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QUESTION(S) PRESENTED

PETITION FOR EQUITABLE TOLLING, DUE TO INABILITY
TO ACCESS LIBRARY AND RESOURCES AND ON THE MERITS OF

PETITIONER RRUSLEY'S CASE AT BAR!/

THE QUESTION HERE IS THIS?

WHETHER PETITIONER QUALIFIES FOR EQUITABLE TOLLING

DUE TO INABILITY.TO ACCESS THE LIBRARY AND OTHER

RESOURCES AND ON THE MERITS OF BEING ACTUALLY INNOCENT?

WHETHER THE PETITIONER DOUGLAS-KRUSLEY IS LEGALLY

" LIABLE FOR THE EQUITABLE TOLLING, BECAUSE UNDER THE

BRADY VIOLATION, PETITIONER IS NOT LIABLE?

WHETHER PETITIONER'S CLAIM OF ACTUAL INNOCENCE

IS ENOUGH EVIDENCE TO TOLL THE STATUTE OF LIMITATIONS?




WHETHER THE'PETITIONER, DOUGLAS KRUSLEY IS ELIGIBLE FOR EQUITABLE

TOLLING, DUE TO THE GROUNDS OF INABILITY TO ACCESS THE LIBRARY

_AND'OTHER RESOURCES AND ON THE MERITS OF BEING ACTUALLY INNOCENT?

PETITIONER DOUGLAS KRUSLEY ARGUES THAT HE IS ENTITLED TO EQUITABLE °
TOLLING, DUE TO LOCK-DOWNS AND LACK OF ACCESS TO THE LAW LIBRARY. .

PETITIONER ALLEGES THAT INSTITUTIONAL LOCKDOWNS GENERALLY DON'T -
HAPPEN, BUT WHEN THEY DO, THTS WOULD REQUIRE EXTRAORDINARY '
CIRCUMSTANCES THAT WARRANT THE GRANTING OF EQUITABLE TOLLING.
PETITIONER CONTENDS THAT PRISON AUTHORITIES MADE IT IMPOSSIBLE
FOR HIM TO FILE DOUGLAS KRUSLEY'S WRIT OF FEDERAL HABEAS CORPUS
PETITION BY THE DEADLINE, BEGAUSE DOUGLAS KRUSLEY'S ALLEGATIONS

WARRANT.FURTHER DEVELOPMENT OF THE RECORD, THEREFORE,'PETITIONER
WOULD HUMBLY ASK THIS GREAT AND HONORABLE UNITED STATES SUPREME .

COURT, TO REMAND BACK TO THE COURT, FOR FURTHER PROCEEDINGS.

SEE LOTT V. MUELLER, 304 F. 3d 918, (9th Cir..2002). PETITIONER'S

REMANDING FOR FURTHER PROCEEDINGS WHERE DOUGLAS KRUSLEY'S
ALLEGATIONS, REQUIRE AN APPLICATION OF THE RECORD FOR EQUITABLE TOLLING.
THE PETITIONER PLAINLY CLAIMS THAT YHE" DOUGLAS KRUSLEY "HIMSELF"
WROTE THE COURTS ASKING FOR HIS CASE FILE, BUT TO FIND OUT THAT IT
WAS MISSING PAGES AFTER IT FINALLY ARRIVED, AT THE NORTHPOINT TRAENING
CENTER, P.O. BOX 479 BURGINB'KENTUCKY.JSO, I DOUGLAS KRUSLEY HAD TO
THROWITHE WRIT FOR FEDERAL HABEAS CORPUS, TOGETHER VERY QUICKLY.
IF THE EVIDENCE SUPPORTS PETITIONER DOUGLAS KRUSLEY'S ALLEGATIONS
THAT PRISON CONDITIONS MADE FILING THE PETITION TIMELY, THEN
DOUGLAS KRUSLEY'S ALLEGATIONS UNDERMINES PETITIONER DOUGLAS KRUSLEY'S

CLAIM THAT PRISON CONDITIONS MADE A TIMELY FILING BY A PRO-SE PRISONER

LITERALLY IMPOSSIBLE (CITING RANDV. ROWLAND, 154 F. 3d 952, 958 (9th Cir. 1998).



WE HAVE PREVIOUSLY SAID, THE '"IMPOSSIBILITY'" REQUIREMENTS SHOULD
NOT BE STRICTLY IMPOSED, BECAUSE IMPOSING EXTRAORDINARILY HIGH
EVIDENTIARY STANDARDS ON PRO-SE PRISONER LITIGANTS WHO HAVE

ALREADY FACED AN UNUSUAL OBSTACLE BEYOND THEIR CONTROL DURING
THE AEDPA LIMITATION PERIOD-RUNS AGAINST THE GRAIN OF OUR PRECEDENT.

PETITIONER DOUGLAS KRUSLEY ALREADY FACED A-LOT OF PROBLEMS CONCERNING
HIS HEALTH, FAMILY AND PRISON LIFE IN GENERAL, THIS EXTRAORDINARY

CIRCUMSTANCES ARE SOME-WHAT TO MUCH FOR ANY-ONE WITH MEANINGFUL PROBLEMS.

THEREFORE, THE PETITIONER, DOUGLAS KRUSLEY CLAIMS THAT TO ENSURE

THAT A PRISONER'S ACCESS TO THE COURTS IS ADEQUATE, EFFECTIVE AND
MEANINGFUL, (QUOTING  BOUNDS V. SMITH, 430 U.S. 817, 822, 97 S. Ct. 1491,

52 L. Ed. 2d 72 (1977). ALSO IN HOLLAND, 130 S. Ct. AT 2563. OFTEN

THE EXERCISE OF A COURT'S ElUITY POWERS.... MUST BE MADE ON A CASE-BY-CASE
RASIS.

PETITIONER DOUGLAS KRUSLEY GOES ONE STEP FURTHER BY ATTEMPTING TO

PURSUE HIS CLAIMS ABSENT LIBRARY ACCESS. SEE UNITED STATES V. OAKES,445 FED.

APPX. 88, 94 (10th Cir. 2011). (UNPUBLISHED). (FIRST {UOTING)
LEWIS V. CASFY, 518 U.S. 343, 351 (1996). AN INABILITY TO ACCESS LEGAL

MATERTIALS CAN ALSO MERIT EQUITABLE TOLLING. THE CIRCUMSTANCES IN
PETITIONER'S DOUGLAS KRUSLEY CASE AT BAR, IS A NEED FOR '"'BOTH"

EXTRAORDINARY AND BEYOND THE LITIGANT'S CONTROL. AS IN, MENOMINEE

INDIAN TRIBE V. UNITED STATES, 577 U.S. 250, 257 (2016). EQUITABLE TOLLING
IS APPROPRIATE IN RARE AND EXCEPTIONAL CIRCUMSTANCES SUCH AS PETITIONER

DOUGLAS KRUSLEY'S CASE AT HAND BECAUSE THE KENTUCKY PRISONER DOUGLAS

KRUSLEY IS ACTUALLY INNOCENT OF THE CHARGED OFFENSE. 7¥™ 227777 \.o.



THE PETITIONER, DOUGLAS KRUSLEY SHOW'S AND PROVES THE STEPS THAT
HE TOOK TO DILIGENTLY PURSUE HIS FEDERAL CLAIMS.

WHILE THOSE CIRCUMSTANCES EXISTED. THE PRISONER, DOUGLAS KRUSLEY
MADE THE EFFORT TO RESEARCH HIS CLAIMS THOROUGHLY AND SET FORTH

HIS ARGUMENTS IN AS COMPELLING MANNER AS POSSIBLE.

PETITIONER DOUGLAS KRUSLEY'S WHOLE ARGUMENT IS HE ORDERED LEGAL
MATERIALS, TO THE PRISON TO HELP AID HIM IN HIS DEFENSE, BUT HE

NEVER RECEIVED THEM AT ALL. THIS IS A VERY COMPELLING AN UNUSUAL

CIRCUMSTANCES THAT REQUIRES EXTRAORDINARY REASON'S FOR EQUITABLE TOLLING.
THAT IS WHY THE PETITIONER, DOUGLAS KRUSLEY REQUIRES THAT COURTS

MUST BE AWARE OF THE FACT THAT SPECIFIC CIRCUMSTANCES, OFTEN HARD

TO PREDICT IN ADVANCE, COULD WARRANT SPECIAL TREATMENT IN AN APPROPRIATE CASE.

THEREFORE, THE PETITIONER, DOUGLAS KRUSLEY HUMBLY REQUEST THAT
THE BEST SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA TAKE

APPROPRIATE DEVELOPMENT OF HIS WHOLE RECORD.
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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 A to
the petition and is

[ ] reported at ; OT,
[ 1 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 g& to
the petition and is

[ 1 reported at D’Z‘j _ Q o) 35 ; or,

[ 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 _C._ to the petition and is

[ ] reported at ? ;L? ‘9\0 ;23 ; Or,

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

(o B giew) Case WOt 2o 2e—S G- {52

The Oplnlon of the S‘APFCMC C 0 u /\+ O ’P IC\/ court
appears at Appendix to the petition and is

[ 1 reported at ; 51‘;
[ 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 _ G- QY- 2OAS

[ ] 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).

[ 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

THE WHOLE CASE FALLS UNDER THE UNITED STATES CONSTITUTION
AND THAT WOULD BE THE 5th, 6th, AND 14th AMENDMENTS AND
THE KENTUCKY CONSTITUTION 2nd, 3rd AND 14th AMENDMENTS.

PETITIONER DOUGLAS KRUSLEY STATES THAT HIS CONSTITUTION

RIGHTS WERE VIOLATED ALL THE WAY THROUGH HIS ENTIRE

UNITED STATES CONSTITUTION. THE DUE PROCESS CLAUSE
OF THE 14th AMENDMENT WAS VIOLATED AND REQUIRES A

NEW TRIAL OR ATLEAST A EVIDENTIARY HEARING ON THE

GROUNDS OF HIS ENTIRE CASE BEING UNCONSTITUTIONAL.

PETITIONER'S STATUTORY PROVISIONS INVOLVED WOULD

BE HIS EQUAL RIGHTS UNDER THE FOURTEENTH AMENDMENTS.



STATEMENT OF THE CASE
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REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION

THE PETITIONER, DOUGLAS KRUSLEY HUMBLY MOVES THE

GREATEST SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

TO GRANT HIS REQUEST ON THE MERITS OF HIS CASE AT HAND AND
BECAUSE THIS WHOLE CASE IS INVIOLATION TO PETITIONERS
UNITED STATES CONSTITUTIONAL RIGHTS.

THE UNITED STATES SUPREME COURT OF AMERICA HAS A RIGHT
TO REVERSE A WRONG DECISION MADE BY THE LOWER COURT.

PETITIONER ONLY PRAY'S THAT DOUGLAS KRUSLEY GET'S THE
CHANCE THAT HE DESERVES TO HAVE ON HIS EQUITABLE TOLLING
DUE TO THE PRISON LOCKDOWN AND HAVING TROUBLE GETTING

THE COURT TO SEND ALL THE IMFORMATION THAT HE WOULD

NEED TO FILE HIS FEDERAL HABEAS CORPUS IN A TIMELY MANNER.



ARGUMENT

LJHETHER, PETITIONER’S “N6 FORCEIBLE COMPULSION 1S
ENOUGH EVIDENCE TO PROVE WIS CQLAVM OF ACTUAWY

INNOCENT OF THE CRIME AND ACTUALLY INNDCENT OF THE
SENTENCE.

Petitionec Docglas Krosley Gtgues fhot Ris poot 06 GCtuc\\y
{acecceant of the Ciime C..\\c.\‘ge_d and actualily \ennoceaX OF.
The Seatence, s that Keosley nows beings Yo e
Attention of this Honorable Scpreme Coutt as evideance
To As INZ PESPLE V. MINGD, 12 NI. Y. 3d. 563, 573 (2609).
Llhere as heatl Say on anyone Yok Sey s Foce i ble
Compulsioa” Used on Yhem ond Can— Not prove i,

Is heassay and should not admitted I0ts evidence agalast
The defeandant. Taxke a good looK oves Yuoo Al { Cecand
Lettec's fhnot is octuel preo€ of \nnocence.

All 0f the exhibi+S Con be found in pe‘r(*‘\os\e.cs Fedecoll

Hoabeas Corpus, Yhot wes filed inThe Uatted State Distcict
Couct.

Thecefose, NOTICE OF KREMIZ TVUIDENCE, AND SUPPLEMENTAL OF
“A R&ui laaccent Man) woho has been attacKing hve Cal\Se,
Conwickion ia the Case o fand, at evesy angle possidle Yo
SeeK ovt © REAL JUSTICE”? Becavse this Case 1S an
“EGRELLS” Coase of The Ceiminel Justice Sustem, Gooe LWicongy
Aad it {s Up to this Honoreble Soepreme Couvct, Yo make oc\) '
Llreng s right, and thig Con be done oy o oaest, feasonamiey
Fatc P shanding judgc.& wehen e o e Ce.c..d‘s The Avorn
Beface theen, ™ THE EVIDENCE SPEAKS FOR \TSEL\‘




T ARGUMENT

LUHETHER, ** SARA BELLAMY’'S STATEMENT ADMITIED INTO
THE HEARSAY RULE, T6 PETITIONER CASE AT BAR,
"LIAS UNFAIRLY PRETJUDICIAL HEARS AN EVIDENCE ?

Petitioner Dovglas Keosley Completely orgues Yhot Saco
Bellamy's Stoteemeant is Compled e\y Nearsoy ond thes e
IS“NO- PHYSICALY EVIDENCE 6F “ANMNY-KIND” dhed
Petitionee Committed the Coime, \nfack all The evidence .
Jn the Cose at hand, proves thet petitioner nevecs
Committed the Ccime, DEE cattached Statements.,

AS IN, CRALIFORD V. GIASHINGTANY, 541 U.S. 36, 68 124 S.C+.
1354, 158 L. Ed. 2d {77 (26064.).

Let's Views the Focts of YRis Case aand Situction Y Bacs.

Evidence. of OJle.SQ_d Victim and Waess pC\OC Cciemniaal

N N

History, especially” o history 0f fegoching Violence

Represeats strong evidente With wohich Yo lenpeadh \\\e_\.xb\\t\eb%

Litness Sarco Bellamy Sitoction in petitiones

DouSlQS Krusley Case, i felevant Yo Yhe prior Sitoation
Thot Saca Be.\\amxj had, becavse the SluveXion \0 Sacco
Be\\QmS prior Crimianal \'\ig"\ocxj oo Yo bve \m?e.me_\\ma\-\
fuideace on Yhe grounds of genecal Ccedibh \i*\jn

SEE; DAVIS V. ALASKA, -5 U.S. 3568, 3k (19T, holdlags
One ooy of d\%(.‘.red‘\-\-{'ng the WWRess is ¥ \n¥coduce.
Evideace of a Pcior \'\is*ovg of a Witness. Luideace.
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The Crediblity of Ythe wWitaness.

Thece foce, Evidence 0€ Saca B&\\Qms prins NisYory s
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Witaess, Sce: LOVETT V. FOLTZ, 687 F. Soepp. 112k (byhaic)y
BEASLEY V. UNITED STATES 4l F. 2d 68 Tot %% (bih Cie. \STH.
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SUPPLEMENTAL NOTICE 6F KRE 412 EVIDENCE

Petiticoner Dougles Krosley Is Qc-kuc.\\% \aoccent of fhe
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LIJ'th hec AND the Stctement ctHoeched s aclual
Evideace that proves Yhait.
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Prescated Yo ¥he Jucy ot the petitioner trial The ook
Come wou\d ot ‘veen Not- Guilty...

Llherefote, The Petitionec, Dovgias Kcu‘é\e_s Humbl\j Moves
This Great ond Honocalble Supremme Couvct to Groaany Fhe
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Petitioner o e_\f{dtﬂ%\'acxj hearing Concecning Yhis Whole
Due Process Violation of Law, of The United Stotes
.Cc(\is'("'\_ﬂr\‘or\, ond The Ke_c\*uc_\'ﬂs Constitution \O&QQ05&3
This News~Evideace thet Y V7 “mx_jSe\c" feCe_°\Ve.d ot
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. ARGUMENT

Uhether Petitionec® DouquS Kcus\&q ‘s Ac.%-uo.\\q
‘nﬁo(‘_e.ﬂ‘\' O0fF The Celme, LL)\\\Q\'\ Pe\-xhone.(‘ Llas Se_m'\e_mc_(_d

Petiticonecs Krosley acgques thot he is cctuolty \mnaoccent
Df the Charged offence, and thig 13 an egregious Case
Of The Criminal Justice S\Js\-e,m Gone LWdrong- AS N,
SCHLUP V. DELD, 513 U.-S. 298, 315, |15 S.C+. 851, 136 \.
Ed. 2d 868 (1945 ). Where the Couct found cctuall
Innocence, on the™™MERITS? Llhece g hece | petitioner
Douglas K(‘us\e.s Stetes Ythot the Stoatements ace A

True Fack.

NOTICE OF KREMYIZ EVVIDENCE

Cie@.rla Stcetes The Following:

). That the Comp\ain‘\ ng witness, Saco Ee_\\g.m\j, hoes

Indicoted thot she hos hoad Sexual \atectcourse oo ot
Least Two other 0ccosions and LY Fuo differant
ladividools neither of Luhom ore the Aefecndaant

Doug\&s Keusl ey,

2). This evidence Wwouid be c0€feced to show ot Yhe
COmP\Q\(\\T\S Litness oo \ﬁc\e.pc,ﬁde_ﬁ‘\' Know\e_dsc. of
1€ fhe Comp\o.\ﬁ\r\cj Witness Claies

Sexuvoel acks.
lgnorance. Thoea Yhis evideace wwouvld be VSed VYo

Impe_o.c_\n e C,o'mp\'c\'\ﬁ(hg witmess.

A EVIDENTIARY HEARING (S _REGUIRED.

The pcﬁh"%‘(one.r Dovglas Keusley AsK's This Honorable Supreme
Couct TO! conaider the Lohole WArid O0€ Cectiocaci, o0 \Nv'y
Foce vValue of Mecrits, Becauvse The Plein Facks SpeaK Foc
Themsel€.

Thecefoce, Petitiones Douglas Krusley Should Be Released
Ferormm Nocth Point Teg Ctr. Fromm This False Conviction An\jTC\a\
Judge Con Plainly See The Foacts From Fiction.



ARGUMENT

LIHETHER OR NOT, THE ALLEGED YVICTIM” SARA BEVLAMY
FALSLEY TESTIEIED “UNDER BATH! AGAINST THE _
PETITIONER, DOUGLAS KRUSLEY BECAUSE SARA BE\WAM Y
GAVE FOUR DIFFERANT STATEMENTSTO THE COURT. THAT
DON'T MATCH UR DUE T0 BEING COACHED BY ERAKA
ERIKERSON MAYBEN LUHD ALSO FALSELY TESTIFLIED
CUNDER 6ATH” WHERE SARA BEALAMY RESIDES N
HER HOME; P.C.S.0. DET. BLAND, ROBERT GLEA) LIRWD
USED COERCIDNL 6N SARA BELLAMY, STATEMENT NONE,
: LY FICTIANAL D " SA 3 M

EAR ATTENTION, THEY DON'T MATCH-UR T LIHAT

" ACTUALLY HAPPENED LITH SARA BELLAMY AND THE :
FOUR MEN AND A SIXTEEN YEAR ODLD BOY \LWIHD SARA
BELLAMY HAD SEXUAL INTERCOVRSTE LT M ON
THESE DATE'S 11-26-1, 14-27-11, 11-28-11..°

Petitioner, Douglas Kresley, States and Acgues, the
Folloucing Facts, Lohich proves his lnnccence. AS NS,
CRALSFARD V. WASHINGTON, LOVETT V. FOLTZ, And

BEASLEY V. UNITED STATES, SEE: DAVIS V. ALASKA:

Firagt the olleged Victim, Sara Be_.i\c;.mb stated In the
PoleasKi Covaty Cireuti ¥ Couet Rocom W UNdec oot thet
She hod sexucal!l latecrcousse LoV th fovlfmmen acad o
Sixteen Yeal o\d boy. Sara Bellamy fclend Rebbeco
Td..\j\or Stated on Recocd, &\\ese.d victiom Soca Be..\\c.ms wIaS

:C&us'h\'—-Up ho.\/ins sexval lateccource LOYH o Tang

la fhe back room Lohece theyulocK. le ittt Y\he Couck

\s- Not Convinced, \ets go dee.‘\)e.t oad fother late Yne
Lie's the oleged VICHI N Sace Be.\\qms Yold obbouk Yhe
Petitionec Douglas Kcus\&:j, ot the PulasKi Coun-\-g
Ciccuit Couct in Somecrsed, Keatveky- The ?COSeco"coc
(J'ace.mxj ch*\e.:jS osKed the alleged vietim SO&'C&B@_\\Q“\SI
Did MR. Kcus\eg use a Condomn oA Yyouy The Q_\\e_se.d
Vietion said, "N HETDID-NMOT! Mr. Krusley Edockulaled

I mae €oc 26 %0 36 omiautes? Pe_'HJr\'oﬁe.CJO\CS\)e.S Raepe Kit
Llos done o0 alleged Vietim Soara Bellamy and tve




Result’s Loere “negebive” NO- SEAMEN, NO-SPERM, NO-
Pubic Helce 0F Petitioner, Mr. KrusleyjCou Id aot be fovand

o alleged viction, Soca Bellamy; No\-\'\img:i\lo"DNA of

M Krosley Looas nol fovand om ‘oriels eitrher, pecliod...
“Kaj Evideace” Suppfessed Fromn pexiyicned Telal.

Violating petitioners Due Process fights to o Falie clel...

Big Questioanis ™ L)J\\\J \s The A\\ﬁge—d Victira Saca Bellarny
_Pro+ec+¥r\5 These Four Mea She Hoad Sexuval \afreccourse LIWH..Z
IF this evidence had beea Vroughd - up wWosld haove \eapecched
The victim's Stotement fiomm the begianing ot Y\he Cose. AS \\;
STATE V. XIE, 62 0H!16 ST. 3d 521, 524 N.E. 2d TS (\Q482). SEE ¢
GILIO V., UNITED STATES, w65 U.S. 150,153, G2 S.CY, T3, 3\, ©d .24
o4 (i972). (Quoting) MOONEY V. HOLOHAN, 2949 U.S. 103, W2, 55 6. Ct.
34b 79L. Ed 791 (1935). BEARDEN V. BAUMAN, 2024 U.S. DIST.

Petitioanear, Bocglas Kruosley argues aise thet Y He” “Himsel € has
Beean Latongfully accused 'b\j the Viectins statemmeaY from Yhe
Stact of peritioners Case at Yos, the vickim Saca BeWlamy
Froudu\e_\\'\\s oad '\x,cong(\;\\g ccevsed the petitiones Dovgles \(tus\e_j
Aad becouvse Saca Bellomy Woilting aand \ntentlonally ComnerinWed
Frood ageinst the petitionec This Great Aad Honocable Supreme
Court has a doty to mokKe call Wrong Aoiags Tight, Yhot the NI T m
Saco Bellamy pot agoiast the petitioner Douglas Krusley cnd Yhnig
Court must teke all postive notes foakea aad ConYoined 0
Potitione oS vorid 0f Ceciocart 0F foce Value os Sufficient factucd
Mattec, cccepred o Yrue Cloim foc felief thet 15 plavsible on it s
Foce. SEE: ASHCROFT V. IQBAL, 556 U.S. bb2, 678, 129 S. C+. 1837,
173 L. BEd. 2d 868 (2609). (Quoting) TWOMBLY, 5506 U.S.at5706).
Thegpetitiones hoa o Solid Clalien of wco'r\%c\;\\s accused by the
victiom Soeca Bellamny thoet petiticaer Dougles Keus\ ey oo In
Foct preseated To This Greadt And Honerable Supreme Court and
Petiticner only ask's This Great Aad FHonorable Supreme Cooth
For relief from Yhe folse Conuiation, thot he is \e€t Foced
Witk e o dc;\\"\j bas1s aad Wt is Yotally LRoa TS Coucts
Judgement to raaKe onl Locong Delng's cighk. AS IN, This State
Laws. AS IN: TONES V. DUNCAN, 846 F. 2d 359, (L+h Cic. 1988).



Sda.de

CONCLUSION
I THE PETITIONER, DOUGLAS KRUSLEY HUMBLY ASK FOR THIS
WRIT OF CERTIORARI.TO BE GRANTED ON THE MERITS OF THE CASE.

The petition for a writ of certiorari should be granted.




