QUESTION(S) PRESENTED
Vhether the Fifth and Sixth Amendments permit a federal conviction where:

(1) The only evidence linking the petitioner to the alleged offenses consists

of testimonial hearsay from a witness lacking personal knowledge, admitted
in violation of Federal Rules «f Evidence 602 and 802; and

{2) The court of appeals permits conviction based on such testimony, while
other circuits require exclusion of testimony where the witness could not have

perceived the facts asserted, creating a circuit conflict warranting this Court's
review.
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CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS INVOLVED

U.S. Const. Amend. V (Due Process Clause)

U.S. Const. Amend. VI (Confrontation Clause)

Federal Rule of Evidence 602

Federal Rule of Evidence 802




STATEMENT OF THE CASE

Petitioner was convicted in the United States District Court for the Eastern
District of Kentucky of conspiracy to distribute marijuana and money laundering.

The Goverament introduced no physical evidence, no seized contraband, and no
financial records linking Petitioner to any unlawful activity.

instead, the prosecution relied entirelyfon the testimony of a single witness
who:

Did not observe Petitiocner engage in any drug transaction;
Pid not witsaess any exchange of money;

kas not present at any alleged meeting or agreement involving Petitioner.

Despite repested objections under Federal Rules of Evidence 602 & 802, the
testizony was admitted.

The Sixth Circuit affirmed, holding that the jury could infer participation
froz this testimony,

despite the absence of admissible firsthand evidence,
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REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION

3 ¥ e
The convictions rest entirely on evidence barred by the Federal Rules of Evidenc

Rule 502 requires personal knowledge. The Government's sole witness admitted
she never observed any transaction fnvolving Petitioner.

Rule 802 bars hearsay absent a valld exception. No exception applies.

The Sixth Circuit permitted conviction based on speculation dressed as testimony.
This Court has never sanctioned a conviction on such a record.

Review is necessary to resolve a circuit conflict.

The Tenth Circuit requires strict enforcement of Rule 602 and excludes testimony

where a witness could not have perceived the facts asserted. United States
v. Lopez~Medina, 596 F. 3d 716 (10th. Cir. 2010)

The Sixth Circuit permits convictions based on inference from such testimony.

This divergence invites arbitrary application of federal evidentiary rules
ig ericipal cases.




Due process sets a constitutional minimum.

In Jackson v. Virginia, this Court held that conviction requires sufficient 11 of 17
evidences for a rational trier of fact.

Here, there was none.

Allowing conviction of speculation lowers the constitutional floor below what
due process pernits.
The decision below nullifies the Confrontation Clause.

In Crawford v. Washington, this Court held that testimonial hearsay is inadmissible
absent confrontation.

Here, the Government's case depended entirely on testimonial statements unsupported
by firsthand knowledge.

Testimony lacking personal knowledge is not merely weak; it is no evidence
at all.
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Respectfully submitied,

Prate April 3[dJ 2026




