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ciue%h"ons

2. does the fifth amendment in conjunction with the first amendment, extended
fo the stotes by the fourteenth, prohihit a stote court from prejudicialaction

agai'nc-f a ctizen for not +es+i-ﬁjinclx when +es+imomj| 1s_ncumhbent an that

individuel achm} againd rel:‘gicus convicton?

LMWMMLMMMMM&LWMMW

with the free exercise clouce of the first, Prmcribs a_state court from ,nrohibi‘h'nsr

-f'es-fimom); of o defendant in a criminal matter who refuses 4o swear in ata

P/eo withdrawal hearihc} when the coort did nat reczuire the defendant o

swiear_in_for the ‘nlea colloo(utj?

—;_H___dgamwgad_qmqmmg require state coucts

Yo enforce_stote rules and stofutes ec{uifabhj?

5. does o state appellate court violate the due process clause by rulingonan

issue, that was not reserved for o'npeal (Jun'm} a_criminal mater Pipa collo%u%

rother_thon rulinc)z on_the issue that woas reserved ?

6. does_a sfbfegppgﬂgieﬁg@@lﬁeﬁhﬂu&m&@bg.mﬁmﬁﬂﬂg___
qmamwwwmmmmmmmmmmm

known_ot the_time of the lnlea7
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20, 418125 Gdca-fl order o{judgmem for_6d2025-1353, 1 v, ]
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december 21 2023 10cc-FI judgmen% and sentence for 2020-cf-512Y4
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statement of the bosis forjurisdicfion

He lneﬁﬁoner seeks o review of the judqm@n‘f bc.}n the sixth district court of

aPPpal for the state of florida (édca-£1) rendered on se'nf-embgr 19,2025 far case

bd2024-2081. the tdca- £l denied the motion for reheari'nc} for case 6d202Y4 -2081

on.october 28,2025, the supreme court of florida declined cliscreh‘onan.j review

on a'or{l 10, 2026,

the basis for rpaLues-}ing review is that the Gdca- £l affirmed the judc):men-f

and sentence wiithaut ru!ins: on issves_thot could net have been reserved ot the

time of the Plea and dismissed the reservation b(j erroneoushj cafegorjzi'nc} it

the 6dea-fl failed o lDmvinhs:_ due process ond ecguol mepcﬁon b:j en-Forcime laws

the bdea-fl ignored claims of an increase in sentence in violation of the ,nrofech‘on

agams*f double}iecg)ardg and afficmed a sentence wifhoufjiurisdich'on

the bdca-fl failed 4o rule an the 4ricl court's Inredusion of -Ires'h'mom} of the peti-

tioner who hod an ob}ech'on {0 swearintj in_and Prevehf—ed the petitioner from

,nresen'h‘nq thig claim complefehjp

the petitioner cites violations to the first, fif+h, sixth and fourteenth amendments

of the united stotes constitution




consttutional Provisions

united states conskitution amendment-ane

“conc}rqu-shall make no low cespecting an establishment of religion, at Prohibih‘nc}

the free exmﬁ&maﬂ,;mbﬂqmc}_tb_g_fcegdam of <Peech, ar of the press; or the

W-W.Mmﬂwmmmmam&gwnf for a redreess

of 9rj evances”

united stotes constitution amendment five

“no_pecson shall be held to answer for a_capital, or other infamous crime, Unless ona

presentment or indiciment of o grand jury, except in coses arising in the land or naval

forces, or in the militia, when in actual service jn 4ime of war or 'Dublic damJ)pr; nor

shall any person be <ub}iec+ for the some offense 1o be twice ,nu+ in JieO'DadeJl of life or

limb, nor shall be compelled in any criminal case fo be a witness against himself, nor

property be foken for public use, without just compensation

lunited stotes constitution amendment six

“in all criminal 'nrosecuﬁoni the accused shall anioaj the n"gh‘l' oo SPGEd(j and ,aublic

trial, b(j an im,narh'ai Jiun} of the stote and district wherein the crime. shall have been

comnmitted, wihich district shall have been ]previm;ghj oscertained bxj law, and 1o be.

informed of the noture and cause of the accusation; 4o be confronted with the wit- A

nesses against him; 4o have compulsacy process for obtaining witnesses in his faveq,

ancl to_hove the gssistonce of counsel for his defencel

united stotes constitution amendment fourteen

“section | - all persons born or noturalized in the united states and subjectto |

W



spe.edu

the )iurisdfcﬁor\ thereof, are citizens of +he united states and of the state

wherein 'H"ﬁ‘j reside . no stote shall moke or enforce any law which shall

obr:’drjp Hw_'oriviledrjaes or_immuon ties of citizens of the united stotes; nor

shall any_ stote dp'nrive. any person of life, liberty or 'nroperhj,wiHnoufdue

process of low; nor rlpmj +o any person within H'sjiurisdid-ion the. equai peo.:

tection of the laws.?

N




Statement af the case

the. 'De,ﬂﬂgﬂ_e_r_gcgepfed o-nalo contendere plea on december 14,2023, in o

flarida county circuit court for two cases, 2020 cf 5124 and 2022¢4 3220

the Pieo colled for | year ! CJCIL‘{ state ]Drisnn and 5 yeors sex offender ,nmba-h'nn

(pal21423-1-2) during the colloquy the court stated “this ,n/ea form tells me

that You're going to enter o 'n/Pa as chargpd and thet you're expecﬁnc} iyear,

[dgg‘ forida state Pn‘son followed bLJJ 5 years, of sex offender ’Droboﬁon (#s124423~4)

ot the +ime of the P’e° {'he,,oeh'{ioner hod been incorcecated for 20 months on the

chars;es for the ,m'pa fhe_Pejiﬂg_nf_r wos nnt cegguiced +o swear the ooth for the

nlea colloguy
I T d

one weels later, while the Pe+i+ione_r was still in joil. the court entered a

—__ieniezxﬁg_oﬂ_ﬁa@g_ea.c,_Ldgq_{ldm_i_erms and twa 5 year probation terms

the semmnae_stamd_thatihapgtude_qut%mPﬁzm)

on that dmj -H-:ejppffi-l'mner moved 4n withdrow the .niea btj wriﬁng and maih’ng a

letter to the friol Jiuriz}p, (11122123)

one week after thol the sentence wes chanaJed again +o add H years of 'nrison,

the sentence continued to state that the nehhoner nlead au;“u (00117.823)

on that dau the ne,j:;imnec was relocsed from 'Qlf wpon release the peﬁimnec dis-
cover ‘wmd_@_am&n%mqmmmm

an_marech 22,2024, a hegcing was held on the motion to wit ore.

the petitioner personally informed the couct of the change of sentence ond the. mis- b




information given bnj the. Iawtjer. (132224 -12-17) _+the court set ancther hearim}

m&mm%mu_te_pcesud_ia_mmmib&auegﬁom (#532224-22-23)

the. lawger was not called to +esii‘hj at any af dhe gubsaazuenf- hparjm]q

one weels after thot, the sentence was -cham}ed again 10 the two Prison

terms ond +wo 'nroba.h‘on terms that were reflected in the first sentonce change

the Plea was ,DfO,Defllj recorded as “nolo contendece® (op 32924)

the Peﬁﬁonpr was then +aken into cugmdg on may 30,2024 +o lnnlk courmj Jicuu'l

whece he remains. fodmj on the a“e(j)a{'ion af a techpical ’nroboﬁon w‘oloh'on.[?czs:ulm

on august 23 2024 o secand hearim} on the motion 4o withdraws pleatook 'nloap

wgumﬂm}ﬁﬂmmuﬂmuwwﬁhoner 10 fesﬁ-hj becquse he would not

swearthe cathy, ci+in13 rpliz}ious ob}pcfion He couct stoied that the motion was beim}

wdﬁnﬁd_hemusﬁjbgplmmda:guf.wmmdmteimﬂ_ﬂzumgb_muer (4582324 -)2)

+hpj:lea‘i+ioner filed notices of oPlneal within +hirhj dm)m from_the deninl of the.

6d2024-2081 foc the Jower couct cose 2020¢f 5124 _and aeqicjned case 6da0a4-2io1

for lower court cgse 2022 cf 3;29._£bgpe+i~l'ioner {iled o h’meh}: initial hrief for
.MMMQ&MMM.&MMMJLM pelitionec

wos not able 1o file o briet foc 642024 - 2101 becorse the alDlDeHofe court consolidated

6d2024-2401 foMMmm&Mﬂd 52225) this wos dane after the state

feqdesa‘ed for the courd 40 do so and withaut consideration of the ,ne-lil-«'oner’s motion

A"n oPPoSI'il'an 1o conselidation

| befare the consolidation of the fwo appeals, the appellate court had issued
mmmwmaw;zmmmgme until o written

order was issved b3 the trial court dis'oosmcjg of the mation 4o withdrow iplm (6d54625)
m_ﬂmgadgdbmjhajﬂmmiw%_m&ﬂumm@gm______

motion olternoted from the reason thot was c})\/@n at the second hpaer}J on

aucjus-r 23,2024 1



hproo.se

“it is order&d_and_m}udquihaLibe_de&adanLa_mMaMdhdtmu____—_*___' - i ‘

__Pieund_defandmﬂLmMamuithdmuLpLemanuLLtqﬁteLsMnm

os been imposed of probatian is herehy denied with prejudice, as no
evidence wes P&senied_due_to_ceﬁmgl_of_defﬁndaaiio_bg sworn in or

affirmed 4o f'esﬁﬁ_},” (i0c5725)

| becavse (d2n4-2101 hod been consolidated 4o 642024-2081 after the brief had

—*_MGMMMMM&MMWWMw orqument

to_contest the alternote reocson Whlj the metion to withdrow 'olpa wos denied, there-

'npﬂafe court for the ’nur’nosaof ado'ing: an acqument contesting the may 7 order, hut the mo-

tion either did not arrive or wos.not Filed. a Subseacuenf moition to file an amended brief

lwas denied . ' ' titianer filed an initiol

beief for 6d2035-1352 +a 5&22(:[1 icgjhj contest the may 1 order. after the Peﬂﬂgne[ sue-

ce%sful/u moved the qppgﬂg_gﬁgi%_supplemﬁnuhm_o_d_m_appﬁmwzml__—‘_

ordmmwmmmm_mﬁpﬁmbm_—
gth (6d9825-1352). 6d2025-1353 was also dismissed os “duplicative” on september gt

_  (6d9825-1353), even though the petitioner hod not filed o brief for that case, and the

ne had not ex'nired o do s0.

on Jiune 6,2025, the Pgﬁﬁo_ng_gﬁled o ttmotion to cocrect sen+encin9 error® in the
trial court inaneffort 4o hove the erroneous sentence corrected and 4o preserve the

issue for appeal. agreeing with the stote, on june 12,2025, the frial court concluded

‘4he sentence , itsel i » rro y ¢

28t 4o reimh%ﬂgdecembnﬂi&entem&ﬁhw@ﬁ&pﬂ@m&mﬂhmﬂesmd 8




the march 28*sentence os bemc} incarrect and without Jiun‘sch“c-l'h:m 1o impose,

the court _macde_no comment an that (most recent) sentence. (10c6I2258-4-2

__—__nngyiglmi_ﬂ&immummmded motion 4o correct sen-mncim} erroc

filed on Jiulcj: 1, 2025, bc,Jc doc:‘dimj that the motion 1o corcect .senfencmq_ecmnjj_aaﬁhe

¢ i : ,Dl fa

",Drolner vehicle® for ¢

ogain, the court avoids the morch 28 sentence, (10¢7725)

_—WLMWWW and request

on %pln‘fembp ] ] ¢

_—_MMWMMM@MMMMMM be-

cause it is not disPosifiVﬁ’} reversing® the provisions of the frial court’s arder ren-

Mw&sﬁh&mﬂﬂhmmmm%&dﬂeﬁmr of pro-

stoted thot ionm‘han enteced a Dlea of cjmiHu”,. and affirMim} “the corrected order

—lof probation rendeced on march 28, 20247 (6d91925-1-2)

on onnl 10, ﬁo?wbdm;umeumdMMngm&_—_._

for 6c12024-2081, (flscH1026)




argumenf

the. Peﬁﬁbner arques, that the florida sixth district court of q,D,DeoJ commiited

Uy < ond coval oratection violations. b neale fina to abal certain rulesd

his cose on aP'beal. the Pe:ﬁi‘iqmec acgues.th.d,m_;zmcass_mas_dl&mgﬂndﬁd when he was
not given the WWPMMMM&QFFNMR covrt

did _not_afford due,nrocesg bxf negfech'ncj $0 consider issues that wece ynksnowsn fo the

Po+i+i0npr- ot the fime of the Plea ancl bLj« misSfah‘n? +the issue thet was reserved

far a,n'neal the petitioner cites due process., equal 'omﬁgrh‘on,-r‘ree 5,oeech: free execcise,

ond_establishment clause violations for the foilure of the o'o’oellafe court $o rule on

the merits of the tlaim of error to the +rial couct’s Prmmm%mm_

flocida rule of rriminaf_Procedure 3.170 (1) states;

i defendant who pleads quilty oc nola contendere withat expreccly reserving tha

rinJH 4o aPlan o Iega“nﬁ dis;mgi-hve lasue moy file o motion 4o withdrow -Hae'nlea with-

in {hirhj dqu affer rendition of the sentence, hut onhj upon the c}mzmds s'oecif»‘ecl in

florica rule of aPPeHafev ,nrocedure 9140 (bX2X AN a)-(e))”

_imgﬂa_m&nﬁappdlate_pmdu&im@mimm)@;(ﬂ stotes;

“o defendant wha Pieodq guiH—Lj or _naio contendere may direcHLj: appml onhj .

a.the lower fribunat’s aubji ect matter }'ungdich’on

b._a violotion of HneTnleo ac}reemen'h it lorpservecl bl.}l motion 4o withdrow plea

¢.an involuntary plea  if Preserved by motion to withdraw le

d. a senfencing eccor, if peeserved; or

e.as otherwise Providod bLJl laws.?

the Pgﬂi'{onec chues in the 632024-208%) app eal thot the Pleg ggcgement was

violated bprnusehhediimigﬁ;thejmiﬂ&e_m_ﬁmplemagmmmimjwmmdm

would receive bL)l the. lowtﬁer. the caurt, ond the state . the Plpa contract colled for

W&W@ODMMMMMM.—




the contract called for. the Eomﬁer acted ns o linson between the 'De{moner and

the Pmseeuh:r bLj mcn?vinga the Plea condcoct from the Pmsecu-for and hamjmg it 4o

#MMMMMMWMMSM&WMM .

;___m_mﬁnmﬂed_mbﬁﬁtatemﬁnip_ﬂzug&e‘_ihﬁpmnﬁr wos uH’lmaﬁ’l’u given

and the aDDe,Ha'h? court mnored thic claim,

—MMWNWM%@MMMMMMML__#

agreement of the prosecutor, so tho mm_mmmmmummem or consid-

neidloner_sp_w a_deal and the lgwljec dold him it would not be ovoilable in the future if he

W—M%MMMWMMMMM}M__
W___LtprpgmL_ﬁnm&a__s_hHuLLd_gndJmLmuLmuaugﬂs (#uxo private, three
_______muctappmmed)_bnd_mmmmag_dumeq_wibih@eidwr the_couet hod borred

Jhepefviﬁor_xgdmm_cepcgs_enjm% him self_and glfbg“_g_b_bg_df_d not know i1 al that tHime, 1



conseyuenc.es

he Defdmner as the woman whao

was presenting mwawmﬁt&ni@_munwi thot

M.Mmmmmpﬁﬁma@}edfon ($5102023-20-21) urged e, 'ne,ﬁh'oner

WMMM@MM&MW&

Jiudc)w (denmack) on_the. follow"in(} month who “likes o put kids in prison” this come on

consecy: mﬁ]ﬂ_ﬁf.aioidﬁ_ﬁaﬂmﬂmmmpmw_mhmjﬂ_d__.___
dgmmnmmmmqumﬁﬁdmw%Mwmmw_
that the.petifioner was limited” in his defense because of his incorceration, these remacks

served 4o deter the l@gﬁﬁm&&fmm_gmm}_to_tm.mnd_as_a_mﬁrdon 10 lnlm sut. more

m@ﬁngmﬁ&w&d&aﬁa%&hﬁuﬂmﬁ@@m&fiﬁmm
MDW—FMMQ&“MM“JM‘WJMMMMWMP&L————
WW%@MM!WQ@M

successor-more on that later. during the colloguy, the couct neglected 4o ask the petitionec

if he had mmm@m@mmmm with him. the substitute
lowu%ﬂ%ﬂﬂ%&ﬂmﬁt&hﬂgﬁmmwyﬂﬁmwiﬁ%Mr but

%dsfafeWﬂmihwmmgddM_{LpﬂLm&_uﬂgﬂmngmm___
i . hod # ceel the petiti £ the Lo had ' .

the ansumm[d_bmf_b_amﬁnﬂ_ihg_[awjec's claim e it s:tipulate fo o _fectual bosic inboth
msesﬂiﬂllﬂ&ﬂmsiefuied_b%ibgpﬂ&imeds.ﬁmn*"i did not commit these crimes?

atorney is WMMJM@L@M&MMMDM"
QPMM&MMWM&W@MM—L“



4he.co.se

while the court 1ol i “it i " 2423~ 2):22), . bu

wmmmmmmﬂww%mmd%mmm rt foid

o Poinf of mnfwﬁmbgtumm_thf;pﬁhﬁamc_apd_tbe_gcabﬂm' nofficer after he refused —

petitisner hmmmmpg%ﬂms&ﬁutﬂlpmmﬂamﬂmﬁd filed on offadavit . i

. . _Mmmmm@mummmmmmﬂmm%mmmm

mﬁwmmmmw@wm petitioner hos

#eﬁmnedh&bmuid_mdhim&iﬁipmmmgr_dam if_he decicled,

full unders*fnndmg of the consequences. on ﬂmel% qppli‘gghg' N, the court will vacote o

S PMMMLWMMMWMMDQQJMQ or inadvertence,

(see kercheval v. 11,5., 274 w5, 220 (1927))

— lignored this claim. the pefifioner urg of the circomstonees.

“waivers of constitutional_cights not only must be voluntery but must be knowing, intelligent

acts done with sufficient owareness of the relevant circumstonces and h’kplcj mnseglupnces"

bradzj V. 0.5, 397 u.s. 742 (197Q) 13




in_addition, the petitioner asserted fundamentel ercor, violotive nf the due.
process clavse and the sixth amendment extended o the states by the fourteenth

to do more. prison ﬁmeibmjhejmteme_mued_for_bﬂmﬂwmemuﬂw;ﬁd_____

F. told b [ _‘tQ.g’ 4 ! r g4 he | in_iail ’

than the sentence called for

b ant amount of iail time has sixt ment sianidi bere i no.obuious di-

viding line by which to meosuce how much longec o senfence mustbe for theinccease
jn_:ansﬁ_uie_s.ubé_ta.nﬂhl_f)ce{,udice 2 glaver v. W.s.,.531 u.s. 198 (2001)

the appellate caurt violoted the due process and equal protection dauses of the fourteenth

u.s. amendment. by not addressing this claim that could not hove heen known at the

4ime of +he_ plea.,

__me_p_Ld_Qmmlsn.a_cguedJn_th_a.ppegLuJ k_nf_mbj_ed_ma_tteq__ur_s_» diction be-

to the spring term on the “ic‘rsjjgaﬁdmj_g.{fmgmnd_mﬂﬂdaynmwwﬁib;_—_’ N
march 28 seniencmpacﬁu&g_mmmmmﬂﬂtmm_ﬂh&ﬂpwﬂ——

|urlsdtchon and_conetituted fundamentol errar”, solomon v, stode, 341 s0.2d 537 (fla.2dca }977)

inoddition to referencing this point on appeal, the petitioner filed o“motion fo correct :

ﬁmmwauﬁmmmmmjmmmmmmuwd__ﬁ_

+o_acldress this issye, but the triol court ignar:e:! the claim cggchmq the morch 28

sentence alfoga{he.r and reinstated the december Al sentence upon sfrjkl‘m} the.

decernber 28 sentence. (10¢61225) however, the appellate court cevecsed thisocderand

affirmed _the morch 28 sentence. (6d31925-1-2) 14




btj cnc'fn'rm‘naJ the march 28 sentence, the oPPeHa{'e court has J‘%nored the

_—_APPLM_MWMMMMMM plea agreement:
[ 3 J
inviolation o 0 o

Florida rule of criminal Proceclure. 2.172(h) atotes;

“if the #riol Jiudga doﬁMﬂMﬁa&ﬂ*&a@Mmdem

an’sfnc} from negotiations, the 'nleo may be withdrown?

¥
amendmaathmmmdmmnuppellmt&mmmmmmmmhmm___—

-{'houc}h 'H')eL)l could not hove heen known at the 4ime of the ,oiea hean‘ng

m__ﬂqmwwmmmm_mmm_fz ion er iolation 1o 1 cofection close of the fourteenth

v.5. omend mmmmmwmmmmmm@mm__
court’s foily rmmmwmwmmm

(i jurisdicti voi

the petitioner asserts %bwmm_hih&_dwb@w@;mgpﬂmwd@n%

amen h red w 0 Ffirmed the increcse of




reﬁmrdinc} this motter, (4522024-3-4, 4532224 -6, #s8224-4, $92324-3) .. the court hod

allowed the Pofiiionpr in forpgo swearing in dun'nrj; fareta hean’n?s (15102023-1) and

b_(chu_lu_dm? tesi‘z'mamf of the Fetiﬂ‘gne.g of the nggggt begcmq, the #rial court is in violo-

Hion_of the fifth u.s, emendment in conjiuncﬁon with the first amendmont’s free exercise

and free Gpeech clouces mode oblicjmfor(j {0 the <tate bc}; the fourteenth.

mmmmwmmmmmmmﬁ in this_mattec as

the !ne'h’%iongy: views the ‘caism% of the hand as a form of warshin
" the cath may be administeced on the Book, or with on wplified hand... or in any mode
Mmmmﬂm,ﬁg £ 151 (1889), See mooce v. 1,348 v5.966(1955) 1A



conscience.hu

the appellate court should of remajnizpd this and ruled that error existed, or at

draw {)lm had not been enteced.

1o rpi+ammm%mﬁﬁbuppﬂmnﬂmtemd_a_mﬁceihaiﬁa 2022 cose.

(M&QZﬂ;Zma_would_he.hﬂm&egnnna uniil a <ir}med order was en+emcl'bxj the

trinl court cb'slnminrj of +the mation o withdrow ,ulpa "'our‘;uanf' to florida rule of ap-

- - - ; ighting the process.

rule 3.020 MAWMMM&MMML._—_

wece amﬁmimmmmmmm&mm plea. as mentioned in the,
1e an om lﬂCIEd

unconstitutional in viatotion of the first, fifth and fourteenth 1.5, amendments.

ihggppellaig court olso dismissed gFFeg!s of the denial of the motion 1o withdraiw pleg

(édaom-lﬂszlum;ﬁﬁ)_qs_“_dupiugﬂy_e’g -H'xerebxj eﬂminm‘in? those aPPeals of -Hzah'nem‘ia

ordec, the Mwwmswmmmmwm given the

op‘pormimr due 4o file a ﬁmehj initial beief. (6d9825-1353%)

—__;ﬂﬁﬁmmmwﬂmmmmwmummpﬁmmm
__linherent in the fourteenth amendment- because the oppellote couct disregorded the

roles as Hw:j were in fovor of the oonosrhanal nnrfu 17

' the petitioner hos had 7ssves with mail noi being delzverecl from #mjm! and has filed a civil rights complaint:



o Vialafion of due_'nrocess pecurs where the a'o'oejlme court failed to enforce cauct

may 1 order

[<4

religious doctrines it believes o be folse, impose. special disabdities on the basis. of

mlgmuﬂgmujﬁh&,ﬂmmmm ar the other side in contre-
M&&gl&s&uﬁ’loriﬁf or clogmu“ aregon v smidh, 494 v.s. 872 (1390}

the $ef/'4~ionem&qmmaﬁgmmm_mem%m@baq&wmm___
MMMWM#@MMLM@M ooth’
a:MﬁMMWM&M@W@&eMMPﬁ&MMM

Sigor in, Ciﬁnq bib,u_c_qLqusg%es and stqﬂm_} “m% conscience forbids me to do this™ and
Mummuﬂwmmmwm motion and the bailiff
lordered the Pej‘iﬁoner out, on the way out the pefitioner FLQtE'AiQd bg}‘ saying,“ the b‘zstac;j
Qﬂ{:hi_s_munj:r;g_iﬁjﬁat people left from em}land to escape from religious pecsecution and ;i-begﬁv

olso were forbidden 4o take that vous®) ($582324-15) _ibLﬂannﬂpLibgLihapﬁimnﬂn"_ i B

iﬁgimnxﬂpLﬂtgmMadimMpﬂudamLM&c_ocdgaappﬁal with the.

statement, as well as other Ioorﬁons.

if the #rial court had allowed the ,Deﬁ-Honer #a +es+i-F%. +hers is o reasonable Posaibihhj

if onything, the testimony of the petitionec would have assisted in_his aloloeal

jbgﬁgﬂﬁb_nﬁg_qg&gjjg_ns__the‘jmejpurposa of this_aath_when these thot are_intent on

Iieim} will use it as a means to make them appear honest 18



rircumsiane.es

in_the Jiud?mpy# by the oppellate couct rendeced on september 19,2025,

the court dismissed “the depm}e to the trial court's deniol of Jiona+han'g motionto

dismiss counsel because it is not cl}‘s'nas)-h’va." (6d91925-1) this is a missintement af

the. ceservation made foc alnlneal ot the 'olea (DHOO(UL} the Peﬁﬁoner, +hmu3h counsel,

requested that the trial couct’s denial of self representntion be reserved, not-the

court's denial of moation 4o dismiss counsel. (44121423 -12-14)

in the appeal, the Peﬁﬁonpr oddressed the issue of denial of self representation

os_o violotion of the sixth u.s. amendment, a’n,nliroble bxj the fourteenth, c;’ﬁng

faretta v. california, 422 1.5 BOL (1915)

10 rePre<pn+ him ot trial._if the #rial court had allowed -}heTneﬁh'onpr +o re{armen-f

himself he would not have tnken the Plea,

the a'nPeHa‘i-e court’s mischaracterization of the 'oeﬁh'onpr'a resecvation viclotes

+he due. pracess clouse_of the fourteonth us. amendment and is not o harmless

errar because of its constitutioncd qi%niﬂcnnro ,




