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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 to

the petition and is

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[ 1 is unpublished.

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

the petition and is

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[ 1 is unpublished.

[\/] For cases from state courts:

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

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(] is unpublished.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

The opinion of the __ ' _ - court
appears at Appendix __> _ to the petition and is

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[ ] is unpublished.



JURISDICTION

[ 1 For cases from federal courts:

The date on which the United States Court of Appeals decided my case
was : :

[ 1 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: , 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. §1254(1).

[1 For cases from state courts:

The date on which the highest state court decided my case was /15 /24
A copy of that decision appears at Appendix __ A .

[ 1 A timely petition for rehearing was thereafter denied on the following date:
: , and a copy of the order denying rehearing

appears at Appendix

[ 1 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. §1257(a).



CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS INVOLVED
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STATEMENT OF THE CASE
Pelitioner was arrested on December 13, zozl with mo f”lar
enga,ﬂemm?(' with law epforce ment, i Porkec Covndy Texas, ad s plce
0% emf/a}/mem:" /n Hhe C/’é/_ of. WWAWM, /7671;}5/0/1&( was JLr»a—n;*por%eJ across
w,.,,,}/ lines +o ﬂﬂaﬁfsf‘m#a Bien in Pale "77:’/77[&, Texas for a.o)moﬂf's/amenf,
Petitioner was not given his Miranda Rflf)'fj at this tirme.When petifloner

asled u)h}/ he was na}jc'uen his Nj”’f The arrestiang o?ficer) Gaoodwin,

n ‘rormeA pe.f»'}('ontr Fhot Y becouse he Wwo-5 a,rr\e.;/',’,j Pej'i}.'onaf outside Fhe
cowm[)f 2 the varrant that the Magﬁs’olr&‘}e- will /aresenf Fhe m"g/l{:(." Offlcer

Gvoao)w',n J'a noJ’ j(’l/'e mry me’/a.no\a, wMﬁr’f‘ljﬁ &n}/ /‘frne o)wr;n 7(/‘117. l‘/5

minute drive o the Palo Plato m»zyc's%ro-v"c, Dur;nj this drive OSficer Goodwin
asked guefffons and made comments fo f.e']'i}fanef fejm’é ‘f”j the case af Aend.

Afler receiviag The Miranrda wacnings from the Mag'shrate widh
siresting OFFicer Goodwim (nthe room,w'th his body com recording, petitener
indlecated with auJL Ques}/on 7L/la% he 310 (n ﬁo\.a% lnvoke his r:jh‘f F6 oum
&‘Hofﬂc/: jﬁae_c,,’ﬁ;%)[ g fa-}'.’}{onea“ r‘ez‘(f@f'}ﬁé a cowrt a-ffé"ﬂ/'co’ au?"o'-orrltiv,as :
indicated b)/ the ﬁfﬁ.’:)ay{f $rom ‘Juage Tisha Blen (,G—f/ae-né-'xC), Petdioner
even osked how Yo receive o C"U—f} O&flﬂazlﬂfeé m/'}orne)/, Jana Blen bhood
f“eplizo) that Ioe'}:}{oner was To Sillout some fpems beSore f‘ecé\/r'/y on a../’/‘ofne?/,'
The focmes were not provided wnhil o day or two later by fhe guards ot the ja!l.

Imme)/aje-// after the Miranda wa-rni,y; Srorn the Ma:jf;/yq_+_e a copy of
the Sfjﬂeé Ma\jis‘imfe ‘A)Nﬂ/’/y Form was ’la-no).eo) b OSEicer Govdwin., On this $aem
it wos clrcled where petitionesr does” want o Conrd appointed atborney., oS L er
Groodw in pro ceded fo azou_ﬁl:on ya}if,lonef c).’r&oﬂy oS ter [,e,c.,ﬂ/\;y the Ma.y s frofe offrce,
f:gh?“ outside in the h&—“wa-y wfﬁ\au.?" any a,o)c),'f,'o,,a_f M!rande. wearn ,',,j,.' The
pe}:}',’mer 9ave no indicetion Fhot he wes uf//{i,j to sfea./( with OSSicer Goodwin,and
gwe wp his 5t 5 6™ amendmenT right of cownsel ofter petifioner lavoiked
his rig/n‘s jtw’?" Minates beSoce.. 05 icer Geodwin, ()u_r:'nj the Zu&ﬁ}‘/anfcy mFJe,-
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Goodwin'’s bo Yy cem ;‘oo'}‘aje, |
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REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION

|
In Dickerson v WUntled Spates §30 w.s. 428,120 s.ct 2326, 2329-30c2000)
This, The Swpreme Conrt o§ the lnited Statkes, ruled and sioted thot ¥ Miranda,

befnj a Con;f,’yluj,’ona,l decision of Fhis (jou,n(', may not be in eFecl overrnled
b}/ on act of conykcgs,_a.nA we decline to overrnle Mirondo owrselves. We

"'hm*pom’_ hold }'}\&7( Mirando ond (}g progeny in this Cowrt govern /*/,e aﬁmfsflféf’/-’ér
O'C state menks made Awﬁry custadia| 1h 'n"erfojaf{on in both Siate and Federad
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case /a.u 7“0

| | [
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‘wrisdiction. The only +i
het anwds}fréj J T ete The only time
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On page 8 of the opinion, the Se cond furagraph wnder 3
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(51 Gnco,LJ: Ann. Revi Celm, Proc. 79 240 (2022) states The seme oo M ﬂ/%houﬁ‘
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(5] Geo, LT: Amn. Rev. Crim. Proc. P9 239 (tot2) shotes that “ The Lon

on ;?wﬁver .‘n}ermja}.’on kff)"es Fo oll officers, not only those p/csen*
Roberson,

when ’H"e ﬂ»f/.ecf .’nvo/'\ef:\ -}'H?;fr rfj%‘}S. v This pa-ra/hrafe,S . ,
"{%é a/-'jfa} 5%7 “wnoH\ef og‘{cef's ,a-c/( o*f kn ou)fecge. }Aoﬂ‘ J@Ccnéaw)‘ ,’nwkeJ

f;jh}s -wnae«f M randa éurl’nj ’of&\/(’au.5 :ﬂ*ef@a}foﬂ does ﬂo'i[ J u;][«';}
re?wsm{ Fo honor deSendonts req wesT Soc cou,ﬂje), " So the a.rrefyt/n_g

Sicor’s Jack of commuwnicotion,or lie that no rights where iavoked, when

pa!S{rjﬁ /&)Lf/‘[omer 710 7"/16 Fo,yjr%F)) ‘f’cci\ﬂ;a{czr‘) JOQS“ /’Ia‘7(' excuse ‘}'/\&
fechnicions :ijnaranae, that rfﬁ}ﬂ"f where (n 1':407" (nvolked.

\/
Evef‘/}//){n a;?-}cf /‘he F(rS?" 2ue5/'¢'an, of 7")16 o—-"f‘&ﬁ?‘;('y 00@({6@/}
to pe_f.’ffona A er Fhe lavoked rfthL to counsel, ,’ne;/u.éi,zj Yhe

pers wade o aﬁfeemen} +o 5)aco~.’< with Spcofa/ /)yz,ﬂ% Cro N liton (+he

Poiyﬁm/);’ +e°hn;c‘i°‘”); s " C it of Hhe fogﬁionou,s Free ond lnodmissible
i eny Hrial e5f¢¢‘,°~”}f o5 Iaafal of the prose cwtons cose in chlef
This is 5wfﬂaf~)’*€é by WS- v Santistevon, 701 F.39 1289, 129112 94 ¢ 10"
Cin 2012), WS, Gomez, 927 F,24 1530, 15 36,1536 cirth Cor 1991), Wood v Ercole

644,F3983, q(»qz (23 Cir 2011), WS. v Tohnson, 400 F.35 187, 197 (4" €1r 2005),
Mortines v Cabe 903 F39 782,999CaP Cio 2018, 0ll of which support

| Eéwo»rc)s; in This. Gen,og Flo. ;323 F.3) 884, 813~ 75(”“’ Cir 2003)
/
Forther f'“/farvlg this saying " yaiver (n va”);:;‘fff«’/e alatpeﬂ-lJ@ﬂ-/ Aem\f

ve

ex f/&rineo’ Miranda rights an) ;{5;0«'/::} ua'\vcf} becounse the Je)fac‘}
Ftradicted Mieada _war‘niﬁg and defendant 310 not wnclefsJ‘a,ﬂé

coen
/]o\.‘}u.fﬂ arp f\:ﬁhql al'ﬁ a"""’} .S”(’,IJC"‘/"?CI"{M:"’)A)L!&‘W or cafuﬁ?,ences ap
Woerver )

w."H" &o‘/’wu/ \

video evidence and the asaCyC.’Ja.vf% (O Fh
: oo e

a.gmoﬂ 'SA/,f?j m&jtls}r‘adte ‘)’})Om_‘}' Pe?"{}"{oncf 3'10) (/r7 ;C\ 7’- ’ I’ :
«c? lnvo ke 11{5



| p}ghc} to comnsel at the an/)/ o,a,aor}wn.’l)/ that's K%F/ﬂc’)ffec) by Federal
l-a-'w} f‘h"e" State of Texos appe//a}(, case low Pecina v 571@7[3 and the rest
the Contd wsed guoting Montejo v Lowisiara, 556 WS, 778,797 (2009 hove

no holdiag in #his case, Montejn shates that " JeSendand never asked Soc
counsel.

Evefy///\,',zy a_,&;[-e(‘ ‘)’AC ma-j‘J’VL/‘edte Waf)’l;ﬂyf whem Og:'ce(‘ Gooéw;/l
| ) ' voked hi
proceded to commence 2ne§7l/anf'?j Feﬂl'flmnef aSter he in volked his
right For an altorney is a Dae process vl olation, with thet

violation, e\"&f}’H“"ﬂj Said or done after invol'iag Fhese rig hts are! Fraid
of the Poiconows Tree” and oxe /'&9&[(){ lnadmissible

CONCLUSION

The petition for a writ of certiorari should be granted.

Respectfully submitted,

| Date: 5-79-25




