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QUESTION(S) PRESENTED
1. What is the "Threshold" for Abuse of Discretion when a District Court
issues a decision based on obvious Erronecusly Assessed Evidence or
outdated information?
2. Does an Affirmation of a lower court's decision by an Apellate court

constitute Abuse of Discretion within itself when an appellate review

for the same would've indicated the obvious Abuse of Discretion by the

lower court?
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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

k] For cases from federal courts:

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

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

[X] is unpublished.

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

the petition and is

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

[x1 is unpublished.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

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

[ 1 is unpublished.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,

[ 1 is unpublished.




JURISDICTION

[X] For cases from federal courts:

The date on which the United States Court of Appeals decided my case
was _ DECEMBER 2, 2025

[ 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(0).

[ ] 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

[ ] 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




STATEMENT OF THE CASE
Jerrell T. Bowman, currently serving a 185/month sentence for a conviction

of Posession With Intent To Distribute a Controlled substance and being a felon
in possession of a weapon, submitted a request for Compassionate Release to
serve as the sole care giver for his mother, who had become incapacitated due

to medical problems. This action was submitted in accordance with the requirement

prescribed under the United States Sentencing Guidelines adopted in November 202:

as policy 1B1.13. Evidence supporting this request from the attending medical
professionals was submitted along with all required information to assist with
the validation of this situation and the requested soluticn. The United States
did not file a Motiocn of Oppositien to this actionm.

Howeswver the District Court denied this request on the grounds that Mr. Bowman
had not submitted anything that proved his mother was incapacitated. It went
further to base its decision on its description of Mr. Bowman's current family
configuration based on information contained in his Pre-Sentencing Report from
six years ago. The death of his father, the fact that acne of his giblings
resided in the same city as his mother, nor his mother's current city of
residence were neither acknowleged nor appeared to be known by the Court.
After declaring that Mb. Bowman's request contained no extraordinary and
compelling reasons to justify a compassionate release under U.S.S.G. 1B1.13,
the court proceded'to conduct its required analysis of factors under 18 U.S.C.
3553(a) but only focused on one factor, Mr. Bowman's criminal history, to
arrive at its decision.

Mr. Bowman appealed this decision to the Appeilate Court, which in turn

affirmed the lower court's decision without addressing the issues raised

pertaining to the erroneous assessment of evidence or the lack of a denovo

3553(a) analysis. This raises the question of what is the threshold for Abuse
5F Discretion if this is what the Apellate Review was designed to detect?




REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION

It is well understood that a court abuses its discretion when its conclusion
is guided by erroneous legal principles or rests upon & clearly erroneous
factual finding. Appellate courts applies abuse of discretion standard, under
which, reversal is appropiate only if district court based its ruling on clearly

errorneous assessment of evidence. Hughes v Ft. Colliins, 926 F.2d 986, 18 Fed.

R. Serv. 3d(Callaghan) 1274, 1991 G.S. App. LEXIS 2786 (10th Cir. 1991).

It is further understood across all circuits that in performing an abuse of
discretion review, the appellate court assesses the district court's factual
findings for clear error and its legal conclusions de:novo. While the line

between what is or is not implied by thoughts surrounding a finding of fact

may be ambiguous, the parameters of the fact itself is not. A district court
abuses its discretion vwhen it makes an error of law, or when it ignores
unrebutted, legally significant evidence. Arn appellate court abuses its

discretion when it rests its decision on a decision based on a clearly

erroneous finding of a material fact, or misapprehends the law with respect

to underlying issues in litigation. When is that line crossed is the question

that must be definitvely answered by the Supreme Court. When two or more cases

come before the same benchiwith facts of equal gravity but receive totally
different rulings and fall under a review of discretion, the threshold that

moves us from prudant deliberation to abuse driven by human bias, failure to
understand current legal positions, or lack of due diligence must be defined.

Te resolve ambiguous decisions is the charge of all appellant courts, but to
correct obvious judicial errors and abuse of the powers embued to the lower courts
is the very reason the appellant courts were created. The case of U.S. v. Bowman

is a prime example of what happens when this threshold is not defined and raises

2 question that must be answered by the Supreme Court once and for all.




CONCLUSION

The petition for a writ of certiorari should be granted.

Respectfully submitted,

el Botirai
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