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IN THE

SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES

PETITION FOR WRIT OF CERTIORARI

Petitioner respectfully prays thst a writ of certiorari issue to review the judgment below:

OPINIONS BELOW

HFor cases from federal courts:

The opiniac of the United States court of appeals appears M. Appendix to the 
petition and is

[ ] reported st; or,
( ] h.aa been designated for publication but« not yet repotted; ot;
[j is unpublished.

The opinion of th e United States district court sppears at Appendix to 
the petition and is

[ ] reported at; or,
[] has been designatedforpubJicntien tot it notyel reported; or
[] istuspubfishedL

| j For cases fiom state courts:

The opinion of die highest state court to review the merits appears at
Appendix A to die petition and is

[ x] reported at 421 So.Jd 532 ____________________ ; or,
[ ] lias been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or, 
[ j is unpuidirtird.

The opinion of die Court of Appeal. First Circuit court
appears at Appendix B to the petition and is

[x j rejwrted rt 2025 WL 1189445 ; or, 
[ ] has been designated for publication but it not yet rejrorted; or 
[x ] is impttblishecl

JURISDICTION

[ j For cases from ttie federal emits:

4
\rt



The ifcte on which the United States Court of Areals decided my case was

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

[ ] A timely petit ion for rehearing was denied by the United States Court of Appeals on 
the following date:f and acopy of the order denying
rehearing appears at. Appendix.

[] Art extension of time to file the petition for a writ of certiorari was gnffitedto and 
niclntfing(date) ou(date) in  
Agiplicatioo No..

Thejwi®didicn of this Court is invoked under 28 U.S.C. Sobs. 1254(1).

[ ] For cases from the state courts:

The <late on which the highest state cotirt decided my case was November 2x 2025. 
Acopy of that decision appears at Appendix A .

[J A timely petition for rehearing was thereafter denied on Hie following date: 
, and a copy of the order denying rehearing appears at 

Appendix.

[ J An extension of time to file the jjetifion for a writ of certiorari was granted to and 
ffidnding(date) on(date) in  
Application No..

The jurisdiction of flits Court is invoked under 28 U.S.C. Subs. 1257(a).

* • 
VU



CONSTITimONALAND ST4TLTORY PROVISIONS INVOLVED

The United States Constitution,Amendssent VI provides in periinent part:

speedy and public trial, by an impartial jury of the State and district 
wherein die crime shall have been committed, which district shall Tn all 
criminal proseaitions, the accused shall enjoy the right to a have been 
previously ascertained by the accusation; to be confronted with the 
witnesses against him; to have compulsory process for obtaining witnesses 
in his favor, and to have the Assistance of Counsel for his defense.”

The United States Constitution, Amencbnent XIV § I provides! in pertinent part:

"No state shall msfte or enforce any law which dial! abridge the privileges 
or immimities of citizens of the United States: nor shall any State deprive 
sag penm of life, liberty, or jiroperty, without due fKOcess of law; nor 
deny to any person within ^jurisdiction the equal protection of the laws.”

1



STATEMENT OF THE CASE

Doyle Glaze wa? charged by a bill of indictment with one count of first de^ee rape 

involvnig a victim under 13, a violation of La. US. 14:42(AX4) aid (D), two counts of 

aggravated crime gainst nature involving a victim under 13 years old, a violation of La. ILS. 

14:89.1 (A)(2Xa) and C(2), and one count of aggravated crane against nature, a violation of La. 

ILS. 14:89.1 A(2Xa) aid 0(1). (Rec. pp. 176-9)? On June 7,2021, he entered a plea of not guilty. 

(Rec. Jjjx 1-2). On May 31, 2023, the defense's motion in limine to inform the jury of the 

mandatory minimum sentences was denied ami tlie trial court held a Daubed hearing. (Rec. pp. 

16-7, 180-3). Cht June 23, 2023, the trial court heard arguments regarding supplemental 

discovery. (Rec. p. 18). Jury selection began on July 10, 2023. On. July 17, 2023, the appellant 

CHnze was found guilty as chaged on all counts by a unanimous jury. (Rec. pp. 19-40,1692). On 

October 23, 2023, the motion for new trial and post-verdict motion of acquittal were denied. On 

The same day. Glaze was sentenced to serve life on count one, ninety-nine (99) years on counts 

two mid three, and twenty (20) years on count four. Hie sentences were to be served 

consecutively and withold benefits. (Rec. pp. 42-3, 233-35A). On November 6, 2023, the motion 

fix' appeal was granted. (Rec. pp. 237-237 A). On January 10, 2024, the motion to reconsider the 

sentence was denied? (Rec. pp. 44-5, 238-239, 1719-24). On ll6 day «f June 2024, Jane L. 

Beebe of the Louisiana Aj^iellant Project filed the direct appeal into tlie First Circuit Court of 

Appeal (Exhibit 1). On July 29, 2024, Assistant District Attorney, Butch Wilson filed the State 

of Louisiana Original Brief seeking to affirmed Hie conviction and sentence. (Exhibit 2). And 

Aj»il 24, 2025, the Hmiofebte Theriot, Hester, and Edwards, JJ., did in feet affirmed the 

convictions and sentences. (Esltibh 3).

1 The hill cf irefelmeti amended the day jury set*itoa began and a defense ssxrinuiance was deried (Rec. Fl'-
176-9>,

2 Tbemdkffi forecimiud^thesalaicewaK dmied afisr the appeal was grartexlar^Uhe<wrf. divested 
jurisiJitSitxi
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REASON FOR GRANTING THE PETITION

ASSIGNMENT OF ERROR NO. 1

THE COURT OF APPEAL ERRED OR ABUSED ITS DISCRETION IN 
DENYING DEFENDANT/APPELLANT’S CLAIM THAT THE JURY’ 
INSTRUCTION RIGHT TO PRESENT A DEFENSE WAS DENIED.

TOE COURT OF APPEAL ERRED OR ABUSED ITS DISCRETION IN 
DENYING DEFENDANT/APPELLANT’S CLAIM OF INSUFF1CIENCT 
EVIDENCE.

ASSIGNMENT OF ERROR NO. 3

THE COURT OF APPEAL ERRED OR ABUSED ITS DISCRETION IN 
DENYING DEFENDANT/APPELLANT’S CLAIM THAT MISTRIAL 
SHOULD HAVE BEEN GRANTED BASED UPON CUMULATIVE 
EFFECT OF THE THREE SEPARATE ERRORS.

ASSIGNMENT OF ERROR NO. 4

THE COURT OF APPEAL ERRED OR ABUSED ITS DISCRETION IN 
DENYING DEFENDANT/APPELLANT’S CLAIM THAT 
CONSECUTIVE SENTENCE FOR ALL FOUR COUNTS IS 
EXCESSIVELY’DISPROPORTIONATE TO THE CRIME CHARGED.

Hie Emufeeath Amendment Dae Process Clause is the source of three different

lands of constitutional protection.

Hrst if incorporates sjjecificprotedioa!? defined m the Bill of Rights. Thus, the State,, as 

well ss ilte Federal Government, must comply with the commands m the Hnrt3 and Eight4

Amendments; so too, the State must respect the guarantees m the Fourth'* Fifth* and Sixth'
3&JP e.g., Dongjaw V. Jeannette. 319 U.S. 157.63 S.CL 877.87 L.Ed. 1324 (1943).
4See, eg.RriMnsun v. Csiiftmis, 370US. 660,823.0. 1417,8LRd.2»:l 758 0962).
5See, e.g., Mapp v. o&te, 367 U.S. 643. St 3.CL 1684,6L.Ed.2d 1081 (1961)
&See, e.g. Malloy «. Hogpm, 378 U.S. 1,84 S.CL 148:9,12 LEd.2d 653 (1964) (right to protection (ran 

compelled applies to States); Benton v. Maryland, 395 U.S. 784,89 S.Ct 2056, 23 LEd.2d 707
(196$ (nsftt to pnctectkn from double jeepcarets’ applies!# Slates).

TSee, e.g., Duncan v. Louisiana, 391 U.S. 145, 88 S.Ct 1444, 20 L.Ed.2d 491 (1969) (right to jury trial 
applies to States).



Amencbn eats.

Second, & contains a sttbstantive component, sometimes referred to as “substantive due 

process,” which bars certain arbitrary government actions "regardless of the fairness of the 

procedures nsed to implement them.”®

Third, it is a guarantee of far procedure, sometimes referred to as “procedural due 

process”: the State may not execute, imprison, or fine a defendant wiikffut giving him a fair 

trial* nor may it take property vfUhout providing appropriate procedural safe-guards*9

Eondsmentai Error - In appellate practice, error which goes to the merits of the 

jp^rrirrtifFs canse of action, and which will be considered on review, whether assigned as error or 

not, where the justice of the case seems to require it Error so grove that,, ifnet rectified, would 

resoft in denial of fondmnentaf due precess. Roberts v. State., Ind.. 492 NJOd 310,313.

Error in law apparent on the face of the record: ctg. court Inched jurisdiction. Such error 

is prerented, for example, where error in court's instruction to jury goes to very basis of case so 

that, charge fails to state and apply law under which accused is prosectdert Kemner v. State, 

Tex.CrApp., 589 S.W.2d 403,409. See Reversible error. See also Plain error nite.

Isa, C.CrJP. Art, Sffl. Special written charges, states ia pertinent part that:

The state and the defendant shall have the right before argument to submit to the court 

special written charges for (lie jury. Such charges may be received by the court in its discretion 

arier argument has begun. The party submitting the charges shall fimnsb a copy of the charges to

8See Moore v. East. Cieveiwid, 431 U,S. 454, 97 3.CL 1932, 52 L,E>:L2rt 531 (1977); ¥<mngberg w 
3&«neo, 457 U.S. 307,1 €S S.CL 2452,73L.EtLJd 2S (1932).

9See, e.g., <3roppi v. Latta, 404 U.S. 496, 93 S.Q. 582, 30 L.Bi.34 632 (1972& & m Oliver, 333 U.S. 
257, S.Q. 499,93 L.Ed. 682 (1948).

10See, e.g., Fhentesv. Shevin, 407 U.S. 167,81 S.Ct. 1983,32 LE>12:1556 (19H).



the other jKBiy when the charges are submitted to the court

A requested special charge shall be given by the court if it does not require qualification, 

limitation, or explanation, and if it is vsdidly correct smd pertinent It need not be given if it is 

included in the general charge or in another special charge to be given.

District Court abuses its discretion when it mdkes error of law. State?. Lae. 83 Sold 

1191., 2011-0398 (LaApp. 4 Cir. 2012). When a trial judge's nding is based upaii ft legal 

mistake, the niling fe no longer entitled to deference. by the reviewing court, Id. “Abuse of 

dSsCTrt iffif ' by trial cmirt is any nnref»gnah|e. unconscionable and arbhfiwy action taken without 

proper consideration of fads and law pertaining to matter snbmfttedl Generally an abuse of 

discretion results from a crnidnsion reached capriciously cr in an arbitrary manner. 'Capriciously, 

has been defined such as 'a conclusion of a. commission when the conclusion is announced with 

no substantial evidence to impport it to a conclusion contrary to substantial competent evidence.’ 

The word ’abdrmy’ implies ’a disregard of evidence or of the proper weight tiiereof? Discretion 

is abused when exercised arbitrarily and mreasonddy and causes jwejudice to the accused. 

Commentators have distinguished the abuse of discretion standard as being a “higher 

standard of deference1” than the manifest error standard, sqxjrficable to cases where "Ihe 

snbrtmdive law vests a high degree of dbmticm in the trial judge,”

The Fsurteenfh Amendment Dae Precess Clause is the starve of three different 

lands of constitutional protection.

First, it incotporafes specific protections defined in the Bill of Rights. Thus, ilte State, as 

wHl as &e Federal Government, must comply with the commands in die first11; Douglas v.

319 U.S. 157, 63 S.CL 877, 87 L^dL 1324 (1943). and Eight12 Amendments;

HSee, e.g., Douglas v. Jeannette, 319 IIS. 157,63 S?'l 877,87 L.B1 1324 (1943). 
l2See, e.g., Roti hewn f. Catir.imia, 370 U.S. 660,82S.C11417,8 L,Ed2d 758(1962).



RafoiBsait V- C^ifemia, 370 U.S. 660, 82 S.Ct. 1417, 8L.Ed.2d 758 (1962); so too, the State 

nntrt resped. the guarantees in the Fourth1 * Mapp v. Ohio. 367 U.S. (543, 81 S.CL 1(584, 6 

L.EdJd 1081 (1961); Fifth* aid Sixth1" Amendments. Matlnv v. Hogan. 378 U.S. 1, 84 S.CL 

1489, 12 L.Ed.2d 653 (1964) (tight to {Hotecrion from compelled self-incriminsMiott apples to 

States); Benton v. Maryland. 395 U.S. 784, 89 SCL 2056, 23 L.Ed.2d 707 (1969) (right to 

protection from double jeopardy applies to States) aid See, e.g„ Dwtcan v. Louisiana. 391 U.S. 

145,88 S.Ci. 1444, 20 L.Ed Zd. 491 (1969) (right to jury trial applies to States).

Second, it contains a substantive component, sometimes referred to as '^substantive due 

process,” ubich bars certain arbitrary government actions “regardless of the fairness of the 

procedures used to implement them.”56 Moore v. East Cleveland. 431 U.S. 494, 97 S.CL 

1932,52 L.Ed.2d 531 (1977); Youngherg v. Borneo, 457 U.S. 307,102 S.Ct. 2452, 73 L.Ed.2d 

28 (i$2).

Third, if is a guarantee of fear procedure, sometimes referred to as “procedora! due 

process”: the State may not execute, imprison, or jme a defendant without giving him a Jair 

Mei” Greppi v. Leslie 404 IL& 496, 92 SO. 582, 30 L.E4.24 632 (1972); In re Oliver. 333 

U.S 257, 68 S.Ct. 499. 92 LEd. 682 (1948). nor may it to&s? property without providing 

appropriate procedural S2)a-guard£.ss Fuentes r. Shevin. 407 ILS. 167r 81 S.Ct. 1983, 32 

LEd.2d 556 (1972k

l3See, e.g., Map? v. Ohio. 367 U.S. 643,81 S Q. 1684, 6LE4341081 (1961)
L4See, e.g. Mstfay «. Efogan, 378 U.S. 1,154 S.CL 1489,12 LEd.2d 653 (1564) (right foxn

rannpdted ^fcnmrnjnfdicn t8»plits to Stales); Bcotco v, Morytand, 395 U.3.7S4,89 3.CL 2G56.23 LE>:L2:l 707 
(196^) (tigh*lt> ve’flredtwn fr«u double jeopardy appfieo t«> State*).

15Sw, e.g-,, Drawsn v. Leotosmi, 391 US 145t 88 SCI, 1444, 20 LEd/M 491 (1969) (right to jwy 
(rid applies to Slates).

16Sfe? t. East CfefvdsKl, 431 U S 494, 97 S O. 1932, 52 L,Ed,2d 531 (1977h, Ye'ingbergv. 
Kemso,457U-S, 307,10Z2LCL 2452.73LEd.24 28(1982).

17See, e.g., Chnpppi K Leslie, 4G4 U.S. 496,92 S.Ct 582,30 LJEtLStl 632 (1972); >r jst Oliver, 333 U.S. 
257.68 S.CL 45®. 92L.M 682 (IM

jSSee, eg.. Fi^e#v, S3wrfn,407U.S.. 167.81 S.CL 1983. 32 LIM 2d 556(1972).

6



Although great deference is afforded the discretion of a trial judge in a criminal 

case** Gather* v. Gathem 66 So.3d 1,2010-2312 (La. 2011); State v. Lee. 83 So.3d 1191,2011- 

6398 (La.App. 4 Cir. 2012); when a trial judge’s ruling is based upon a legal mistake, the ruling 

is no longer entitled to deference by die reviewing courtf9 Stade v. Lee. citing Koon v, U.S,. 518 

O S. 81,100,116 S.Ct 2035,135 L.Ed.2d 392 (1996),

Hecate an abuse-oF-discretion siaadsH-d ahnori always; requires ata appellate court 
to defer to the trial court’s admittedly discretionary ruling, in order to obtain a 
reversal of such a discrettomKy ruling, a complaining party is usually required to 
foow fort the trial judged ruling was based ujx>n a mistaken apjdicrtiow of law:

Koon u U^S„ 518 U.S, 81, KM), 116 S.C(. 2035, 135 L.E*i2d 392 (1996).
When a trial judge's ruling is based upon a legal mistake, the ruling is no longer 
entitled to deference by die reviewing court. Id. (!,A district court by definition 
abuses its discretion when it makes an error oflaw.").

See State v.Lee, 83 So,3d 1191,2011-0398 (La.App. 4 Cir. 2012).

After review on a question of law, Supreme Court renders juc^mest go the record, 

without deference to the legal conchirions of the tribunals below jSricr JMfar Liquid 

Jh& * Red River Parisi M&fJiirK 74 So.3d 641,2010-2776 (La. 9/7/11). ALSO SEE 

Br&ixsrtrdt Hi!corp Energy Co, 24 So.3d813,2009-0449,2009-0469 (La. 10/20*09).

ARGUMENT TO ASSIGNMENT OF ERROR NO. 2

..... State v.PowriL 438 So. 2d 1306,1307-08 (La.App. 3 Cir. 1983) - [1][2]_ Pursuant to COP. 

Art. 851(1) foe defendant moved for anew trial on foe ^ound fort foe verdict was contrary tofoe 

few and evidence. In criminal cases, foe jnrisdictiea of foe Courts of Appeal is limited to 

questions of law only. La. Const. Art 'V, see. li(B)(t974). Cfeneralty, we are precluded from 

reviewing foe record on a motion for new trial hi foe absence of an abase of dtverrtien. State 

uCmninite.41l So.2d 13 (La 1982) cert. f4w^459 ILS. 976, 103 S.CL 314,74 L.Ed.2d 291

19 Ostites v. Cisthen, 66 Sa3d i, 2050-2312 (La. 2011); St*«* * 5.ee, S3 30.3(11191,2011-0398 (LaJqtp. 4 Car. 
2012).
20 Stat* v. Lee, ctlw^g Koon v. UJS., 518 U.S. 81,100,116 S.CL ®35» 135 LEd.2d 392 (I'M).

7



(1982); State v< Tornen 365 $o.2d 1352 (La. 1978). However, m State v< Mathews, 375 So.Zd 

1165 (La 1979).

The Louisiana Supreme Court determined that Hie United States Supreme Court case of 

Jackson v. Wgtaia, 443 U.S. 307, 99 S.Ct 2781, 61 L.Ed2d 560 (1979) required that the 

standard of review when considering the sufficiency of the evidence in the light most 

taverahle to the prosecution, any rational trier of fact could have found the essential 

elements of the crime proven beyond a reasonable doubt This standard of review is now 

relied upon by the courts in an appellate review to determine whether the trial court aliased it*s 

discretion w denying amotion for new trial when defendant contends on appeal that the verdict 

w® coflhrasy to the law and evidence, State v. West. 419 So ld 868 (La, 19821 We note 

however, that the most sqjjM'ojMiate mamier to raise the issue of insufficiency of the evidence is 

by motion for port verdict jutfement of acquittal. C Cr P art. 821. Uris motion and statutoy 

provision mandates application of Hie Jackson standard by the trial court and vests authority hi 

die ajjjiellste courts to render modified verdicts or acquittals on review of the evidence. Review 

of the evidence by an sqjpeliate court is required by the Due Process Clause of the Fourteenth 

Amendment of the United States Constitmion when it is alleged thrt the evidence was 

msufiiaent to support the cowvidion. State v. Graham, 422 So.2d 123 (La.1982). Armed with 

these constitntional standards we proceed to review the evidence in a light most favorable to the 

State to determine whether a. rational fad finder ccmld find that the essential elements of the 

crime have been proven beyond a reasonable doubt.

ARGUMENT TO ASSIGNMENT OF ERROR NO. 3

Scope of closing argument shall be confined to evidence admitted, to lack of evitfenoe, to 

conclusions of fad that state or defendant, may draw therefrom, and to law applicable to case.



State r.BatuRer. 2000-1108 (La App. 4 Cir. 5/2.V01) 789 So. 2d 696

Daring daring argument, prosecutors reference to Glaze's presentation of evidence and 

his right not to testify about the messages between he and M.G. and insinuation that, ilefense 

counsel was dishonest concerning defendant's criminal history warranted mistrial, where 

defendant's credibility was crucial to defense and defendant voluntarily opened himself to 

^detailed cross-examination concerning character and specific pari ads of misconduct, but. state 

chose not to pursue such line of questioning chtrir^ trial. Stale*. Gebert. 00-924 (La. App. 3 Cik 

2/28/01) 780 So. 2d 616.

Glaze's trial emmsd did object to toe prosecutor's cmnuiente, so it is a plain error on toe 

Ewe of toe record. To demonstrate plans error, Glaze must show that (1) there was error, i.e., the 

jMosecytof's remarks were improper, (2) toe error was plan mid obvious, and (3) the error 

affected his substantial rights. Mr. Glaze assert that not only is the error plain toisplahi etroi 

seriously affected the fairness, integrity, mid and public reputation of the judicial proceeding.

Glaze assert when considering the examination in light of toe context in which it was 

conducted, this court cannot agree tost the Government was not ]>roj>er. During closing 

argument, jirosecutor's reference to Glaze’s jx'esentafkHi of evidence and his right not to testify 

about tiie messages between he and M.G. and insinuation tiiat defense counsel was dishonest 

concerning defendaafs criminal history warranted mistrial, where defendant's credibility was 

crucial to defense and defendant voluntarily opened himself to detailed cross-examination 

concerning character and specific past acts of misconduct, but stale chose not to pursue such line 

of questioning during trial. The prosecutor had a resjionsibility not to go beyond the evidence 

mid to make his comments ^irqiri^ie in scale. Therefore, toe jMOsecutoris rhetorical statements 

and or questions about whether Glaze’s right not to testify did go beyond toe evidence. Similarly,
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file comment by tie prosecutor in Glaze’s trial was an improper emotional apjieal tliat transmitted 

the message that Glaze’s right not to testify should be a credibility determination. This error was 

also cleat' and obvious. As a recent panel of this court observed, “the government has been 

cautioned repeaie«fly by this court against making such arguments,” yet tins Appellant continue 

to thee them on appeal By now; the rales against bolstering should be clear to the Government 

The prosecutor in this case, in a rapid series of comments, referred to Mr,. Glaze's creribiltty and 

his right not to take the stand, then insinuated it would not be alarming that Mr. Glaze's attorney 

was too dishonest standing before die court.

This court must determine whether the error' affected Glazes substantial rights. This is a 

high for, and the determinative question is “whether the prosecutor's remarks case serious doubt 

on the correctness of the jury’s verdict To determine whether the outcome was irffecterl this 

court must consider three factors: (I) the magnitude of the statement's prejudice, (2) the effect of 

aiy eawfioritwy instruction given, and (3) the strength of the inculpate evidence other than the 

improperly bolstered testimony. Accordingly, this argument is indistinguishable from the 

improper comments this court have regularly cautioned.

ARGUMENT TOASSIGWENT OFERRORNO. 4

Appellant assert that SENTENCING ISSUES THAT ARE WITHIN STATUTORY 

LIMITS -ABUSE OF DISCRETION.

The trial court has wide discretion “tn the imporition of [a] sentence within die statutory 

limits. The pertinent standard, therefore, is whether the trial court abused its broad 

dLscreiiiMtary powers, not whether a different sentence might have been more appropriate. State 

v. Cook, 95-2784 (La. 5G1/96K 674 So ld 957, <wf. 519 U.S. 1043, 117 S.Ct. 615, 136 

L EdId 539 (1996). State v, Coleman. 101 So 3d 612 613. 2012-372 (La Ano 3 Cir 20121
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LUSION

For all the above and forgoing reasons this Honorable Court, should vacate the lower 
courFs judgment and remand with instructions to conduct a new trial in accord with dictates of 
Due Process, Alternatively, a remand to complete the recrad is necessary.

Reapectfully submitted by:

Ddyh< Eug^ie Glaze #783361, Pro-Se
JaguarUnit, Camp C
Louisiana State Penitentiary
Angafa, La. 70712

Date MarOt 6 2S26
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