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QUESTION(S) PRESENTED

() Whether a Certificate of Appaalibility (con”y ehould have
leen 1ssued because T was denied a constiuhonal V‘Ej"'*b
clechie assistance of counsel when hial counsel withheld
fom me that tuere was only 4 alleged vichim out of hundreds
W distoveny that claimed T did not provide all 58 Hhe samass
tatr T villed Medicare for( denied and e o about Aiscovent
Which o date T hare not received).

(2) Whether er\s;?el provided me&echvé assb’cané ot counsel
Wt":;\ hG‘PVDML‘sed me Probaton or communily service i T
Pled quitty and i+ T wert 4o fvial T would go to” jail) which was
alieas T Plf:G\ uiH\f and Werd"i’ojai( for 20 monthe and
Sentenced 4o a rE&ituhow of #2.5 million y Wiich T hed o
paybacte ‘FD’Tﬂ Sernces P@r{-ovmed ) no{*;\us\* one, for
Medicare gepices T provided fov oter 3 yeave (1007 paybacts).

(2) But £ Hemis 4and 2, T should be gravted a certificodte
ot wp{aealib‘.\iiy as L would have chosen bﬂo-\o trial as T was
de.n‘ed a constrtuhonal V\l‘ﬂh‘\" (5'&‘ Amend ment and W
Amendunent) 4o etlechre Counsel.

(4) since Jecemper 2023 T shill have nhot vecewed my  discoveny
and cannck access & as I Sedied by e Unided States Distvick ourt
or ¥he Conhaal Disivick of Calibomia Case No. ) which i
a Viclahon of my constrbuhional rlﬂ\n&s , Fift Amendment.




LIST OF PARTIES

p<] All parties appear in the caption of the case on the cover page.

[ 1 All parties do not appear in the caption of the case on the cover page. A list of

all parties to the proceeding in the court whose judgment is the subject of this
petition is as follows:

RELATED CASES

United Stakes ( Respondent) v Neda MenabaniC petihoner)
Nt Civeuit Case No. 24 -4 8

Distict Court mm§m\ CQase No.t 2123-CcR -0294 -TFW
Companion Cwil Case No.: 2:23-cv~10%26 ~Jrw

Second Companion Civil Case No- 2'23-Cv-04285<TFW
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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

<] For cases from federal courts:

The opinion of the United States court of appeals appears at Appendix A
the petition and is

[ ] reported at ; Oor,
DXl has been designated for pubhcatlon but is not yet reported; or,
3 ‘] is unpublished.

The opinion of the United States district court appears at Appendix
the petition and is

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[ ] is unpublished.

[ ] For cases from state courts:

The opinion of the highest state court to review the merits 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.

The opinion of the
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

4 For cases from federal courts:

The date on which the United States Court of Appeals decided my case
was _May 4,2025

[ 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 .

[ 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. § 1254(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

[ 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

Fred. R. App. P. 22
Fed R. App. P.4

Fedeal -S@’ﬂenahﬂ Guidelines § 6C1 .4

U.s. tonst. Amad. S
u.s. Const. Amed. &
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STATEMENT OF THE CASE

A Cevtificle of Appaa\iloi\i'\y ("con”) should be issued beacause I was
denied my onstituhona rignt {o etfechic assistance of counsel  when
: ~ as
Mal counsel lied 4o me that T hed no favorbe discooy WV“’”:;@‘; Z;d Aok
Only one Medicare client out of thousarcis Hhat™ claim o

' : . ST . es. Put
Provide the senaces i totality oerbilling fbflscn"c o ttown
way I nerer seen any ok my discoery bc@z_:re being adused by my & <

T I ke a plea, and adus - “aithme i
Pl R P R e e
chleche counsel at all it stages ot a prosecuton. Shackland v.
Washwnaton, 446 us LT, 6B6-08F (1984); Unifed Stedas v. W‘f'de’

588 Us U8, 226 (1961). To succeed on a clawm ot inettechie '
Assistance | a detendant mustshow ... dhat counsel’s repvesertertion
N below an objechre standard of reasonableness. ¥ si kland,

Supma, 466 Us at L8R

L filed a4 mohon under 28 US.C. 2 2285 allesiig that my counsel
was tnettechie for COchWiﬂ myéuiH'y ple=a loy repaﬂ”eclly méteP’GSCVThl'g
L wad vo discoreny and frat T would receie sentene ot prolacrhon
ovr commu}mi‘ry Semice it T plecded Guitly ) theateined me wi-Hn)aﬂ e
4""d bc“"ﬂ Cmanded n "ﬁo‘nﬁ‘ of my children it T went ‘l’O‘hfla\, did not
_chscuss the ettt o(—ﬂomﬂ 1o thal ov e 5orcmma,rt’s caleulations of the
W -gotten qams |, and pushedt me ‘(‘Daao'ee with Svenjtiing 4he gorewn ment
sta w the plea @W\* and duvmj the courts plea harnng. T
declare that these Misrepresentrtions and fwreals induced me pla=d
quilly and the lack of Lbewiq qiven any of my discoiery and T wouldt not
hare done <o otherwnse. .

6‘*" for hial a+bmcy's Waccuvate septence Preoliohch and lack
Ol'ﬂiv:nﬂ me discovcsy Hhat was avoravle o me T wewld never had
faken a plea and would hare gone o tal. The Otstviet Court saated)
all ot my discoven) So T could viet access W after T disorered there wes
favora bie discoveny (only 4 client omplaimed out of Hicusands Medicare
clients) ana a garess Mischaackenzahon of the likely pubeome ot my case,
or Hhat Prcjud\‘ce did not result which 5 an neonest hold';’g' As ‘sucin
T am q,_e,\qnﬂ that a (ertifiete of Ap?ea(ibiﬁ“y ensue .

4




REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION

The distict court focused on only on aspectot my “ucﬂ‘ﬂ\m&s of
cozvcion Aﬂvmcy
T

a \

T\ﬁSOZJ'anis PVDmnéc Yt T would net V&C‘Vé‘Ja"‘hm
plead quilty. The dishict court found fhat Tingozians advice was
‘ Were ynaccurate &m{o'xamg Prmh‘c-hch V! AH—ho«@\n "a mere vacewrate
Lsmb"c‘”ﬂ:l predichion “ o (ﬁguffmc&,+' " Hhe ﬁmss imischaractenzathon of
the \«keiy outcome ... combin

ed with the ewoneous advice on the
Possible clects o{fﬁom'ﬂ o tvial” & sufficient 4o find deticient performance .
Iaeav. Sunn, 800 ¢ 23 80, 85

' (Atacy 1986 Xcihig Bredy v. Unided
Stettes) 29% U.s. 142, T48(1470)). The impeses a da

. ‘N on C@unse, "o -
SUpply cnminal detendants with hecessary and accurate ‘nﬁwn;thén, ":
so that defendants may make a knowmj and voluvﬁa'\/ plen. Igea,
%00 F. 24 at8LS. ' '

This includes ot
thousands

5iV|hﬂ me avoiable discovery (Loutot

ot Medicave cioims unfzvorable ) and 4elling me there
was o favorable discor

and gross Miacharackenaarhon of the oukcome oF
the sentence, which T ended up with a “@il sendence ; not prolaxhon o
CO“)“’\bW\Hy Serice, and whad 4o Paylack Mediaare 100% of all Mediare
clients’ services V\o-!—JQG‘F for 4 clam.
Trnal counsel Jun ians achons 1n not st/u}ﬂ me velevant mfa&mhén
_COHCCW\M her case, f—ailw'\ﬁ o advise me gbout the possible outcome

* T went 4o hial and promising me prolarhon o plmdwiﬂ wilty
clearty Cnstituted deficient P@rﬁ;_m)ance, my plea was the pmﬁdud-d—
Cocvaony not 4 kmoww'zﬂ and intelliqent chowe. Tn addihon , if T was
(]ch +he dn‘scorcr\/ Crrovalble) an;-bld Hhat T would be )iV&;\
Ja“'hn_mt no mater

: + T took a Plea or went 4o hrial , and that
(‘(‘ﬂ e the favora ble di. ) )

' scovery would e liable for #5420 4, 4
Meoltcare. Pahcni- Aamr . T=

.

A

‘ - T am aslit@‘
Court vemand imy Casc,ﬁndu:ﬁ

et 4he ol
Hat wmy cop e

Should e lssued.




CONCLUSION

The petition for a writ of certiorari should be granted.

Respectfully subnfitted,

Date:




