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QUESTION(S) PRESENTED

(l) Mnether FMrho'ier was induced do tekts <2 p Ed reewent when Judge T 
Michael Goahnghk *' The Coui^T- we^go through all thiS| tall fecse other 
CcuMs rue dismissed. feeyVe-gone/ . c>^. "the only roascrn Hz»k a ptot te 
toosausc- rtehtiOVier believed >she Would ge+ <u lesser sentence/ to 4 counts 
knsrd on Judge T. Michael Sc»longhts statements which (Mthovier /died oh 
+o toking a pleat ded. See Latter y;Coopsr, Sok U.S. I5fc f I32S5.GE. I3TC,IS2U 
Ect. -2d 3^3 C 2012)ogolamtrg H4hc sofe advantage/ a defendant- would te/o 
vece,^ under 4^ p|ea |s q |essersKnk>Ke "Cewphas^^d^)7

) heHtsr on Am^usA-;^ 2oz4 ('Jud^eX Miohael Saabn^ht tyictde bK> own onAen- 
<2 4L pf ^2* cure a substantial right viotatiovi twfe fetchoner did nof- 
3h2e proceed With 01 changs okplesf by Videotex United Sfcttes v. Sulb'ieut.

kXM Uo on TaU/ wyifcnny,
f 2-11 £c? lb . which was done IZtiayc atter^httener t-feta her 

Motion to lA/ithd rau/ My Pisa As A Violation ot My United States ConstHutiowd 
Eights Amzndnient- One, tvwrHnj SiKth? Foiutonth, Btctxoli okCtri’itoct) 
P^^ectdotol Mfeconducd) fed. R. Cnnt. P. RufeIl/teoR Mq,^ Tuly^yZOZi) 
Rdi'hone*- should h^ue been ^llowsd -fc> VvHhctow her plesi?

(s; Whether Peti-hcner hcu© shewn prejudice/ -fivm the use oHhe video ^nd 
teleconference/ dunrig fbhticme*s change ok pfea us Petrhcrner would nob 
have proceeded wHhHnergujtfy p|<aa tf-^he waited -feappear ih peiscm ifetee 
disthct' court- made/ more ofedetoted Endings -firr the need okfeteconfe?cnce/

United Sjcttes y. Domiyg4ie^ todto- f IZ4 s cE Z^33
(SR L. 5d- 2d IStCzcoE) “ The point-.. ■ te to enquire whether -the tfevrorl 7 - 

Would have made theditfeienee requited by the standard °t- reciso-na.k>le^ 
prolGwhility • '*) and her- plea should have been allowed -fe wtthdnsuA/^

(4) (ether tbtitwhsr should have laxs) alotefe wittomw her nfei Whensho 
claimed her innocencete identity thefeas she was approredto open up d 
corporate cttd'ik card ter fhe inon-p^Kcipo lotion by Cham'mn leuoA 
CWi who died two imohtto abler approving corpoiate accoank so -to>e wt?s 
tao ttokcard tvaud or identitythe-tb and fetitonerShould have been afloat 
to WithdravV her plea?

(E) Wheths/'isfelute ok limitations b ajuhsdicteml regurnsvnent ttot eainncd- 
Ve waived by a pter agn5&nr?nt as fee allegM enme fer>k place on Mctieh 3$, 
X<oi2_and wa^-chavcpd years I ater^ fe e skrtute of-tim’itzThcms. is a

‘junsdichcmal requirement that cannot be waived, ^nd Conn'ctvm should ho 
overturned (Jahn R.. Sand GfizxveJ Ga, v. United Sfcates, S5S 2_u.su SO (33-2,4 
I XS S.Cr. t.Ed. 2d (2COS^/ ' '

2_u.su


(S.) WhcAW when Unitel

<c^^> Attorney £ AUS/V') ^ic^ued ^^uosj' 4~he 3-level hcdue=hcnn t which 

in pleci <^veernen-|r wi4ta A US A would toecpvcn "tome 'feraco^aHce 
ot res.pons.iLji I i4y ?
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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

KI For cases from federal courts:

The opinion of the United States court of appeals appears at Appendix _Q:---- to
the petition and is
[ ] reported at; or, 
KI has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or, 
[ ] is unpublished.

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

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

1.



JURISDICTION

txj For cases from federal courts:

The date on which the United States Court of Appeals decided my case
was iG? 120 IS

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

A timely petition for rehearing was denied by the United States Court of 
Appeals on the following date: ^pfcnCllSCf |U| f and a copy of the
order denying rehearing appears at Appendix h____

[ ] 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 

[ ] 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. § 1257(a).

2



CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS INVOLVED

Con&+i hxhoncil Amandmeot One, Fourth, SixHn,

FecA. R. Cnm P. (2.nle U

U.S.c. § 1028 A<«X1)



STATEMENT OF THE CASE

Xt is axiomatic tvat prose filings should tee- liteerally Conefoviod- See-^dLsfessaX. 
Pardas, 5GIU.6.3S, ^4(2004). "In practice, VIti^ litoral 6onsnuchon allows courts-to veagnise-' 
Chums ctespife venous -formal deficiencies ; such as inco.reor fateds or took- of-dfcd let-pl 
authority. *’ Wall \z. Eashicte, 4XF.4ib«XM-,.a-lsC4^ Cir 2024).

T.Peterhve facts.

ito&ion pvtor "h> someone^, deatt] and

The franscn pt -shows IV-cif T a<

that I. nad permission -foom foMsfiCtyiai^ Chairperson ct Mobile Motive- Hawaiian 
Healffi £’*MMHH“) 4o Open up 4-he Corporate Credit Card fee MMHlt a hon-przdit” 
prior -ft? hisdaath on V4arcvfoiO\4 ‘ ' * ■■— -
.stated fhat if- is drderent when

Jfo^e Sealor^ hf speoit'c covnrnentany. EcEMo. 12C4|- Ra^je. sow i2>3>24? 6 ExJhik>it3) • 
i'THE Couer:-- we ^o fhvot^h aII this; All those oHier-couds are dismissed.

They're ^one, Okay. "Id. Pc^e IO* |2>32G.
The only reason I Took a plea ite because L believed I would ^eP <n les^xsu 

senlei^ice 4. ccunfs (ocvsed on Tudcp GsaforteiVrts vsfalemenfs which I relied on 
-fo -taking a plea deal , i/isW Z cpT- so^aed -k? ctll <55 Coun^.
Uafler y. Ccopev; u 3 15^, I3Z5 S.Ck. l&Tib, VS2-L. Ed. 2d35S (20!X)expburling
w4he 'Sole advantoicje a defcncUnP vi/ould 
lesser sentence." Cemphasi-s added)

have received unden tine- plea vs

On /Vuo|Us4' IO(2O2J ( SQF Mo. IS) } Tu=^e Sc^lori^hl-rnacle his OWin Orden 
in an attempt -to cuic a substantial Hojht vndterhon that I did not a^ji-ee-'to 
proceed vviTti a Change ot plea by video -forr Ur>ited-Stories v. »SuUiv<gcn > Mo.

COC^\ JMS hCTM.6ECtolsJo.t^) On July 20, 202-1 wnflen on August lc?|2OZ4j
Which was done 14 days a-H«r X-filed my “ Motion -to lA/i-todrau/ My 

Hea As A Violation ot My United states Constetutional Rghts Amendment-One; 
FbarHn > Sixth, fourteenth) preach ol ConWct; PtXiSecuton'al Mliscondact; fed .£- 

^dlell. C_EO-F hkx_5, July 5,2C 2J ) I should have been a Horned-to 
Withdraw my plea.
dann? 'S'"01™ of the video and teleconference
plo^te^I wa-tST-to piec1 j 1 lA/Duld hO* hon/e preceded ivi-lto my aailly 

app^v in person it-the district court made more <ota

4



detailed -findings "for-the need o4 telecoiafeiTunce t S&& United states v. Cbmin^uez 

Bemiez ) 542 U.S.44, &5 , 124 S. Cf. 2333, IS4 U Ed. 2d IST<2004} “ the poife.. • 
is to enquire whether- the tevwrj... would have wde -Hie difference 
required by the standard ot reasonable probability...") os on July Z42O2-I 
CECFtJo-*5!) I-Filed -fee Mohon fe Wi-fed^W ply Pi eq, which this Mcrhon4z> 
Wi-Hidtaw My Plea was -filed betore Tudqe 'Setabriqhfe ordet^ on Aviqust IO,2021, 
Which occurred iZdays <^ffer I-filed My Mohcm tc Wl-fedraw My Plea, 
Government v\ev&r agued o^joun&t thiG fe -feeir briefing s© it fe defaulted 
tn my -(dvor.

T am atec? aiatminq my innocenso Levon Ofeeai was cfeair ofi MU444-I 
<5ind two months ioefcr© h is death he approved opening Up a credit Card, T. 
did open d CavxA after his death • So there Wd.6 mo identity thetHd^ ll.S.C.% 
lOZ<gA(lYa); r ainn clai'minq actual Innocense. See feasley v. Unifed states, 

52-3 U.S. fe!4, UZ3-Q_4j USS. Ct- |bO4, 140 L. Ed 2d A iaa^Yfe+inq Sawyer V. 
JAlhit|ey; 50S U.S. 3o3,35fe |(2_S.Ct. 2514, (ZO L.fcl. Zcfei^taz-) jSeeaho 
Lk.kay V- United Sfefes , U54 t2d IHO, H4t-^sGl+ii Cfe. 20 II)). So there was 
ho cr&tit Card -fraud or identity theft as Levon Ofeti t Chairman <fe- MUVttt 

cy*ve Ims psrrrufeicfe -fe> open up a CoiyowAe- Oiedit- Card -fer MMHU.
S-fefete ot Limi-fe-hohe Q“Sol") is junsdidicrfel -tferfi

cannot- fie waived by a pie# c^reemenfi, <%s if- has to do with my due pvocess 
h^hts under +he Fi-Oh Amend menF do Hie United States Com-Htixhoh. The edfe^d 
crime -feofe place on kAa^ch 3>jd , 2CIZ and T wrvs tndfefed «nd -fockn p|ec< 

In ZOZfi yeavs feter? 4 yecxvs after 4he-stoitwte o-fi limidaticnns. . SouL& 
a ^junsdictional requirement" that" cannot be waived, "C^4om pita nee with 
Statute oP (imi-ferhoyfe fe> jansdicFicmal, ” t-Vie pfeinfiFt fears -fee burden 
ot proof. C John It. Sand Grand Co. u. United Sfe-fes z 5S2_ u,s. 13c>, 133—34 

IZS 3 ,C4. 450> ICA L. Sd 2d 5^11 ( Z00g».
JT. JunSdtatlor>a| Defect As I Itad flsrmtsfeicm Frtrm levon Ohai ? Chair-manot- MttUVl 

to Open Up A Credit Ca»d CCorpExate? -for UUHH , f
Tunedichenal defect can teusssrfel ^vt«ny sfzge ot a Criminal defendants

Cn mi nevi prtxesdihgs.Jhe infetfecienty op my cfear^e was a junsdidional defect 
that co a Id not be waived at trial, by a ^juilty plea? or oh appeal Cdee United 
SGt-fes v Meaoham, (^2G F. 2d SOSGsid g I (th Gt. Rgo) Junfetiction^l defect can 
loo asserted at any cfeq&ofia criminal de-fendanfe» criminal pvoaeediird).

Tn my case- there were <\O illegal ©feuges feetVopredic^fe-cfearqe 
fraud as i-t was a^yead by Cnatrvnan Levon Ohai fe> open up a corporate^ 
Credit card -for MM(4t4 , Cis £ had permission by CHarwvriain Levon Ohai fe opsri 
Up the credit card CSee Transonpt ot July 23)20 22), Os theve^ (3 a 
[ansdichcrnal detfetasT had permission by Lewn Olnai to open Up dhe>

5



aWer his deaUi to use- few lairon ohct'9' Su^P Ssah^lghV .asked if 
liXXtond 4k«t W* u> when ^Ido> £«id ^Vtoaoiv. taoKtog 
to Onates <*<*
kuuhli Credit Cavd -for American Ecpves avid Hawaiian Miles Cbvpota^

HL, £>ifoiun u United 3-tettes t 2023 U.S. j/FKlS 2A20 £ J une g, 2023) Supports Me 
That Theire was Klo Wire Fraud As Theie Was Mo Osdi-tCdnd Fraud As 
Chairman Levon Omi C.™ His RmriosiDa-tn OpsQJAP forpote^te. Cv^'d-^^ 
for MMHM foot He Was Chairman Q-f
I vtf&s convVcted of- wire- Fraud a-C-ter J. cv-arzjed MMHF4 Gonporcxte Business 

Changes fz> credit cards MMHA_, a nan-profit T helped 4z> mmcje.Tie 
questiovi is whether I commHfed wire texud when Thad permission-fo 
open up said credit cards wifti foe permission ot Levtrn Ohai who was-foe 
chairman the answer fo “no." b IO2S A(ajjL)applies, when a
defendant d knowingly WnsfeiSj possesses^ erases Without (awful 
authority, a means of idenftiicafioh ot^hofoer person, *' "dunnej a-nd 
relation te " any predicate offenses- C Emphasis added)* This j<s inop-foecos-e/ 
hews- as sfex-ted eckjove^.

Jg. ^Sferfo-fo oH Ltmi|q-hons Is A Junsdiohonal Rscjiurerndfo 'Iha4~ Canno|-&e 
Waived fcy A Pisa Therefore The 3 (Q2S1 A6^YX).6batge <She>ixtd fee- Oismtssed

Twas cheuejad and pied oifo-fo £ {023 hQaY£) more -foam 5 years 6moiefoan 
A years) 4he offense dafe; Match 3^ , 2012,1 pled oaf- and was chunked 
by mfoi-mahon on CTuly 23( This is more -foam -5 years heiween-foe> chaise 
and ddfe-of-offensej more 4han H years Ha be excof; -foensfore, Tam claiming A 

^unsdichona 1 defesf <^nd ask-foaf my conmchon be oreHumed <Vaca-fed^. 
befeefe fo subject- maffeir junsdichern ,t.ej <2 ”courts power"fo heama cas©/ — 
at& nerer-forfeited orwaired^' and They "require cor-rechcfo r©q<xidless ofe 
vviiefoer-foe error'was lapsed fo disfobf" court/' United states r G^-ffo^
6&5 U^. 023; bZoCzcvz.). The ^fotfofe of- (rmrfaficrns (s jahsdicficnncxl 
requirement ttnaf C#inncfo be waired by a plea. John R.,Sqnd A ^teyyd 
(p. r . United Sfates, 45T P./d 134s, I3S5 ( Fed .Or. 2ooo). Ajansdicdiona | 
defesf- fo one -fo<d- sfops foe Couch of- its power -to aedr an d makes its 
judgment- void. " McCoy v. UnitedSfctfes, 24<? F /d 12435, (24<H£((ih (ar.2OO() 
Ccleaned up),

My ^juiHy plea dosss not bar reversal my conrfcticm . bee^ Unrfod 
States ir„ Macklin t 523 F.2d (T3b(2d Civ. j Lauruob v. Ufoded bfofe^7 
535 F. 3d TTO Or. HTg) X am askirtej -that- yny 2 year Sentence' be vamted



my ConvTc&CT'i as> PiainUG -feilecl -Vo bnna a <3™™^ iViaCoccuHreci in 20*^- 
wijhin s years (bmgtrV 2022) stah4e opTim'itelboas ) Hierefore^is Ccurhkad 

no Wdieh^ -to hear 0£> O«Krf-W.
Date oh O«crs& March &!S* ,2024

()afo> O<f- Ch&rt%& 2C>2-2~
3T. Prosecufoned Misconduct Assent- UniW Aifomey C%itSA») 

Argued Aaair^- the 3-bevel Redacts, Which In The Plea Ag^e^V^td"
Given to Me -for Accepfcwc> Responsibility

Tranecnff- ECFNo, (ZSI torJune 2J-, 2&2A ‘£>*- 130(Tt 6oremm«nr
elated Z would g«t 3 levels downward adjustment in ^Support of Otf >1 
Cjj^j i ■- xS-coodpO-J'M-s- Kctpi - Oihstneh CouH—foiled to make -findings <m 
Ofostniohon of^Tastce and Loss of acceptance of responsibility Which H 
Wa^ Jtreri an enhanced <sentenco.

‘’Ms. PazA-MUTT^e/. Parggraiph IO Concerns sentencing stipulations that- (verer 
entered into in 4h& case, IC/a) outlines acceptance' at responsibility which

ht info

would be a doivnward adjustment ot-fvvo levels, -Thatr wcruld be a 
dovvnufcird adjustment- of-two levels . Tnab would be apprt>pM«-fe^ ^iveh 
detendants entry ofthe acuity plea atfhisstaqo cfthd |itia<wovJ / 
the United States Atbmey^ Office also aaree^ that- it wmlcl
1-level reduction in sentencing pursuant-io -teeterms* outlined in &p 
aaneement.11 Id >

Ms. fedmUter argued zW^mst -the 3 devfel redachon, Whlcte dhe^H' 
aareed and demea vneCbreach of-plea agreement *Tshould , yp 
able fo withdraw their Pi tn “after the Orurt accepts ffao p|e^ bed- _ 
lmp0^ ^tence 'if.. X defend Can « W 

re^aesfirKi -Hie- ivlWi'««<:2(,"C^uo+irM —!XL_ —_£=A-J2

Iff, r Relict on Jadg ’̂Seab^gwTi otwiaioy , . ■|,,/-rKF77hd Tno
At^A fedmufteris Kepresenfcdigns Toot- p>^-' » z>< £fi~~
Itet- lA/buld be Dismissed Which Wh6_------

202Z.,atl r( -■«'« fc bK
evidential heanr^ teall aj-4te
Supe^ediZ Cndr^menk L relied Tud^ jeab^kV) Sfc»** V 

anrW 5^
.refKjsenWions +l«+ «" +te 051x43 E d,d "! P 
diswussed )4hey would be gonef whioh hot-47U& r was



UTHeca^zriyc^jrinKn nW wdU.Scs rfahk “Hooe-tMTuld
be C?( counts ^zspunsd'' ) bcfer €>£'C£W&& cell bhose o^betrcxyLU'VtS 
vVill be di<smte&ey ^f^sedenoma. So, you end cep tv idk/ictsX'fcuv^ 
|cisV li ke yaw evculd kwave- UHdev^be'phsrurus ^^T^VnenH

1H6 D&F&jDAkit: So cavy you d^be oud fine- tounb -from dbe supevsediui 
(ndicdvnenf'? tmsomy.

M^.AOKt ’. TTiey will be dismis&od .
TH6 DgpeMD/MJT ’. oh,ok«y* Sovry, so\rr^ z Veur 4-tonov'.
1H& C0Ui2T: All Hnose oiher c&w^s.— ~
THe OBFM>AM-r. Ok^xj. X - —
"TUECouct'.— weaio 4hrow?h bvl4h otll Hioso c4bor ceixn-ks 

dfsme^ed. ITTe^v^e^erne. bkH I2g4^ Poroje/<0
"TVU& -suppods. X kelicvad Xud^p S^b^Vrb 4botb my oilier ohujges 

[one, bed i+ w<osd+;

r ahcxdd therefore,
vvi4V» dk^ti/v my ple^i.



REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION

ivv^acod a Mien CTud^e
eteiW •■mecoue.T.— we^o tawvgh all ail H,,!M counfeare dis.vn.ssM.

dc"e 1^. WjUtenon AagssLleuoy, By^s , which Ma^
My United States CbnshtahX- 1 r Wj|+l'ld'i;'w. MV As A V'tote-bta o(-
CcnfracF, Prttescu-teri^l MiFtaF rjF S|xHy ftovteetah, ftteachof-
iO2-» rsteutd p

t * witM™ -y p^-
du^3 ,T °f v,d“ 'nd,3«'Hy ple« jr T 9, P.®3! **s r »«ould >to have ...^ ... .

-e United Sfct-|tssZ.

+*e diifete^ - Uhx- ^«<7 whettaF +he E^XF tFi F ,5’ u

F'f have been aUOl«ta * P^bilHy... ->nd

innocent ptta y
2 tata XT

4Viere wae> no credib +he Co^r^ acooun-l- so
been allowed -bwi+hdmw My p(^. ‘ Xdnould have

Wat^T^ J^^-hons ^jun^Cohonal re^Ui^nen+ W ^nnoV b^

o 1 d?iz and ohavaed K/ ____ _ a* f

^j > r— ie j_ wai-bd -b. „
^defe.1^ £pear ,n'

OoMidqUe^ « ?T the n<
77----- -?Me^ _ er*-, _

40 CCunU > whichX WO^ senV Ti XXi
wi-ta-k t j to dsjj counte> nol ius+ 4 based on
r tai1QuTTF?3W'bw ma F only - totl,',te >v^ld F veiled on to tokvnq a. pl®, den . See tafler v ,. , . .c+. 1SiL. Ed. ^a^Czcx) is±^£s2^/ s«= u^.i^/szs S; 
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CONCLUSION

The petition for a writ of certiorari should be granted.

Respectfully submitted,
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