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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
[X] For cases from federal courts:
The opinion of the United States court of appeals appears at Appendlx

the petition and is

[ 7 reported at ) OT,

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[ 1 is unpublished.

The opinion of the United States district court appears at Appendlx Ex& Gy

the petition and is

[§) reported at 2023 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 212576 4:22~- ; o,

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[ 1 is unpublished.

[ 1 For cases from state courts:

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

[ 1 reported at ; Or,

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[ ] is unpublished.

The opinion of the
appears at Appendix

[ 1 reported at —_; Or,

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[ 1 is unpublished.

court
to the petition and is




JURISDICTION

[X] For cases from federal courts:

The date on which the United States Court of Appeals decided my case
was January 27, 2025

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

X1 A timely‘pet;ition for rehearing was denied by the United States Court of
Appeals on the following date:February 28, "2025 , and a copy of the
order denying rehearing appears at Appendix __A :

[ ] An extension of time to file the petition for a writ of certiorari was granted

to and including : (date) on . (date)
in Application No. ___A . :

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

[ 1 For cases from state courts:

The date on which the highest state court decided my case was
A copy of that decision appears at Appendix

[ 1 A timely petition for rehearing was thereafter denied on the following date:
, 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 (date) on (date) in
Application No. ___A . '

The jurisdiction of this Court is invoked under 28 U.S. C. §i257 (a).

N
.



»CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIdNS INVOLVED
Right to.é fair frial‘before an impartial’jﬁry. |
--U.S.'Constitution, Amendment 6 and 14
- Pennsylvénia Constitution, Aftical 1, Section’'9

"To Present evidence and confront the evidence and the witnesses

against him.

U2S. Constitution, Amendment 6 and 14 -

- Pennsylvania Constitution Artical 1, Section 9 .
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To due process of lawe
- U.S. Constitution, Amendment 5 and 14

- Pennsylvania Constitution, Artical 1, Section 9

To equal protection of law

'U.S. Constitution, Amendment 14

- Pennsylvania Constitution, Artical 1, Section 9



, - STATEMENT OF THE CASE |
Petitioner filed a PCRA with the Trial Court of Mifflin County

- for ineffectiveness of counsels*thaf resulted in conviction and the
affirming of the same on direct appeal for the charges of 18 Pa.CQS.A.
§ 2702(a)(1) Aggravated Assault with serious bodily injury, 18 Pa.C.S.A.

- § 2702(a)(4) Aggrav ;'ted Assault with a deadly weapon, and 18 Pa.C.S.A.

GSESB’.’ LEXIS 4697 203 A.3d 322. No. 400 MDA 2018 footnote two.

This Defendant continued to the Superior Court after trial court
denied PCRA (appendix K) Romig v. Cém., 2021 Pa. Super. Unpub.

LEXIS 1692; 258 A.3d 522.. No. 1168 MDA 2020. Petitioner was then
denied allowance of appeal by the Supreme Court of PA (appendix H)
Romig V. Com;,284 A.3d 115; 2022 Pa. LEXIS 1230. No.100 MAL 2022.

Where Petitioner dinally filed a pro se 28 U.S.C. § 2254
Writ of Habeas Corpus to the United States District Court. Where
that Courtvopinioned that my Jury Instruction/Deadly Force issue
was procedurally Defaulted. This could be by none other-than by
direct appeal counsel, of who is claimed on PCRA as being
ineffective.

This stems from the fact that requested'Deadly Force Castle
Doctrine Qas not given (where trial counsel did not more strenuously
object) (9.501 A), Where the trial Court incorrectly circuﬁvented
‘non-deadly force jury inst. (9.501 B) in place of requested inst.

This timely writ of certiorari follows.
‘~Amendment- Court of Appeals for the Third Circuit Middle District imprperly
dismissed Petitioner's appeal as untimely on 1-27-25. ‘Then also improperly denied

petition for rehearing on 2-28-25. This appeal follows.



- REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION

1.)'Réyiewing the procedural posture of the case for numerous
errors. -

2.) Because Petitioner's Constitutional rights were:violated by
Americas continued neglect to provide meaningful adequate |
éssiétancé of counsel to a.poor>person, thus allowiﬁg courts td
manipulate and maintain convictions that otherwiSe.would not be.

3.) Because this Defendent diligently requested an arguable
issue properly, IAC (Ineffective,assi_stance of Counsel) cannot and shoﬁld '
not cause that issue to be ﬁrocedurally defauited, to the obvious |
benefit of the Commonwealth/Prosecution. Seé Leeds v. Russel, 75,
F.4th 1009 (9th Cir. 2023) éiting Martinez V. Ryan,'566'U.S. 1, 132
S. Ct. 1309, 182 L.Ed 24 272, 2012 U.S. LEXIS 2317‘(with,regards
to procedurél default).

4.) Court of appeals improperly dismissed appeal as untimely,'and further
denied rehearing, whefe when pro se Petitioner who is not held to thesStringent
rules as 1awyers would be in the interest of fair justice. Where Petitioner
inadverteﬁtly filed certiorari after the district couyt denied his 2254, where
this office issued a correction letter that was returned to the court by the
department of . corrections (received by the U.S. Supreme Court April 9th 2024
and mailed to petitioner at a later time) stating that you must first appeal to
the court’of'appeals. Where this Petitioner did so even timely by théscofificeds
April 9th stamp. For these reasons Petitionerds appeal to the court of appeals

{Appendix D) was timely.



CONCLUSION

The petition for a writ of certiorari should be grant.ed.

Respectfully submitted, - .

' Date: March 24th, 2025




