicred c,\i‘FG&Are,n’\'\\/, Especja\\\/ considamna Yhe

ok Hhat reindickment 1S Cownsidered negligence and s
orrilbuted ‘o Ahe state. { Adams, S82 So 24 1S (19a) The Couct
Mmust nold true to its \Eaal o‘o(\.aq‘h’c)r\ of PVMQC‘Hhﬁ
and uphelding the conshtuhonal vighwts of eveny accused

Besides no person can be deprived of '\Ibw—hl except by Aue
process ot laws Cf\ccoxrd;hg o LS. Consttubon 14 Amendvnont
and M‘\Ss‘\ss}pp'u Conchtuhon Sechan M Avrhicle %, Ix can never
e ’FQVE)Q-\("UL Haot COnshYuhonal rights cemunmal  Coase Mse
above Mmere yules of Pmca&\um,(%mw\ v. Stare 2971 U.S, L¥.
56 S. Ch. Yo!) Every accuskd has a rignt ‘o assistance of
counsel at every “ catical stage. ( Mempa_v. Rhay, 284 W.S.
128,134, 88 S. ci, 254 251 (1461) The petitboner clearl
evcovcised \is speedy Twal Vight as  haal voss July

1% - T“A\;) Z\) 2020, ek Yhre stule Lalled ts \Q.3Q\ Q‘d\ga'h‘oh
to provide & gpeedy Yeoal, The Statre alss haled peobtoner 4o

20



Couvd o ch arges Mot Violared ig S Amend ment rfﬁ\,,\') AS

e State Vindichv ely upped Yhe anmte Hom  5- 4o Jears at’
dnal Yo 25-200 . Jyears afier ne Wvoked J Ay dal ria\n*\- .
Mo‘(ezOVU, Exnile b F shows that the caddiqonal ¢ ‘flarg s were
not nego—h"a*ﬁ'ed . Prstead of go§v\9 to tvral o fveo  Couwnig

of Explotahon  as disclosed, pebboner was o’ trial for

Live coun¥g, The C"\O\VﬂeS added v{no\\‘oh‘\;eul wrere. Yhaen

ueed as Hruwt of  the po{s‘onous -\—'vu) as Yhe state wUsed
clharging  and Swex\civxg powers post-tnal 4o induce
p&h‘—\w‘ov\u Yo tender a plea of 9‘*”"‘\/ V% days afder
Tu\\, 7;‘] 2070 gu{\'\\l veva et

?&H‘h‘onu T?-Spec%("u\\\/ pravs Yar this FHonerable court wuih

1ssUe a ot of Ceybiovar oand  enter an ovder Yo o\(sdnarae

pethoner  as is coavichon 1s in Vielohon of federal and
g—\’q:\-e law.

CoNCLusyoN
The pehton for a wrt of cevborar shoud ‘o 3roun+&o\.

I declave under pbna\r\\{ oF \oz)r:)q\:\[ Hrar the clams are True
and covvecdk, —W\(gw 234 doy of 0(:%0‘90'/ 2024

Respecthfully Su b e,

2



