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JURISDICTION

[ 1 For cases from federal courts:

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

was _L.\J;I_V‘B_,_@_L‘_’D—

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

[ 1 A timely petition for rehearing was d&nled by the United States Court of
Appeals on the following date: ,and a copy of the
order denying rehearing appears at Appendlx

[ 1 An extension of time to ﬁle the petition for a writ of CEAI‘thI‘aI‘I was granted
to and including N/A (date) on (date)
in Application No. NAA

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

: |5 | Fudgment entesed on 2,202\
‘Sh\;i{&c%‘\'\;\%%u\'o%k?\’mca . m % %f\'eso \N(e)s m BiSJn'\c_\'

July 18,2025, Cour‘r of Pennzylvania

[ 1 For cases from state courts:

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

[TA tlmf /{ 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 wr 7’5 of certiorari was granted
to and including ___N [A (date) on (date) in
Application No. NIkA NJA .

The jurisdiction of this Court is invoked under 28 U. S. C. §1257(a).

‘Citat ’\o{\s Yo AWX” “)\ppx. Be. Al redes o Aﬁm\cl\x N majvm(x\

All cecords Cibaions refes Yo the Frial tronsripts, unless
othec wise indicated of t\ildm‘f from Context.
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and othes LVRS\WG behaviors =~ PEEY \“U"\?mm‘f h‘?‘““?f' *O*q \‘s \;Dm%
Choractes, and by Knowing drugs Wete subck fo s . s ’\\
peXitiones Knew the drugs in e intescepted Shpment - \NUaC_ J J?\% ally
Controlled. Statements which Yhe %OVUN\\(‘S\‘S neVel argue m_;_\*
Summation during Jury trial. ®Y witich,, peitones had the re..qt:\' T
Know ledae. undes 3 H\(o& ) and has not established that the distric
Coucts thatructional ecrord offected my aubstantal Y\S\'\T‘b«-

See APPENDIX C ™ Reply Brict for Agpeilaat 10 accordance with 9-Ct-R. 14, \ ).
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Court pursuantto o.C1. R. 10(c).
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2\2 L“? §0n+cwy Yo the decisions of this court i InRe Winship, 397 U.S. 358,364,
hwe'io}é‘gf"”?g;jﬁ S C1 1063 1970)( Speculation about what the Jury could
hos o due pfoféf,ss A L‘Rg‘*&ggg {falls woefully Short of that burden), (o defendont
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CONCLUSION

The petition for a writ of certiorari should be granted.

Respectfully submitted,

Lyaell Gruyton
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