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The Supreme (ouet of Seuth CGaraliqa has adgpéec( My case,
Appellate No, 2015-0381026 c&mﬁ Kule 264 ScAck, “ Case
1velves an issue of significant public wterest or a (egal
‘or'w\mple, o@ mo_)o:r’ lm]oor’(’cu’lce/i' /l/nerebg, %roﬂsperﬁ\nﬂ \)ur‘\sdtchor’?
over fo the Supreme Court.

gQQQuYQ/ 0@ Q 5%0&(&@- mdcl\/QcL LA My cafe, s (T 23115,
Prom which te Higher Courts have 'Vusirc,r’téa(kg called (2t
queglﬂo-rz tts applicatay by {the State fof [mlofepzf“(y Q)(‘oa/(d(/lvﬁ
the prosecutiar’s aperation, the Courts have contiquausly
admenisked the Lewec Courts Qov various rales and due
process viclatians gver the sfcc}u{e.’(kereb), e 1ssue most
CQmLomlB 'S Jnmetb foc the Supreme Court ¥o resalutel
address Hus issde S*QQC\Q\CCL{% because of certarr relevaat
2lements and priaciples coatained wathun my case.

QCAWS L of the CGMp(Qx natuce of m case (, S)Qe,[
that wy"Appellate couasel Rober+ Pudele ddes wak Cully
appreciate tese tmpectaat elemeqts and priaciple s 1
represeat, and therelore, § Pear an 1mpoctant oppPartuaty
may be missed by the Supreme Court,
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Mast lfY\por"['aftucj, there has beeq aq abvious arbitracy
ach Qa,’a riciocUus @xercise oder HLQ, oppltcalﬂe\q ot sa,tol S(’Q\Lu,{'e/
v My caje., which £ believe coatinues ko elude descrp tiog.
Ancdlf Leel Appellate Counsels argunieat 1s vague and daes
feSp@c{' the case’s (e,a,(’oojce,/t{'(o.( ﬂgr ma e Con.cfeé@
resoluteqdess. There 1s mare avadable abjective focmatiag
which § Peel the Supreme Court should Rave e prwdege
of eatertanning for fhe purpase of makiag a mare impartdgate
canclusicn aver the matfer,

1 am Pully aware of e unrgueness of law scieace, that
Picst coasiders my pceyudictal position, regardless, a
passiaen Glsc's umctue,) arises whe/z a prfsan’'s ((fe Q,acj ]Q(\/\C(P(Q,
af inMecesqee 1s on the line, and certan addaa('ages of
stadisug partisipaticd should ot e discaunted Pram
which, 1 an? sure (s wst aq alieq cencept Gur eficacions
cppactunities beluce Haus Court,

s (s et ko say that § de nat respect orappreciate
-W\e_ MQ‘\'[’LQCQ o pr&cjf(c,e, coH o_ﬁuc& Appz\lcﬂ'z Cqunsd Dudek
va\yoloxjs, Hewever, circumstagees have ,orevm(eci which daes
not change the Pact dhat { heve semet hing +o offer dhe
Court, ag 1 have studied the case for +oa Years and have
weittbe 4 a freatise whic € feel s necessary appelicable
critericq Hus Court should have pr'iutlege s, Prom w(/uc(/(_
Appellate Dudele has declined o reviews.

S’eccvzdar’tlg, My case has involued a2 extrinsie Lraud
conspiracy ta suppressica of evideace Cronm which the
freatise {Mave weittten briag  te lightt, which t/le\/H'ablj
shaus s wlrat P reNid uS(kj m{’ruC?QcL upan fhis Coutd's
oppor*ufu%ﬁ tes percewe mare Qu\(\) Hhe circumstances
surrsuadiing the tssue s Court mag ot Kages wibhaat
the +reatise | have wsvidbeq. As such a conspiracy Ls
estelolished ca tral fraqscript miqus +he SUppPresSLons,
but certarn bu> the nature of Fio whale case.

e matecial evideqce § have estabblished 14 fhe dreatise
P Mave teriblen | (s asserted by me += be of +he relevaat
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~100f{'(0/( which at presen tis notoavaillable d Hag Court,
but due +o the mecits 14 the treatise, (P the Supreme
Court does et ave Hhe prdilege to reviews 1+, a sure
lnyustice 4o the course of Jurisprudedce would prevarl
oved the Courts analysig of the cagse,

’p would Like to Koo i f 4 could Qle a pea 5o Gcich{'\aq
fo the ditect appeal? § have not had any parfisipation
M the ecppral as it will be preseated f= fnis Court, as
,OreSQ/lHﬁ _Slcaf'l.dS. /—\ac‘l g Ho s viot bzeq Q(ch aag dec\S(G/(
ol M(j pqr +

f’79 proposition, 1s as a request for a neutral - asseciate
Jusﬂcq {> MRNRrRwW o 100 paqm —Heo.\"\yq, £ haue b\)rkHef\ an the '
case, to assess the dreatise's Jwability . Aad because e subject
MO.H'Q(’ I'sS CQQ,FQJUQ, Pr[\)‘.LQ?Q/; ’i, an1 \Lhe(eCor& cauticus about Sharl/l(j
Hus nfermation, howbed, (€ fhe Supreame. Court wiere o deemt
the relevaqey sigvificaat | 1 would aot hesttate Cur $he teatise
= bQQCA(‘/lQJ-{QQr‘l' Qy(' Hhe argume/&,

fecause of the ms{d—uhofm(po(mj hete ab Evans wiliere
{/ awm l’lOLUch, ‘H’LQ.S will net malke SANTTRN o ‘/kQ/le UJ((("(’Q/( [an(
pPapecs lo'\j 1N yate eveadhe ugl?\. Inmates ace NLU[.LS fo pay tho
cost. Uaded such a circumetance ¥ would request Hie Clerl
of Court malke o compleke copy of the freatite and return
o me. 4 am mcﬂxawﬁ’ and cavnot pay the cost ok ths Fime.

Can dhe clecle retarn a clocle stampad co Py ¢
i Q v} l/I)Q)f’N,EC{ b‘j Igdberl' DQAQ(Q -H’lo.% (/(r\(g case (<
scheduled s be heacd avaund Feb. 9, 2016, As a resulf of
Hus +reatise | f a minor delay was resulfant, £ would net
disagree wibh that deciston.,
()J('H’\ Waotm, ‘quicvla( re_scu’cls) ﬁ am,
Stacerel
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