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ATION ONE: STATE (OUKT RENDEAED "SUDBMENT
AND SENTENCE, AAE VOID FoR WANT OF JWNSOICTIOHN.

This QQJ\.:\A"\Q(\-K wasd not fcefac tAL \on ounde\ . ITx s Loell
sex¥ed Law Phat Yhe ov\\egw\/Lons ol suh a emplacnt,
“Nowener f‘nac\'&\\\b Neaded " are held Yo less &Lr(ngeﬂ-!'
(5%“&»@3 \\)\‘\m %sm\ Q\mAlvx&S Acalled b 9 |6 yers . Hal‘vxas V.
Berned: 404 s 14, 520, 92 6.6k 594 130 L.Ed 24 bsa. (1973).

ju(‘{:&&{a'\ﬁof\ IS powef ‘o dedare law M\A when L—:L Leale S
to exist Vhe only funckion temaining +o the Couct is
Wt of annownc ng Yhe Lact and df&mfs&fnj‘ Hhe cause.
U)Mr\o(/l‘“ lu('\SAL‘o—\—(.pn Phe Court Cavwm-]’ Q(‘oaéai ot all (n
any cause. EX facte MeCacdle 7 Lall. Solos S14 1 19 L. Ed
264 C138); Steed Co. v. C\H\’um& Loc 4 Bedter Enviconment
Sa3 LS.83 . 18 S.ck oo (1998) ) United Student Aid Funds.Tne.

V. Es@inosas SS9 US.2UD. 130 .6k 367 /176 L.E 2d 158 (2010).

Swnce Yo dacly days ok Ametican Jurisfudence s Lount
V‘\a.s held , and oPertimes m@h&{mlly fecognized ¥hat (“A
)U}.&g\ww\' cendered by a Coutk wibhout JurisdicHon is
VOI4 and unentorceabldd Ex facte Sienbold s 100 us. 37/
(1879); Ex facte facks, 93 US.18, 3 OHo 1813 LEd 787 (1576
QERT en\3 whete Yhe Po ceedings below ace enh ely void

6§~\)§P\QX Loo want ot Yutisdickion | of obher cause Yhat such
cedef Lo e gwen) Dynes v, Hoover: bl u.S. (oS 1 20 How. 6S,

1S L.Ed 338 (1357) . Aose v, Bimely s 4 Cranch 241, 2 L.Ed L03
C1308) Q&nm\jﬁ‘ V. Netl, aS US. N4, 24 LEd SLs(1877);
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2 U3 LS. G0 (37 S.0k 3431 ol L.EA L3 (19175 Johnsen v. 2eckst,

204 U.S. 4581 S8.S.¢+ Ipid, 82 L.EA 1461 (1938)i_Locnet v.
Willams 1 Ao Wall, 2.

TWS Lonck fuedner establishes Phat “voud sudgwwrrh can be
aXroched ot anaf\r{m&f An ocder Pt exceeds Pre dunsdickan
ok Yhe CoucY 18 VWA, o¢ vordable, and can be atracked in
ony Q(‘oae.ec\&ué, T any Loty where Phe \/allcli-)ry of +he

Buﬁgmeﬂ\’ Comes nto Seue. See Dose. v. H;me\j ) (\)e,nnggu V.
Nedf 1 Thom@son v whdnan | (Sapca).
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Lor Rusk- Convickion Relek n TW\sa County Mskieh CouctiHor
e Sade ok olahoma s SCBJC\ng Yo vacade Yhe ’h\w\s ment and
Sendence (‘am\erec}f )03 Wt Conck W (ase No. € F-1983-30649
for wank of Nua\sdickon. Vebdioner: in sald 'mPPlcha-Honz Set
our the Socks « Sufforted wibh evidence es+abzl.\6hi'n3 hs Nahwe
fmecican anceste \jl an.cl “\*\\w\' \M\P_ o£—Ce,ASe.S,B he. S bfvinﬁ
us{\\mwﬁu\\g AdeXained anc\ held 'Sudjm%‘\' Loc 1 occucred
M Tedlan Countey. feddRoner Rcesented this case Pwesuandt 7o
“fre 183520 TREATY wibh Whe Muscogee. Creek Nation: which was

loker codcied as ACE X1V, 7 St 3085 “The 135t TREATY | L

Sy, 2007 “The DR\ahoma Tndian Welkare Ak’ A5 USC 8%

SA03 152049 ; “Yhe Tndian Self -Detecrmineion and Educahion
Assishance Bt 38 Stet. 2203128 WSc.8 Sl et seq. and

“he (V\OC)M‘ Coimes Ack ) BUS.C. 8 1\S] ed Seq. ; 4S CDﬂ'H‘D”lcnﬁ
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law | govermng Mg case. To delest @(DceAwm\ bass of any
1ssues tegacding Stekdes of Limitetions . Petihoner crted
QQMQM‘\'S ok ‘\)\/\‘\.S Couns avxc[ Tenth C(raufr\' foau"‘}’ o -P

AQeals cwlhwngsi ie. United States v. Lothon 1535 U-S. at b330
(2002); Stee) Co. v. Crhizens foc aDeHer Eaviconment S32
U.S. 32,99 (1448) ) Chicaso  DEDR. Ry, Lo. v. Willlard: 220

LS. 413, 492 (JﬂD‘) and f\"’l\u(‘%j V. (P\\cj)g o) 875 F 3d 34t 907
a.s (o Ge.2017). “Sula Ject mather Murisdickion can be caised
ak any *ime and W can never be Geleited or waived.”
Petibionert Licst asslgawmm+ Loc celief, labkelled “Fies)
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& CofY of Phe .)UASY‘/\EA/L"}’ and Sendence rendered b\y Yhe
Tulsa Coundy Disteizd Conct which establichee dhe rendecst 9
Couctr 43 \oe‘mg w"rLWm \MWQ bomdaﬁes oL Tndisn
Coundry as debined n 13 usc. 8 LIS et seq. which gants

B\LO\\AS{VQ (E\U (SAC@\'CQA -\'o FﬁC\&%\ Ww\ Tf.\\\oa\ 900@0 mon+S
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23, Dhlahoma Statude 2 1033 (BY; A4 Oklakoma Stelude , S 108b.
The Askeich Couck aﬁo?%ci the SMales o eSfonSe and rested
‘we denlal ordec ufon Mmapplicable Stk law: and Yhereby
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aMens foe Qost-convichion celiel (Ex.2 ) Tt was cloar
abuse of discretion foe Yhe diskeich Cover to £ +o jram*]-’
e celiek cegorced by Lederel law. See Yales, 439 0.5, ot
A8 1 10% S.6F S3Y. (T8 4 colladerdl Proaeezithg 1S ofen o a
dawm contelled by feders! law i dhe Shate tonrt “has 4 durty
‘o grant Yhe celief Pt Ledecse! law (equires.”
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A\ Com Pledely vord and of N lefal cesfect and
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T\\QW\@SO{\ V. Whitman « 18 Wall 457, 2 LEA 897 (1813); @E’mnog@(
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Dk Cone i CE- 1483 2064 (in which Said Conct
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e o Wis Stakus as an Tndian and ot Hae Craam-
Stances of Yhis case sahsvies Yhe \egal re%u'\ (ements

Set cuk W 1BUSC 8 1ISI ek Seq 12 1USD qranhng
CXC/\US;V& Lodecal dunsdiekion ovef Tnd4ns Lound

Yo e\ conflick Lrereol. \W\em,\oj Preem P—Hng ol
State law and Cendesng Yre dudg mort entered 1N
- LASe Mo. CF- (985-BW4 Void . unenforceade  held
@o(\ \(\ovmg‘n\/ ( of No \egw\ eLlect AQ.S@XV’W\S N \@al
(‘_&SQu)ﬁ-am\ unavallalle Loc ony fucPoSe. Tollowing,
ate e CovYexia Pk ohuw\\ﬁ{es Cerones hgilaility.
Lor Lederol Qeeometion undes ¥he Major Crimes Ack
Bus.c. 8 LS| et seq.. (1) Peditioner is an Tindian . See
eX. ¥ @) The oense is W\m(Aef’\nM\LQ:m)r.&@gfee/
See. eX £ dhe offense s enumesshed wnder Phe
- M. as one 3mn3n'r\ erausive duaisdickion 4o Phe
- Ledoro) gov&rnmuv\/‘: 2) The offense bccuefed in
C Tndn (onal il See ex. 8% )
. The alaoif_& Lacks and clocumawl—o«:} @VL:CLMC/& b&v’g
“uncontroveshibles Cearly fendens Yhe )Mﬂw%
enkered b3 Yhe Tu\sa County Dkl Coart 1N
Case, No. CF-1983-20b9 1 ComPlekely void) Hhas o

lotnding torce ook e Stikeiand 1s not entrtled
Yo o cosPeck v the Shale_where_ rendered . IS US. a2 - |
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1993-2064; o¢ in Vhe allernshive, Vacale Yhe
Ocder aflicming Asmissal  emteced lﬂj’ Yhe ©.cc.h.
with wskonetions Yo Asmiss Yhe case for ant of
\M\Sdk@*@,-\%w\:\og \facajr'mﬂ Pre eflj»‘ml ju&jw
ewlered b j U Tulsa (owrrty Diskick Couct n Case MNo.
CF- 1983-2069 i ot in +he aldernahive 5 cemand Ve
coSe o Mw_T\gu\So\ County Diskeiet Concr wrth inscuekons
Yo dismiss P Audggmmﬁ’amﬁ Sewlence 1 Case Mo. CF -
198%-30k4. foc lacking duisdickion +o cendes dudgment
T Unls mudder; o in Yhe aldernahive  Hhis lLoact
nh exerdse of Hs Subervisocy dunsdichion ; enden
any ocder Yot duskce Cequ ireS n reskoration ot
VoW ionecs 5\3\’\% Yo “be Yred w Phe distet Qs -
Aekion) where Yhe offense occusred afer befmﬂ ascesai ned
b\j \qw“, Yo access Yo Goarts, umalodcljeg}", Jo due
Process of laws"and “ryght Yo o faie +oual
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PROROSITION Tud: WHETHER APPLICATION OF STATUTE

oF LIMVTATION DR PROCEDURAL BARS To CLAIMS
T NVLLYING A C(ouRT RENDERING SUDGMENT T N

WANT OF SOR\SDICTION VIDLATES THE F\RST AND
F_DU\?\TEF_T\\T\—\ AMENDMENTS TO THE UNITED STATES
CONSTITUT\ON. :

(OCLESS -To-CourTs)

Congless shall make no law respecting an eStablish mont of
feligion of ?co\(\'\\o‘hh'f\g the feee exercise theceok | of

ab(\é\fj{«\ e Scecdom of sPeech 0 of the Press i of +he

clgnt of the Qeofle Qeacealolj do assemble and 4o Petihon
Yhe CC)D\J&G'\’\{'Y\M“" —Cor G CeAress O-Q gfie,vavxcés. Amendmem‘f |

T\’\L hst Amendment s in Pechinent Oart for \M’\;»S case ’
Shates “CO(\g\‘E’,SS Shall make 1o law... abeidging the --. r13»h+

o& Ve &of\e ... Yo fedidion Yhe @overnmentt foc a cedcess
ok 60§wmnae5."

T\nroug\r\ a lomg hne of el estalished Q( ocedort +his
Coutt Nas intecftered Pne &Kost amendment +o fean Y-,
“Dne, Petition Clase frotesks He ¢ igh‘\’ o Undividuals Yo O\?PQKJ
Yo coucts and obher Lomms estalalished by +he govemmerrt-
{or Cesoluron of \egal dispwtes. “the nght of sccess +o
CsouF’\'S K’oﬁ Cedless oié wmr\ﬂs S an asbect 9(3 he Reet
Avwmendmeny C\g\\'\’ Yo Reldiin \\J\\.Q,gm)d\'\men'\tn Suce —Tan T
v. NLAB 46T us. 3831 296-397. o4 &ck 2303 1 81 LEd 2d 732 (199

See 6)\So BEEW Conste. Co. v. NL&B: 206 0.8.51b, 122 S.¢- 2390,
1S3 L Ed24 499 (2002); Bl Sehasons Restaucants Tnc.v. NLAS,

dll B.s. 15V (Ml 103 SG".QL\(Q\( 10 L.EC‘QAQ’}? chg‘—;)q gél"g .
| - ()




Motoc T tancot Co. v. \cudhwia Unlimirted ( 404 US. S03( S13,
12. 5.6k L0, 20 LiEA. dd b4 (1972) i quoted i Borough o Ducuea
Pon. V. Guacniect « Sbd uS. 379, 131 S.6+ 24383, 190 L.& .M.
CHNAYHT Gow). “The PebiYion Clause « howerer  was insited
\O:S We Some \deals of \'\\oe,c-\*‘\j av\A' A_meocrmcﬁ Dhadt gave us
e Leeedoms '\'o soeak  fuolish M asSem b\Q-cSCQ_ﬂlD_QA
Lockess v. TWinois Bac fsSn- 339 US. 207,222 38 5S-G

253,250 19 LEA 24 4l (1967) These FI&Y Ameadmodd Clghtts
are wnsefarae. Thomas v. Colling  Sudca.

e Conrd olgo hods Pk “(@Q Access-Yo- concts daims all
ko Fwo cotegories’ ddims Yk sustemic officlal ackion
Lousrrades a NaintiLE n 0Cefaiing and «Q\\Cﬂj Suiks at
Phe Qcesent Hme 1 where Wne Suds could e Qu(&mul
once ‘he fcw@m@é&nﬂ condihion has been cemoved i and
chawme of SQ&CE&QQ casés Pt Cannot be +ered (no madder
what oflcdel ackion may be tn bhe Lonce. Aegad less
ol wWhethee Yhe ANdim g on a \&‘Hﬁ“‘\"‘“ﬂ oﬁ’?oo—\un\-\v
4ok Yo e gained or an offortuniy dlceady lost 1xhe.
fornk of Cecoaniing an access clam is 4o Provide Some
eflechive vindication for a Sefarate and dishingt claht-
Yo Seeh ‘:A\MY\(A.G/\ cened Lor Some Woong. Thus. acccssih«
Counrks oty 18 andllary +o the uvw\ex\j\'n Aaim
W¥nouk Whan o Nainfe cannot have S ru\\'m’)b\rﬂ
\okj \oe:w\g Shutr out of Whe Conrt. % Hollaws Phet Lhe
W\d«m\\f\\r\g Acm 18 an element Yrhat Must be described

v Uhe comint as %oug\n ™ wele bejmg '\v\c{e?eaﬂc{ur/’lj
qurswez\') omd Ynat  when he decess claim ... looKs

(9)




hocKkwod  Phe co mPlaint must \‘Ae/w-}\% o (‘gzmed,ﬂ WA( May
be caworded as cecomfense bwt not cbhecwise dvailable i
Some Suvy Pt maw t‘)er\‘ bhe \OfOuﬁ\'\‘ﬁz The uMQ;\j\nj Chuse

| ‘bfj ‘

ol ackion ond s \ost Cemedy must e addcess
alleq ations W Whe Comlaimt SUlBclent Yo 9ive bhe

defrondont Luir notice: Oneisiother v. Harbuc3 1 S306 LS.
Jod . 187 L.Ed 2d 43 12 &G+ 219 (Ros) .

T n Wis wnshany case 555—}'emic/ official actions o€ W
O\ aVioma \e,g(&\a—\'{va and Yudicial o Llelals &-QCco\v\Ve\j
Louskcoted \W\‘}s @e:F:HonU‘S F(ﬁ\f\%‘ Yo accese Yhe Ollahoma
Courte Sae)’\mﬂ Mvadicdial celiel Oﬁgafdlhg the Sate
of OWahoma Cendeced .30\0\3 ot and Senlence v Yhe
uvmw‘lj ng Case while lac/Kmﬂ dunisd idhmn fo db So.
Ta Yo woke of \Gnﬁélmvd(ng  well estaldished d\ecZSl‘o/IS,
edick and Yudietd) g\itdam@ of his GourY reﬁd\rdt'nﬂ
Counrks \&(/K\.nﬂ Nuesdichkon : in addibon 4o Male (ecevd
decitions of Wnis Coack L\Aclre,s&fhﬂ Yhe Sime 1 Lhe
State of Ollahoma decided 4o enact shetutory Peovisimal
omendments (Lioh amearts Yo vindiohve \ej isladion ) Fo 1S
Vosh = Convt drion Pcocedure Aot Te. ’ﬂ;He A2 0.S. Section 1080.1,
Ub\/\twl(\ SQA'S 0 oNne. 3@0\!‘ ‘ﬁnﬂw\"&:ﬂ @&(.LOA ’Cb(‘ d/\@“@ysg(mg
‘BU\("’\SA(O\’ionml C\&TW\\S.

T s wel seded Law Phat “lourks are conSti Luded

k)fj a,uldhoﬁv\-:) ond \Uhag Cmmo-{' go bejoﬂd \M\mL Power
de)&gﬁuhzz\ do hem. T€ Jrheﬁ act beﬂ@nd Yot Mﬁlor;'fy /

(10)




‘ &M& Ce[#afmlj W contravention of Wi Yhew ludjmwwb
and O(MS ave (\f,ﬂale&i as nullFres *M?&j are /)mL vDEJaL)a,
bt Simfly vord « and his ewven Prioc o Cevecsal. See
Willlamsen v. Bescy 8 How. §4s, SY0 1 12 L.EL. 11D 1183
(13s0), Va”eg; v. Nottheon Fice & Marine Ins. Go.) 254
US. 3481 dl Seh 11l (1920). “ T is essential et
Wil e coacy should have dnasdictior o€ bhe
YexrSon amd Yhe Sulo)eck- vuMer; and i Is H\tj clear
ik Phe wart of dnAsdicion is a m#er‘m may
oys e set uf againgt 6. dudg mowd wshen Sought
to ve endstced ; or LWhere any benelits 1s claimed
under i as Hhe want of Juncdidion makes - utecly
Voud and umavailable {oc any Qureose " PBocden v. Fidch,

IS Yohes. 1417 Eacle v. McVeigh 91 US.503, | oHo SO3,
23 L.Ed 2498 (U87S) see B0nion.

Tn His Instant cause  Pehdioner, in Shale disteidh
Countd df\a\\emegw\ the ‘\/a\fcliwlj of the State's durisdichion,
(the W\der\j\ ng ) as Pesented in his apfheation for fost-
C@Av{(;\—{on Celtel, Hhoreln aﬁ&f+&d Hhree ﬂrOwV\CLS' foc
Cediek | (N The. State Diskcidr Concy acted tn Lomblete abisence
o (‘S\A(\{SC\Q(/‘\’G\OG wle Cender \ng Sudﬁmw* wn Ihis case 7
() the Prosecutor Commitded miscoduct foc Knou.dinﬁlﬂ
Q'\(S\A‘\ﬁﬁ Criminal Reoceed (ngs n 6 Court lacking Yurisdichion ;

aV\A (Z)\ B(%CEMS@ Counsel was wnefledive Lo S/dt\\'ﬂj % invest-
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Yate snd discover laws attlicakle Yo Qefitionets nahve
amefican Nerdage and HYhereoy launch a oleg a\/\altange
1o e slades Juetsd iokion of Pis matdecs.

?@L[—Hme/ﬁ’ﬁ ‘BU\C'\So\'L'&H@nax\ d/w»lwnﬂa/ (s —C((M\j jroumdecl
ufon Yne facts Pt he is an Tndian, and Yhe o@enses
o Whoh he IS belng eld under stale Judgmond=s ceurred
W Trdlan Country Lo Pucfoses of Hhe Majoc Lrimes At
Loh;Ol/\ Stales uﬁm& iml[an who commi*s dga;ns% +he P@ﬂm
or @Fo?&(+j o-(: anodhec Im{u?n DC D‘I'/he( @e/mon ij o-p
Phe *Q*D“owiﬂﬁ ofCenses MMjl Murder Manslanghiec, Kid-

naffing  maiming s a Fedony under chapler 10941 Incast,
o Felond dscault uvder Sechion 1131 an assawlt aqainst dan

{V\ACV\A(MLI who has /Lo‘nL &‘(’4’%7/)&/ Hhe @6 of b yw& y
‘@srylo/\ﬂ chd aliuse or naﬁlw—!’: arson | bm‘j/afj, robbery,
and a Yelond under Qection bbbl of dhis +idle wrhin
va\tan C@wﬁl—r\\j C Shall be éw/a)‘fzaf’ +o Yhe Same liw and
Ceomalties as all othen Persons Lommiting any of +he
O%M&St wv%m 4/)1«6 eX dusive :\urQ\&JL'oHon o€ Phe
Dniked Sloles. 18 0.s.c A 3 JIS3. Ta Sam, any Tndien
oo Lomm?-’f and of \H/m, dhbove D‘QCE/VLYES e/VumMml—cct fm +he
UV\CHBSV\M\ be éuubjw\' 4o Phe laws woithin Yhe exclusive
Masdicin of Uhe United Stalee “Tucisdiskion is Powee

Yo dedare Vdw: and when T+ cedses +o eXist, +he onlj
Q’U\\/\CA"UO/\ (\fzma:m‘f\ﬁ +o Wg Couw\* IS Hat of announci nﬂ

e Sack and (ﬁSVmsanS Yhe cause. Withort dDurisdicHon
e Conck cannct Qroceed at all,in anyf ClSe.” EX Pocle
e Cocdle s T Wall. s0bi 19, 19084 204 (196D ; Steel o., Supi.
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1S not a al\oSore)r[;@nMy matter, i+ 1S mandatory ) VT.A. . Ine,
V. Bicco . Inc.: $97 Fad 220,224 (lo¥cir.1979)y Kile v_D.S. s
a1S Fad L3a Clotkar 2019); © A voud :Buo\gwwvﬂ/‘\s & Mwllidy
-Q(om_ Lhe \oeg(vw{{vxﬁ 'a;vw\“lS aHended bj None o+ ¥he
C;onsu&wcnc,es £ a Valld Bud\z}mon%. T4 i3 evtited +o

no fesfect Whatsoever because i+ does Not alfect |
mPaits oc create \egal cighte” Ex facte Spaulding,
L3 SwW. 24 at 745 (Tex.Cam. R0 2000 ; Dunham .
Stk berq 1 dol P24 looo (1949 ; Shidham v, Whelched,
@ NE. NS (Tnd. 1998); “the Stadules of [imdwtions
does not At 4o a suit in “H'fﬁ Yo vacate o

Vola lu&gww/\\’“ Cad enasso vfj%an)( of I—\—a\ji L 9.2d 944,
24 ol Sbd i Estale of dusea. 18D Cal. 268 3741 18[9,

LY3 (1919). ~this CoucY holds bret-  There 18 no
candLadnec clause Wk ernivis Shetes o enforce
dumiShments Lo Constitution fockids. To condude

sohes wise Loowd undercut Yhe Conshitutions substarhve
gualontees’ Montaomery v. )aigiang « S77 US. 19D (136

S.c- NE (Qotb) @Ql)oq “Uhere. a Lowrd nas Yudsdickien,
I has a Clght Yo dedide avey question whith occurs in

e cause s and Wnevhes s decision he (orceY o obherwise,
is Bu&swuwﬂﬁ wnki) coversed s rfﬁm&dx as bfn&fv‘xﬂ n every

obhee concY. But \E IV dct ook &L)L‘P\’N)f\‘-\"j/ }3(’& .3.\)\%—
mevksS and ortdesS afe r\mb\'ér{ﬁs;%% ace not voldable
bud Stmily voud 1 and £oom o laae to o Cecovery Sought:
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event 0CA00 Yo, cevesaal in offeStrion 4o Yhem ; ey constitute

no YusnScaton, and all Persons Concerned in eXecuing

SuOn Ndamens 1 o0 Semtences, are consideced Tn law as
 dresqassens.” Wiliamson v. Becty 49 UsS. 4481 8 How 495,

2 LEd 1170 (8SDYi Wileok v. Sachson ex dem. Mclonned, 33
U.S. 4981 12 Pot 498, 1D LEA 2bY (1829); Shewver's Lessee
v Lynni 43084312 How. 43 11 Led 172.C1849) 1 Dellevue.
Waker Co. v. Gy of Bellevue s 3 Vash. 739, 3 Tdaho 7349,
25 0. 6% (1843, e deeisions tendered tn Yhe dbove.
cases adhere do well- S cule Tn duds peudence.
Vot Yhe Junsdickon of By COntY exerasi ng &uwlfi}\oé\ly
6ver o Subjeck May be _'m%uiwe& o Tn-every other court
when Ve Q(DCQ/&,QE%S in \W&«C@(M@fﬁfﬁ Celied ufon,
&V\& \Ofoqt h+ Y)e;c—aC{, YPhe laker, bj 6 far claimin

e bene W oot Suchn 9(\0@,%6{’&&3. The cule Preevails
‘whebhor e decree or Sudgm-\f fas leen gwen in 6
| COum—\' of admi Caﬁj 1 C/\/mnc,@rj | ecclesiastizal contt, o
Couly of Common law of whether Hhe foivt auled has
acisen undecPre laws of nwbions, he Prachee in chancerd,
ol “the muntcifal ldws of Stades. This Couct applied
WS e as early 08 1799, in Yhe cise of_Glass ebal. v
Sboe Betsew 2Dall. . 75 alsosee Rase V. Hil%@k/z 4 Cranch,

241 a@A Elliok v. Viecsol. 1 Pt 228 290 (18). This well -
eStuldighed cule Tn Amedaan duls ftudence. dedares

et vold dudgmonds camnot be Nushilied and Goem
1o boae Yo 6 felorry Sought Tn Cechfcarion
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Wnareok. Voud iu&g monks Conskihie “no udgmand sk
el Fo\\o(»i\ng Sy 1 18 dear Hhed the onlﬂ
~C\W\C7\(1©n Cemiing ’\’D Me loucy \S —HV-A‘ O"‘p

&V\V\oumdng Vho £y and  ASmisst ng he cause.
There 18 No \ega\ Sanding of {Cecedtnt Ao Sulpock
55'(\;\6“5 oy SV and Eredi of \ng\ (eSPecy Yo void
| J)udgwwm, “Uhasckore ( Qeocedncs bacs | Srudules of
\iwmdrarons \(XUWLS oC Ny \Mw\ PCocessS o e
M aQ\Ncade )r@ Case where ml\fﬁgmﬁr s voud
Loc wm\% ok Nunsaekion, 48 W,‘if,omlg LuncHon
(\fzv\/\,ol\n:mg j(o o COUL()YI L_)Q‘Oﬂ '(;{f\A\‘ﬂﬂ VD\LJHB&S, ]\S
e oL anvounen na) Whe ‘QMA’ and J\g;{m‘ng Hhe
ChuSe.. T Coutt Nas announced fo other -
- Ceedivas 00\icable n Such cases. Thereboce
when i Ys stk case, Phe Stale Coucks
00\ ed and afhod Stodes of Wmirwtion as
o edwra\ har 690insY Seeliaa ¢ ehef Sor the
S\J\(\V\SC\\!,CMO/\QA \Sue ¢ QSQH‘\'CA Re,re:\n, OWahoma
Contts {erXw{\SS\M\g doited Pmg Qetitoner s
ﬂ“\\ ks l@ O\LCQSS Yo oS S N o Lo ‘Al
| (x\r& 3o hove due Qcocess of \aws 4s guaranteed
 Uinder Yhe Tk Qi ond Foutkeenth frmandmorts
s Vhe Uiainled Stedes Conshdurion.
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 ROMSITION TMFE:  ORLAHoMA (DUET of CRImiNAL

ARPRALS DEDRRTUAE Fhom THE PRINCAPLE OF
QaeTY PRESENTHTION VIDLATED THE FOURTEENTH
AMMENADMENT DUE PROCESS LLAUSE.

T\\‘\S Cooe &WY\OumCeA %4‘4 L(IY\ ”OU\‘(\ &AV&(‘SOL(:I@I Sg&hem
of 0l Judicaton: we follow Yhe {r ncifle of Pocty Pres-
ewhf\—(on. PR bp‘l’h, Al and cfiminal c4ses  Tn +he Hesd
W\@:M\L‘L omd on a?@%lie--n We Cd‘j on VYhe @M-\ﬂ@& %
LCame \\J\\e, \ssues ‘Co'(‘ a«éC:LS{Oﬂ (J.V\A dSS‘igr) +o Conrrs
Yrhe e of neurrsl ackiter of matdecs +he Oaches
Rresent. Greenlaw v. US. SSY US. 257244 A8 S. Gt A,
[T\ LEd 2d 294 ‘C(;LOOE?X Tn erimina cases. A@ﬂwr‘}—wfes ~
Leom the Qscty Reesentotion ¥rincile have usually pecurred

'&“\’D Reotect 4 flo Se \W»gmvﬂrl‘s Cig\"ﬁzs “1d o
See €0, Guskeo v, US., SUO L8 ZIS, 581-383 124 S.G-
1806157 L.Ed 2d 778 (RooRD(efbicming courts authoridy

Yo (\’;Ca&%‘/@ro Se. )ﬂffjmnk’s motions 4o avord unnecassory
dismicsal or Tnafn @9(15“\'@\3 S {,njgwﬁ’ afflication o€
Lormnal \Ou\cw\wmﬁ Cwbu\'r@wwmr\s. or to creste o betder
Cor(esfondence bekueen the Substance of 4 Pro Se
Molions claim and WS wderlying legal basis. Bt as
& gQ/no_m\ cule 1 our 53&‘1'%“(5 dosi 3»%4 around the

Premise Drit Pordies Ceftesenied Yy Comberent Counsel
Konow whet s bast £ Vher,  and. are cesponsible foc
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| szx\fwnc,\hm - v\)\\a -Cac:lrs ,O’W}_ MQMMS am—]—r:}“);;tg Jhem o
celiel ) TA. ot 25L. Y 5.+ K. Tn shoet : “lourks dre
‘eSSU\—\%M\ﬂ fasswe tnsheuments ot overnmerst i LS. v.

Savmuels | 308 F.ad 3% 1130] (cA8 19%7), they do nots or
Snould not Sallj —CDHJ\\ e 01&3 lbokfnjﬁ +or Lscongs
Jo ¢ (g\rﬁ-i They wat Lor c4se8 o come 4o Phem i and
when  CaSes drise 1 Lourds Normallg decide onlj %uaﬂfons
ReeSented b Phe Oacdes.” Thid. 1 also see United Shates
WV Stneneng rSwag S90 US 37103729140 S.GHISTS (IS 79 Aol

L Ed 24 3 |

T Vs ‘\/\S*qnﬁr case_ i the DDahoms Couck of Covmingl Afea\s
(0.8 techaracterized Lne Locks AGUmenYS and ondeolling
- [&u)_‘z J@Vom \\)\f\w\— oL far:\ Q(%Sm\'&A da[ms m\d W\M\\tj\ ng

- \.eﬂa\ "Qa&’\gl Yo Ve of o case Shabed « subshiivted and
de&gnu& \Oj \\)\/\e Contys as 3(‘ Oumk ’,.ED(\ a—C—C{(;mfnﬂ cl&rftwl
brdel. endtered b Y The TWSa County Dishut Lowct.
Pehdioner Lded We abf\ication £oo Qost -Convickion relial
Seeli ng o Vave. Yhe Yudgment fendeced in Lhe Tulsa
'Cmvv\*j ek Cowet W aSe Numboer CF-1983% 2004
OeOsreh X Voud awnd Vacated: due to Pne m/\c&e/-(‘ing
»C@uo«\ \&c\’\{'vxg' 3\&&‘°\SA(0\’(0M.\D&CMSL o& Pettioners
Shebus a8 an Tadien: Phe offenses Phat are Hhe
Subjeck of Yhe underlying udg ment ace enumernked

W P \W\ﬁ\\oc Crwmesd Qcr 13 US.EA.3 HSI ekSeguancl
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We offensels) Occucted n Tnduwa Camky ¢ Quc @oSes
6§ Yhe W\a‘)OC Cf\mes Ack. VeLeriones crted as COVA{OWV\j
 law ] ‘\)V\\Q, \%5957(\%4\4 A AW T St 18 The BSh
¢ m-\c*j . S-Hrjr. 700" The Dlahoma Tndian eltace. rQGrL/
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ond Bdneation Assistance Act, 88 Stk 2902 (AS WSC- S
530\, et seqr and 18 USL. 21S] et seq The Majol
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@DS}\“‘ CstVK&\{OA e on Sroumdﬁ ‘M’W(‘ -41)% clarms
were \aarted Leom terien 1 even dansdiction cldims
Pucsuant Ao 1080, 1. q)@nt\fir‘wf)% A mel a00ealed +o the
D\ oo CouY of Coimidal Adleals, j}(ah 18 “bhe_ highest-

* ghale Coack fegarding criminal cases. On affeal,

- VeXd-loner C)/\M\@nﬂwl Vhe ConSH—lmLfOMLle of Vhe
(\(?,OMJ(\‘:} enocred S‘\’(IO{'W\'O(:} Lmondment Ao Hhe Shale's
Rost- Convicrion Vocedwre Bct, 23 0.5.8 (08D.1 « or
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by Pekidloner: Chose Yo cechancrecize the case into
one of B cum malung, 1.2 Yo MeBrek &sue s and
Unhere s SLA\OS‘\'\M Case ona \Gw, RteSended bj
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or Mg}\uA W Yhese @%o&&&"\nﬂs and w(@\@ utilieed
Phe (\\%)\3 O.cc.h. c&&s’\gﬂe& case QQ&S@(\%\)&O{\ and \Qja[
basis 4o deny fekiones Yis (gt Yo due Process o
\aws, Cuccent }\o\c\(ﬂes of Y (ot declares Pt
when Ve 000ec\s Qaned defared So dcastieally
Lrom Ve Ottnei®le of Q&ﬁj Rt esentation as 4o
conshtude an aluse of discretion: warranhing o
\m,c:alruw of VYhe ‘S\)\&SW\QN\A/ ond & Cemand Fof an

0.4 Judicidion of Yhe ableal attuned 4o Hhe cace
Shoged bj Phe Cocties cathec Phan Phe case des g ned
\0\5 {)YLQ'OLQQQO&\S QM\Q/\. See US. \/.S\'ne,nemq-'smﬁ/\@: S 90
LS. 31, 140 S.6k 1575+ 20k LEd 24 Bl (2029). The ackions
ol Yho O.COA v WS Tastunk case. miecos Yhet ot
Phe ableals Qoaned W e SL?\B_X\&Y\,S-'SW\R\J\Q decrsion |
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