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ODUESTIONS PRESENTED

I. Should the U.S. Supreme Lourt intervene in protection of
:‘rsappe”afc juritdittion by issuing a permanent Injunction
against the l«n‘gkeﬁ' ourts of app'eals‘ in Texas, said courrs
having erected an ABSOLUTE BAR, for petitioners seeking

review in +he U.S. Supreme Courr via ZBUSCS FI257, or
28 uscs 31254, said petitioner(s) having the right +o

utilize the statute ; and having no other avenue to enforce

theie riyht to seek U.S. Supreme Court review. That

bar created ) and made ePlective H’\roughﬁwe Faudulent
regort, or publication of a Pur‘/mrfec’ “Notice of Acﬁon,"

which is not repregenmm}e of a RENDERED ORDER delivered

by a legally wgnizable body of rhe respecrive court? .

2. Iy ir Ok, for elected state court officials 1o delraud, or

manipulate the federal courts into abstaining f7um the review

ol daimed violations of cheral, and state Consritutional
Rights, in either civil or ¢riminal cases, through a contrived

Scheme, wherein State actors communicate an alleged decision

har been reached, all without the court having RENDERED

AN ORDER, the courts Cleck Ructher being UNABLE To

- PRov1DE A CERTIFIED COPY OF ANV ORDER(3) PROVING
FINAL STATE ACTION T
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LIST OF PARTIES

C/3 Al parties do not appear in the caption of the case an rthe cover
poge. A list of all parties 1o the proceeding in the court whose
judgment is the subiect of rhir petition follows:

Tn re Amhony Norman, and +he citizens of Texas - =
demanding honest Qouérnmen t;

~= Plaint+£l(s),

Texas Court of (rimiaal Appealf; Presrdmg Justice (Pousiton 1)
(position 2); (position 3) ;(position4) ; (pasition5) ;(positiun 6)
(position 7); (positun 8); (position 4); Cleck ;

Texas Supeme lourt ; Cheif Jushiej (posifion Z)/ (pusition 3),
(pos?h’lvlnll),- (puSih‘Un 5)} (POSTI\H‘OP). 6)/ (position 7)) (Po.;'fffun 3’))

o Pﬂ,fif_ron_q), Eleck ;

- l?e's‘pand entf's)
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-
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RELATFD (ASES
t. Nofman v. United States A.G.,no. 23-50360. U.5. Court
of Apfaeab for the Fifrlh Girtuit. Judgmervr entered January
© 5,72024. Request for Petition of (ertiorari Rled May 2024,

1. In !‘a Naorman, 2[-0551) Texar Supfeme Gurt Noh‘ce, ol
Action alleges Augujr 4, tazd.

£ No ORDER RENDERED,
CLERK WILL NOT CERTIFY %;

3. Norman v. Willramson, No 03-19-00197 €V, Texar Third
Court ofF Apgeals. Judgment entered Feburary 21,2021 £ Pending
POR -0551, but Mandate has nsued3 LHZuscs 319837

4, In re Norman, 20-0276, Texars Supreme Court. "Norice of
[

Acrion alleges August ,2070 £ NO ORDER RENDERED,
CLERK witL NOT CERTIFYY,

5. In re Norman, l4-20 —aoagg»cgf Fourteenth Coury of Appeals
of Texas. Judgment entered January 39,2020, Recall | Bejssued
March ®12,2021, £ Pending POR 20-0276, but Mandate hasy ;‘»\48(/7
é. Ex parte Anfl-\oml Wki?ndy Norman, WR".761 3!;""2) Texar
Courr of Ceiminal Appeq-lf. “Notice of Action alleges January 31,2018
§ NO ORDER RENDERED, (LERK W NOT CERTIFY ¥

7. Ex parte Anthany Whitney Norman, WR~76,3:§_Q-IQ/ Texar
Couct of Giminal Appeals.

Notite of Acton” alleger Navember
16)2016. £ NORENDERED ORDER, CLERK WZUL NOT CERTIFY §

8. Bx parte A"ﬁ‘"")’ Whitney Narman, WR=76,389 - 08, Texar
Court ol Griminal preqla—. u

Notce 00/4(,!7‘0)1" allegey August 1%
2015, § NO ORDER RENDERED, LLERK W1l MoT CERTIFYF}

a. In e Normaﬂ, No. ED_‘LZY_[I) Texar (ourt of Coiminal

Appeals. “Notice of Actron" allegey Febumry I3, 2013 ¢ No
ORDER RENDERED, (LERK wWZeL NoT CERTZFY 33
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(itations of OFficial ’?eporTS

Petitioner request that the U.S, Suf, reme (ourt +ake

[PUFERI VRPN (VIS RPN S (P

,uc\;(:a\ ﬂOﬁLQLCMffS.QOV wherein the currenr

- }

state of each cause a”egeJ/Y denied [ dismissed [ relysed without i
i ‘
- wiitten oder, Ao other dficial fecor exist, asthere are NO RENDERED
- | |
|ORDERS No ORDERS ATTESTING TO_THE PRESEME OR (ONCURENCE

B

OF oPINZON BY 5 or more Justices of the respective court.. See!

)

T | .
Swindolv. Auteta Flight Sus. Corp. 305 F.3d SN, SI9( Sth Cir. 2015),

L o o] [RnS NIy PRIV SR

| Please take judivial notice Gia tx caurts.goy of:
i

- | fﬁxa? fggremc ‘ ;
~ 'Texa)’ Court of Cfm'uru' Aﬂﬂ@a’)‘ L 191&-12 : “WR—@Q‘?‘OX';:
WR-%,389-j0", "WR-76,3 33?-11"

l Texas -n'nrc{ (ou(’r of /-)Ppeals 03“} 7'002‘77‘0/ ¢

Texaf Fom‘eem}' Court of Aﬂ/@a,So 1Y-11- OO‘I?Z’CR

[RSUIUSS SRS (PP NP
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IN THE

SUPREME (OURT OF THE UNITED STATES

PETITION FOR ExTRA ORDINARY WR1T

Pe titioner res'peuﬁ\”g proys that an EXTRA ORDINARY
WRIT, issue to enfiorce the Supreme Courts jurisdiction in

the cases below,and any othen

OPINTONS BELOW

‘i, In re Norman’. 21-0551, Texas Sup(‘emé,Couff;

li. Tn re Norman, 20-0216 Texas Supreme (ourt;

il _Fy pacte Anthony \Whitney Notman, WR-76, 389-12,
Texas Court of Criminal Aﬂpeq,’s 3

o

iv. Ex pdrfe Anfl\om, Whitney Norman, WR-76, 339 ~ 10,
Texas (our+ of Crimingl A'a'peqlsl:

V. Ex part€ Anthony Whitney Nommn,_ WwR-76, I¥9-0%,
Texas Court of Criminal Appequ 5

Vi. In re Norman, No. PD-14¥g- 12,, Tesas Courr of

LA TR g
gV PR A
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‘ .C(‘emfmq\ Appedn\s;.

JURISDICTION

No RENDERED ORDER has been filed with the Clerk of

+he respec hve (ourt re_c}qrding the subject ¢ases. Some cases

have been pendi m [2+ vears, The issues divdlosed

Befﬁ have . not been aclAreS)’que in f)v; u.s. Db’fnu— Courts of

Texas despite mulh"pié attempts, _The resPOndemfs) are

absolutely Hock.‘ng ap'oe“o\fe review by the U.5. Supreme (oure,

The Texas (onstirution provides a solution to the instent

im'oasse via_the Govenars appsintment of new juyhey for

f%e r es'o)umn oﬁ cases WLen fLe Current justicey are cerhﬂ‘ed

' as beling Jﬁwa'f‘@&:‘, (sz‘ Corm-, & uf”), Ea.c}' ‘,udge.oé

Bafl’! courts I\ave" been Sued N #»e,‘r oM‘cra", qnc( ar I‘ndfv:‘ducei

o




r

,,,{,capaciﬁes ,conﬁnqqus}s!, by ‘petitioner Nosman since Novembe

2020 for injuncrive 'ei‘ep‘; and or the presentation by rhe

U.s. A.G. oF a”egecl criminal ads 1o g s,pecral fedenl 9!anc{ju/y.

See: Norman v. U-S. A G, 2013 U.5. Divt. LExAS 2327Y8. Diyqua'rﬂ

itarion is ol;\/iowly necessary and apgarent, The Govendr has

reﬁusedlo rU?OAA) of mhe aih’on.

The jucizdiction of thir Coust is_invoked under 23 USCS 3 1651 (a),

el




' CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS

WU, S. Constitution

Acrirle N

Amedd 1

. Amend, 5

Amead. 6

Amend. T

Amend. " 1Y

| ‘Af‘h‘c.\e Vi

Clause 2 ‘ ~ | 10

S TATEMENT OF THE CASE

v 'The- wnrrovefS\l 'ir\ r)-\ff caye R:woef chuarcl;l on f/we ~

unavailability o f STATE ACTToN, by Texas' top two (ouns

of Agpeals. These courts openly ignore the Texar (onstitutrons

enabling jucisdiction, and mendatory requirements of she

courts in ciedd:th cases. € Tex. Const, Are. T $1, 212, ?Iq;

327,923, %29 821y Am V $2, $4), The courts openly dely

. & i P
Texar Statutory déreciives mandahng 7he delvery of &

H




weitten ocder (Tex, Gow. Code §22.10%; TRAP Rule(s)

565, 694,76, 77.1,73.]), and U5 Supreme Court

precedent as found in Bulli+ Coun'fy Ve Wa:/wff, 130 W.5. 142,

149 (1899) == whith directs that a_Court of record, musr RENDER

AN OPDER, reducible 1o Writing certifiable by the (leck

of gl the court in order to memonalize STATE ACTION,

Petitionerd briogs this issue to the U.S. Supreme Courts

aHention, as the mattes are US. (ONSTITU TZONALLY

STIGNIFICANT,

The state courts failure or refusal to RENOER AN ORDER

establishes an ABSOLUTE BAR, fureclosing 28 us¢s £1257,

and 28 USCS §125Y appellate review by the US. Supnme

Couct, Thiv pblem affects thousands of Texas cases

annuangl, and itis cummulative.. Petition &, submits the

AW | o




U.S. Supreme Court, should re-esmblish I7s AUTHORZTN over

Texas _(ourts, and restare accésy +o those whom are denied their

cights to FINALITY IN STATE PROEEDINGS, while reswsng the

posﬁla?’ify of U.S. Supreme Lourt Appellate Review.

REASONS FOR GRANTING

___“THE PETITION

. 23 US(S §1257~ ABSOLUTELN BLOKED

BOf‘\l{ .rl\C Temf SQP(C"’I.C -COU.F‘"I. and (ouf‘r o(’ Cf,‘m,‘nql

Pepeals, have implemented o perverse judivial anormaly, alleging

deasronf,."wkrd\ are nofv RENDE RED, or filed with the courts Cleck 3

(Restat 24 of Yudgments, §1), leaving No EVIOENCE OF ANY

STATE ACTION, This inability to prove stte ackion, has lefy

thousands of OR PHAN CASES, (ases*l. wiﬂ»owra £inal State deo‘sran;

i !

and NO MEANS 1o proceed to o higher court. The couns’ aLtivities,

6




:ar ia\c‘( rBQMOF Vialafe Img Sfandiny pr‘écedenr esmblrrked /n

supra, Bullir County, 130 U, 144, Christoffel v, United States, 338

L]

e —————"

U.S. 34, 87 (1944) -~ deciding a quorum is necessary 1o canduct ol

stade business ; and GeifFin v. Tllinojs, 351US, Iz, 19 (1956) -

-deciding oAce a Srate creates avenues of appellate review, it may

_not_intefere _with that gh

Uniquely, the action of alleging a judgment , nor cerriflable by the

|
(Cleck of the highest appellate state court, which has not actually

| .

;ocwr(ec( CUTS OFF ANN 'peh’h'vne( f}am FURTHER RE UIEN in the

U, Supreme Court.

_Fundamentally, there is no decision of the states highest courr

op“a_apeo\\sl, 1—‘1€ lower courts ‘judgmerif is thus NEVE/_(' FINALZ2€p-

creating an INFIRMI7Y IN STATE PROCEEDINGS.

'The F:tth Gireuit, has for ane reason or another failed to

77T




|

reign_in_the Texas Courts, Fifth Circuit Courts, have previous

recognized the wmplained of practices, as in! Ruiz v. Quatérman,

504 R34 523, 527 (5*" Gn Tex. 2007) == deciding a_concurrence of

ﬁ‘ve or more )nges is required by the state (onstitution far an.

|

-en banc_ decision, and Harrfield v. Quarterman, 0Z F Supp 2d

943, 951 (S.D, Tex, 2009) == deciding a_court must reades an

_order, and others, The couns bave failed 10 warn , or do anything:

10 halt the activity. Here, the petitoness cause are all governed

by TRAP Zﬂ\e_z_él, feguirhg an_enbanc court.

These same Texas courts have firmly cebuked lower srate

courrs for the same actvities, which they themselves regulacly

wmmit, see: Colling v, Tson- Newsome, 73 5.W.3d 175, /83 ( Tex.

2001) -~ deciding a concurtrence of the majority of a panel is

re?uared for a decision; Haley v Lewiv, 604 S.w.2d 194,196 (Tex,

|




'C_fim. Alop. 19%0) -~ deci(ﬁng Q deCTé’?on must be I‘end@’éc‘

Into the _minutes of the court.

Texas_highest courts, operate as if they are not subject

to the lawj or review, There can be no betrer source aﬂeyﬁ@ :

to_the shenanigans of Texay Agpellate Courts, than an account

from one of the courts own Justices, EXPoSING whathas been

going on as in: Tn ce Loronado, 5085 W.3d 26), 266~ 67 ( Tex.

— , ——
Ceim. Ppp. 2016) -~ citing the "My Cousin Vinny nature of the

-~

| coucts Op’e@n‘t)n : supra Dawson, 509 S..3d Z?V-—Z?g_; Ir

W'ould be en +8/m2rxir\51‘; i€ fke stalter were not so @r reaCA;‘aJa;"

‘Un%mmrie\'li the INFZRMITIES (reated er‘ouaqh non - final

f

stte_appellate pieedings are mismkenly carried inro rhe

U-S. Cours ay infirmities in State proceed/hyf.

As cited, the Texas Court of Cominal Agpeals, bas openly




declared the courts FREEDOM from the state Constitutions

2

dittates, and declaced that its actions are lawhll see:

Ex parte Dawson, 509 S.\w.3d 294,296 ( Tex. Coim. App. 20/6).

\le'r} the Court citey no statute or_Constitytional ,pmvm"on,,

whith would make that decisivn Constitutional, or lavfule By

aedarir39 _independen(e; Hae court _announces its fleedom pmm

the Sq.?(en')gc,\’/()a‘ufe QXp/e.SJeJ L\’I .Téx{ Canff’. Ar T fi} w)wrcl)v

expresses_allegiance to the U.S Const. Artnle W1 Cause 2

sq'o(eme Law. Adherence +s Tex, Const AT 5’1; was a

specifte reguicement fr (e-admission to the United Swtes of

Bmerita —- post civil war,

Ta Texas, appellate review, is unifom ly available via

_the state (onstitution  of Statute, when requested in ethe

_civil, or fiminal case, A request triggess a MANDATORY

lo




ACTIDN from Texas ' Courts ov’-‘vaip;peq’r. 3\! r‘epu:injfo RENDER

a legally cognizable arder, as in the wse of a Peritivn for

Discetinary ?ev:ew,, the_tase NEVER becames FZNAL (Tox R,

App. Proc. Rule(s) 56.5 69.4), and Tex. Lode Crim. Proc_As,

4.04 §2.

a, Peﬁhbner Normcml, Hq)’ (6) Qases w)'u‘clx lwwe ern :

'oe.nding va(fably forthe last 12+years :

' ' ' ]
1. Tn re Nomman, 2-055|, Texas Supreme (ourt. Notice

of Acson' alleges: August 27,2021 € NO RENDERED OBDER,

| cledd will not ceffﬂa/ 3;.

2. In re ANozmanl, 20-076, Texas Supreme Court.  Nohve

oF Acron” alleges: Augusr 2),2020. £ No RENDERED ORDER,

_clede vill nor cersily 3,

T~

3. Ex parte An#)\ony W)v‘fney No/mab,,“WRJé;}B’?‘ld Texas

1

e




: « ,. '
Couct of Cdminq, ~Pr,p'p€a'5. Natice of Action' a“egef.'January 3L

2018. £ NO RENDERED ORDER, cleck will not cemify3;

4, Ex pacte Anthany Whitney Norman, "WR-76, 389-)0", Texas

Court of Liimingl Apraaql)', " Notice of Actron "q”e,lqex‘; Nov.embey:% L

16,2016 £ NO RENDERED ORDEFR, (ledk will not cenrhy);

5: Ex parte Ar\f‘wn\,/ W’\if’n_gr Nofman,.\j WE“%} 3¥9-08 ;' 7-32@5
4 '

: \ ] oW . o
Coury a‘:,(ﬁmﬂmf Aﬁg%‘f. Notice of Activn a“lgéf .

Pugust 14, Zois. £ NG ORDER RENDERED, (LERK WZlL NeT

o~

CERTEY Z,

b, In re No/man’. No. PD*/'JX?"/Z“; Texas Cc)wf’ap Cn‘n»,,';vg,l‘

Aﬁp als, li‘No tite oc Acﬁon"a”ejef- Fe.l»umfy /3?,, z2o1% é No

__ORDER RENDERED, (LERK WILL NOT CERTZFYZ.

ul ,
* WR-7¢,389-08, WR-76,389-10, WR-7¢ 38912 recire
.id'enﬁ’a_a.\ s,rm,r;,dl’,, whizh have never been decided.




_ Petitioner makes Merion to the U S. Su,pféme Coury 1o

take judival netice of www, tXcourts: gov, wherein each case

in the relevant court is availa ble thereon. seer Swindel o,

/-»

Pucora Flght Scs. Corp., BOS F.2d 516 519 (Srh Cin 2015) ;

Connon y. Distnir of (O’umb?a; 17 F3d zop n.2z (D.C G,

2013). _ On that same websire, the petitivaes, would reguest

that the court tuke judixjul notive of the Third Courr of

) Aﬂﬁpea\]&‘ aw€ no, QZ~IQ~QQZQZ'(V], spef_r@mﬁ;, re@n‘ry to?

A, Diatrat Clerk’s Record pgs. 247-299 (Exhibir 9}, and

B. Reporters Record pas. H1-44,

‘ e
Therein, the Srate of Texus has admined customarily No

g - ~ ‘ <
Ocder is rendered . when a case js allegedly denred wirhour

writién or(:\er. Thit iva dear pdrh/ opponent ac{m?ﬁmrl ﬁla:‘n

-~ on it5 ‘f’;tfe Fed. R. EV?@}[,A#Eu’e__gO’(Q@- The Stre law

13




(IR

_has even pmwibifV'ahve> asserting that no ordeG)

:l'raue ever been ?FNDEEED‘EI\ any of the complained of causer.
| 4 _

;
Texar Courts, howevesr Wrong have taken the position of being

the BIGGEST BuuY ON THE Block, BEING CAPARLE OF

1 .

VZOLATING ANY RIGHTS, oR AW AT W2l WITHOUT

CONSE&MENCEJ_ OR (ORRECTION.

Tn_addition, petitioner request the caurt teke judzml

notite of the 14" Court of Apeals OPOER of Aogurf ¢, 2020

in cauwse no. 1Y-I1-00Y3ZR, available on txcourtr. gou,

The 14" ¢OA admitred that No ORDER was RENDERED 1o it

!

Lrom the CLERK of the TUA, and tat its clerk was e;;mhu/{,,

’rml«:cl» into Fss‘ue‘nﬂ fke Mendate.

% THE PETI TIoNER SEEKS A JUDGMENT IN EACH

UNDECIOED C(ASE. # (T TEDP ABOVE, ¥

14




n. 28 uscS 2 125Y - ABSOLUTELY BLOCKED

" _The U.S. Sugreme Court, should also re cognize that shany

oth of agpellate review ui (s §125Y, fllowing «

petition filed under 28 USCS £225Y, or YT USCS 1933 - regarding

a_Texas State (owrs decision 15 ABSOLUTLEY Bl OCKED. TIn

the case of review " denied withaut written arzlezu) or “pﬁsnoun(a{

\ T i
without Order = not in an opeq tourty and Without a cout fepope

B

leaves no reced of stte action. Without beia/a able +o show

state action - review is illustnary, Ne emr in smte action

tan_be S)gowr»,. not _in q‘ Distnt Cow*r; (ourr of A@m:’a/r,, or

the (.5, Supleme (ourt, 'T)-)e_ defes ix abvfduf}. because

|
1

ther is po ,provabie State altion in Udlation of a Consttutiornal

right., No adual state review on the reced has occurred.

The Qesmclcm‘,. has creqfed a_conviént parado)r,. andl

circArvious P»“ch‘bnl. uh feaLl\aHQ unde/: orclina/y Ciregmsrances,

15
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i

The 5+h Cirtuit Court of Appeals, idennfles its inab:’l;ﬁ, to

actually review alleged Constitutional claims based on_alleged

un_orcs\/a\o'e state_acion_as! infirmities in state ,,oro'c'ee(_(Mgr.

Tn re Gentras, 666 F7d 910, 911 (Srh Cir. 2012); Moore v, Dretks,

269 F.;Zd_. ‘qu{, %46 ( Sth Gv. ZpY) -~ Comp,ain 17)10 ofF I%Qrmih‘e;

in_stte 'oroce?dingrj bur (JO?ng no-fln?;g to protect the pej—fﬁm@}

Constituttonal Righis:

The Federl Courts are aware of the soecl~ ,pfala/em addrersed

as the core complaint here, but are acquiescent, or even

Sym paﬁweht o _ﬂ'\e"@autdo»lenf presearments of 1he Respondent. ~.

, To ;;efjvffl. rhe Cour+$l.‘an¢( ?é.);pandenf e)go/or‘-l' the Ignorance ok

!

would be 'peh“h‘one/(f) to _maintain the 70‘01‘4.6/} pro (eecf@o‘

to ;uo\ymenf as if e"Vefly%'Bg was normal, 28 (4SC5 ¢ 225¢ G)

fequires_certified recods, outside of a death case the (4§, Ditint

| | | 8




toele

Court_has refused or hiled 1o requive the Resporcdent o Bllow

the law, The US. Dt Courts of the Ffth Ginuir have -

_conviearly ignoted 1his fundamental requiremeni, exacerbatirg,

and_cleating a sizeable ,afo;’a/em thar exiyt almast_entirely in

.f‘qe realm dﬁ ‘fAG /‘-rﬁr/ﬂ Circuit. S’Fnﬁp/s{ S’ecfrclm' ‘denied without

wiitten order " ard contermglate how a_couct comld show stote

_action without a Coutt repertes, or the (led; @/fﬁ/o an_orde

into_the minutes ok a_courr of record.

o

Ip a (,an{p}rqu wal ndt P/qﬂnec/ 7o i”}’d[q*fe fkese 50~Caz/(ek/ ;

'_dﬁcﬂ’i‘()hf by Texal (duris 'Ilf\ﬂhﬁ Fedes Reviei, this would =

teainly be an el 1o wms/»of c[a/‘n_? ro. The problem is

in plqih Srjq/ir,, )gm‘ “n a.(feffw‘mé/e in eirﬁ,ef State (aomfl, o

Fedenl Courts —upto_the Sth Cireit Corr of Apeeals, A Fox

world hardly stop himself fom 3tealing chickens = that is the Sth

Lourr oF Agpenls. | r




oy

iif,. EQUAL PROTECTION and STAR CHAMBER

The Star Cham ber bekavrar} as q,ga)red +o the petifiones Ly

Texw ourts, is just a_means to prevent official adknowleds -~

ment or Cka”engé 1o _the ’i‘i'any Op unée//yinjo vivlatony of

decided UsS. Supreme Court precedent , demeonstative of.

Constitutional vivlatons by state actus, The UJ. Supreme

Court, last addressed this type of "SECRET ACTION" s

Inre Olive; 835 .G 499, 509~ 05, 507 (1958). _Fundemenwl),

i5 it _now permissible or auepmble for rhe extn blih ment

of a new STAR (HAMBER in the (nited States, cpemty

Singularly in Texas

The U.S. (.Ohsﬁ'mm?h,, has Ej’fa[a}ia'}w.’d,, ard the U5, Sq,o/m@:

Couct_hay defnatvely asserted intepretations of law_preventing

| jwigéf 10rom v{?))aﬁn/a 2 pe/sc)n'i (onstitutional 72;3117‘{, R«U.“qm :

14
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v, Allen, 466 U.S. S2r 53(~33 (198Y). Here state actors

¥
|

wmmitting mail and e wire fend intimote the illusion of srare

A

action, to_completly evade, and block a_persn’ Constitational

and statutory risht 1o review in shethstate and Fedecal courts.

The State of Texas, has made r@vicw E\,, the U.S. Supreme

-Lourt ;I\usmn_ary and nen - existent via_ 23 uscs 8 [25Y, and

2% Uscs § 1257,

N

Texas highest wurts oF appellare review capitalize, and

[}

P

take advantuge of the U.5. Supeme Gourts p/cumm'

_annpunement ‘vhat it will not review emers nor aled en

_Bv a state’s Supreme (ourt. Day v, Ga//u,,a; €3 U.s. 97 /%

(1965). Here state offmls individually, end or collecriely

are acnvg under tolor of state law, abusing state power, They

. ) i - . .
9“"’;'[7;. anJ weq,ganize fivefr pw//'mh;)‘ o:p rfur‘fl. fe/Ym/a on

19




the ,mUrc'S pereption ofF 3000( -Q«if"n) and (‘gjularify to absdwle),

BAR review of questionable, unconshitupional practices in_the

{rore of Texws.

" The courts ?&/0;‘(1 c\pfs)ﬁ:qf'm/‘\ of +he (‘rz;)wtg and in terp/etmtiins

of the U.S. Supreme Court. The cases invelved in the Plainsfl

?er?f’mn have Eeen IOng -esmb)a"xec{} in f*‘é/'p/e,f-cd) and Qﬂab/ﬂlf_ec{ K

| H@ﬁ>a;;k0u_r the_other 49 Sttes ayin:

a. Bounds v. Smith, 430 Us.317, 332 (1977),

b Bullitt_County v,_Washes, 130 5. 142, 199 (1839);

¢ Befqef v; United Sm-l—érl. Z95 u.S. 75’,, ¥y (/‘735)/-,'

. B’rad;( v Mwﬂmd, 273 Us. ¥3,97 (19€3);

Lu.s 3¢ Y2-43 czooq)

g. Ma ,z,g e QA,Q, zéu s £Y3, 647 u%z)

£ G, S, 609, 613-/4 (19¢5,

5. (. J500, )58 9 (20]%),

i Powe" Ve Ala.b«ma. 53 5.¢. 55, 63 (I??Z)

%nck)and Ve WaSLmqwr\ "’6‘ .S, 668,- 6?5 “73‘/)

k United Smfé’S V. Gonu ’ez Lopezl. 126 5.(r 2557, 256'3'(5'[2495}. '

There should be_equal #reatment, and pratection amongst the staes

0




| for all, utilizing the same rights, not twe disparse yersins of

[
1

i
law - one Ror the Unived Srares and anather for Tesas,

The Texas (ourt of Criminal Agpeals, appears to be of sphit

.

in on gluent mind, 5. On rke one Aanc)lj i+ qpines' that cases

ﬂ\ou\cl ~b(’., apforde(l a cle ¢isSion on. Ea,ddl, cm.d Every c’q;‘m raised,

Ex pacte TJorres, 94z s.W. 1 469,474 ( Texi Ceim. Agy. 1997). On

.tl_\e other L\anAI., rl\e court Q.i s 4o divclose w’)\\! a case would _

pass_thiough the court without action on €achyor any cleim,

_bur provides the remedy of endlessly reliling o case, unsil

ﬂ'_;%e urt on some fature dare ulh‘mm/@/ décides to_rule on

i

the merits of any daimed issue. - supra Ex parte Torres,

G4z 5 W.Zd D YTY. That app loach has not worked in rhe

1 ‘ .
| Petirioners case for the past {2+ years,

!
|




\

However, in Exparte Dawson, 509 s.w.3d 2994 (Tex. (rim. Ayp,

20l6), rthe court takes anothes ract, and opines effecrively, that

some_undirclosed (secret) intermal poliey overrides statudory

and wnS’h‘fuﬁanI pvisions,  This so-called internal pé):ty as

Q)(p’a}n'ec[ b\', +‘\e court is f"\e sole erife/,. manda.h?»ﬁ whether any

pactitular case is actually reyiewed by any judge, let alone

a_quotum. supfa. Ex parte Dawvsan, 509 $-w.3d ) 295-96. Yer, -

ﬂ\e Texas Clonstitution establshes an ‘abfo,ufe RIGHT oF REVIFW

_lper Tex Gonst. AxV 34, ard An. T £12,£13, §19,§22 There

can be on77 one tanth,

None of the causes whith are the basix of thiy reguest

have been measured againit srancl:bla u.s. Su'p/eme lowrt

p/ccedm-/;' despite md'lhjﬂ/e c’"/ay ent regyest for leview ars /g

o [

128 usces $ zasy,

[P FEUUPRSIN (NN pr—




! ‘ i ' «
| Sub/‘,m- of the scheme disdosed ple wbugl;,’, in_many

ases, a_challenged felony convittion expires withast appellate |

ireview ever behg @mpleted. Thiy situatitn cleates the !

unintended ons€guénce of ps eudo- con Vithons, not

aﬁ-rilaumb)e o _anyoné. “There are over T )0 cases in Jeiar

' annua“y where JuSt the Texus Cowr of Caminal A/{/Eq/r

;@«i(y 10 fendc/ an ardes. see; Ex'oarre qumn/ 5097 5 W.3d 2 307,

! The j35ue p/e;enfca( Aere 33 m«nq&(fu/ec[. Ir /T not

|

caused Lg a lack of resources, af Tex. Gov. Gode § 22006, and

Tex. Consr. Ar. \] $4(b) -- a)locate all available ressurcer, and

lawll _authority  This is a_problem created by choie, This

\
[
i

pablem i3 Thiust upon the geneal publi by the elecred jdges

i. =
of the respec tive courts.  Why should so many be deprived
|

i
of their el rights just becawe 18 judges have Fgured out

3




_a_dever way v _disquise not showig up for werk

Clever as the scheme may be within the stares bordess, where

the judges are fuly unaccountable, it reguire actual vlativns

of federal Eriminal J_aw,. the passive -acquiéscence, and Sf/gn(e of

lactual feviewing Fedenl judges ro makbe i+ work, How could the

Respondent o argue otherwive, They have Taken prperty, the

_ inmngib)e bene i+ of o judymen t without auf%on‘f:/,,ar ompen sa ~

tion while at the same time damaging the delzate balance of

power, inc\u&:‘r‘g checks befween bandher of gove/nment ==

the fund amental Su.'ld@a blocks of our Fedeml )Ze,mb/,z Government

Jush‘(e' dela\!ec(- IS jushte dc;wied -~ Willmm Gladsrone

Y

L SR N




Pe*‘!’m"e‘ﬁ;;eekf an ;,\junm‘an _compe/hng the peSponc(enf- to

REN DER a Lego “‘l (ogni 2o ble final de cision, Lina N)f c{'ecidr‘nj
each of +-i«é farementioned cases, and an end 1o 1he unlawf !
plactice 0:{’5“@9;,,9 judym»em»g whic A tannot be shown + have
been gntefed of record by a IegaH-\I (ojni‘z,ab,e body of judges
of the court and said order being C(ERTIFZABLE [’}’ the
ek of the (ourt

Request for Relief | Frayer

Petitioner fequest a PFTITION FoR ExTRAG RDINARY. WRTT
be 9rarrled o) ,o/bf-e(-l»ion, and restoration of U.J. fu/afeme
lurt  Appellate Jurisdiction over vhe Petitioners cases, The unt.
should issue against Cach Ju cge pcsiﬁonf[i‘ q]} ond Cleck’s

of the Texas 5u,o(eme (ou{‘f/ and Texas (ouvris of

25
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[

(r}mina\ Appe«k, ’,r‘o‘\f‘oiﬁhg -f-I'\QM @DM c[e;lo.yfng f“\& review/

o { i
of cause numbers (5) “‘u~ 0551 , " 20-0276 ‘, “PD-1y33 -1z :

o

“WR-76. 339-08 ,  We-76 389-10" “WR 38912, or failing

10 adju&f(afe the cited casSes in the manner presm“oed b\,'

law within 90 days post issuan @ of +he W't of  Frohibition
in each of the fGSf:e(ﬁ‘ve wourts as app lica ble Saird
petitions  filed, and existing as either a Writ of Right (Tex,

Const. Ar T §12) or Due Process of Law (Tex Corst AnT $ 19,521),

kaw‘ny been £ 'ed NEals ago/ and fh““ Pendt‘ng ad,\uc‘?mﬁm

\Ierfp.‘-a b'e with a Ce.rﬁp;ec‘ record ol state acrion £o m f/ve

Cleck of Court,

Peritioner re quest a Writof Pehbitun prohibiting the

Texar Supreme Court, and Texar Court of Criminal  Appeals

Z6
vi.3
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-

‘(‘_\"Oﬁ"- ;—;f‘aui‘m’n 9 V4 fiz'\e Llerk c(: ﬂﬁﬁ T’é}%} _Sufﬁ@fﬂ(f

Court or Texas Court of {Aiminal Pppec if} or other the repur of
ﬂ\‘e e soku rion of amg ¢adl wﬁu‘(?‘a hay nor bees decided and
RENDERED o the MINUTES of the fespective tovss by
?5\&? MQ}Witfr‘f @ff aﬁuéi _}fefﬂg@f or (omtitutic na‘u’!fy ¢ na hlsd
i}a.aélz{;é?} fcorarmission e (s} { Tex. Const Aes V3 Z‘} 5‘&!}} w oo
Con Eﬁ‘@ _EE”-QWEH QE f‘efm{% EL4) gm‘{i(’ ;)@!‘ﬁﬁ},ﬁw e fe’wﬂ ?i‘if

(3*’32;\;@6; 935 & fﬁ?f‘\{;m-fﬁy’s} {'Arf:m;;m g she apnsiy fﬁ??mf‘i’e?

fi‘f :j‘a;\u, J@é.’cf;sﬂ‘? packh f;found p!e‘yﬁm@{f on the ﬂ“&s’,“ﬁ'w%

i )oame,lj.or enbant g5 re?m‘fed Be/ affh@- TCXGS ( ons‘h’fuﬁml

other Stare Rule A or Low,

wi3



Pevitones  regaest

___A_WRIT OF MANDAMUS _sheuld issue against both

’r‘\e Texas Sup/eme Céurfl, its Ck‘rk,and Judqefj and _rhe

Tﬁ)ﬂU (’Ourf op (ﬁminoz' A,a'/)eqb‘i i'I'S Clerl(;amd JQJyer in

enfercement of the U.S. Supreme lourts jurirdrinun under

73 USCS f!zsql: 28 US(531257 in cause number (3

“'Zl'OSS"";. “20-~ 01‘76” in the Texas Sq,p/eme (ou/‘f; and

(I ]

°
B 1
¥ P4

WR-76,339~10, “WR-7%, 3592 ’

"PD-)y§8-12", "WR-76 389-0F

in -r;te Texar (ourf o[" C/;m;nq/ Aﬂﬂéq’f}, _fe'q‘uim‘n? the Couwrt

and its celevant membess +» (onsider , and_adjudicare each

claim taised on jts merits by a ,o_m,oe//y seared court aChing -

in accordante wnk ﬂwe Staie ConSﬁfuh‘onl, Stare /ah{, S tate

r‘u)e }’ ommon )ﬁW. to @/)/éc*f' a /ega /)y Cajn,‘z_qé/e

decision reduycible +o writhg in an order rendered inro

the_minutes of the court, certityable by the courss

28
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APPENDZ X A

 There afe No Certifred ?ecordf,'d\/a}(mue whith could PROVE state -

aun in any of the complained of cases. The cdosest fascimile +o
EVIDENCE  available in This case ace govermment fecads located 09
Texas' court of appeals website. Peritioner; (equest Judiial Motie

of  www, +x courts. gov. Please select the appopriate tab, and

enter the cause number?

Texas Sup(eme Court’

In ce An#-ooy No/man/ “'ZI_OSSI ”)f
TIn re A‘#\Ony Whi’fne}r NQ{mqr\/ \‘2—0_02—76 “.

Texas (ouet of (iminal Appeals

In re Anthonry Whitney Norman, = PD-Myg8-12“ ;
Ex pa(fe -Anﬂnony Whitney Norman, * ‘WR~76, 389~ 03
Ex paﬁe A/v}mny WLn‘nef No{mam “wB- 75 359 /0 "

Fx pare Aﬂ*fAOny iA/}'\n’n@y Nozmw’), " WP~ 76 38’?~[Z



