_ State oFSouth Caroling . In. The Shpreme Court 6F South

_ . o
_lerron D/Z'Z/{y . Carolina.
-Pa f/' floner . , Cajﬁ No. 2020 - 00025}
Ve Motion 76 Show LacK of

_State of South Carolina Suessliction And FrQBCE] VED

Upon The Court
) Rﬁspan dent pon ’ APR 28 2020

S.C. SUPHEME COURT
Petitioner moyes betore thi's Honorable Court With G

__Mﬂ.han 70 Show LacKk of Jurisoliction And Frawd Uoon

The Court pursuent fo SCACR 205,292(a)(6)1) (%) (3);
. 2495 on the growuncls that. ] _

P@f 7tionecs PCR Cownsel . tas Granted Stubstitution a/

| COM/)Se/ Over the telephone by Tudge Willlam H. Seq/s

Wi thout Petitionesls Kn o:,\f/fzz/ge or Consent After Attorn ey
Elecnor Cjcar_y_s Coindlled FPetitoners mother out of $/0 000,
_Which olso 0ccurred! wi'th Couasel Hefore Lleanor C)/fé’//‘v/
ﬂ ftorn ey L_eah B_a.MOQdy Swindled Petitioner's niother
Ot 0f Bl 500, These Substitutions were macle in Vio/qrt-
don 0F SCRCP, Rule 11(b), See Ex parte Strom, 539 S. £. 2o/

(99 (5.C. $.ct. 2000), Culbertson v _Clemens, 322 5.¢. 20,

_25.(5.C. 8ct. 1994), Smith V. Bryont, 2¢9 N.C. Z08(%™
Cir. ] 5'/115) . L

Petitioner Contendss that %here Was N6 miotion or pertition

_for Substi tution 0F counse L. placed betore «qz/zc(/ﬁ,a Seals or
. fbc-cj_ua/g.g Nho Outhorized Leah B. Moody's Substitution
__Indhieh joulol Sy /Hc/‘an Hy make these Substitutions of
Petitioner's_Counsel " (ases” that N Oulol_nOrrant < Jualge
_Seals gucisolickion +o Guthorize Subst: tution 0 f Counsel.
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- See Dmm.sJ_S_,aacz/s YYD U.5. 2%, (01 5. cF 153(7950),"

_ Stump V. Spackman, 135 US_399(/978); Ness v. Ec/(erd

—Corp. 350 5.C. 397 (2002), - /r_/‘a.[diaa_/je (acked jerisdli-
_Ction fo VAcate Ocdler that Oleniea Cocporation’s motion .

_t0 Set ASide G Qelaul _judlgment, hihere MOd 7 cation

—WGs.ne6t-maode pucsuont. fo 8 motion 10 Glter 6r amend/

_Courtls. d&i/ﬁ&n_r.éafﬁéddiézﬁ/j s Own tnrtiG flve, Qno/
wmo Clitication nas more fhan [0 deys Qffer /i tral ordter,

—Lssues re/ating o Subject matter Jurisiliction may be

Laised.at dny time Qnol Should be faken notice of by the
Court of Appeals 0n Court’s Ouin motion? Herns v. Hewns,
394 5. Lt App 2001), BunKum v. Manor Fropeties,
_3215.¢.45(199) ~C’ar//g/f V. US. SI1TU.S. Y146 (199%),

""District Court hod no Quthors 7y %o enter Qost Verdsct

_. JuO/ﬁMcn% oF Gequl tHa/ tor B/rao Consprracy where e ten-

__Blants._maotion fOrd L/O/jmcn'/’ 01£ acguittal wWas L//’)?L/Me/}/
_States v. Emith, 33/ U.S. 44T (1997), Roell v. Withrow,
533 U.5. 550(2003)., o ]

Petitioner Contendls fha%fhe record c/ear//u Shows 7%0% |

,\jao/ﬁu Seals lacked Jurisdliction 16 Quthorize Strbstatet-
Lon_Of Petitioner's Counsel il th. FEleanor C/éa/)/ Ongl. Force

IS _[epresentation on him._ T here fore L/uq’ge Cartis [ackeos

J_W/ Sdliction_to 0 Fhlcm Tud. dge. Sea/x Linlow fel eci'sion .

_Ond force. ﬁffamey C/éary 1o reman Os. Peti tioner's [Gwnyer,

///Iﬁfch/e Uh%/ﬁe Cortls 05 not. hé?t/éd Urisolictson to

,CUAJ_’/{)D_LI_Z,L,EI_.CﬁHOK_Cl_e_éf_y_ Fo. WItholraw [SSues Omenoled! 10

Peti tioners ‘P,C/?_AO,O,Q//'C_Q /’1‘0/)/ Oeend Or brief ) SStes, Qng/

,-:J/MO{ﬁe Curtis oicl not ha\/cd‘u riseliction +o rule on Ony
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/‘SSM,CS é)r’/_'a/_é/ E,/,QQA.OC.. C/eé?r)/ L, and. G no ¥ Hove
:’;__,).'A,_I/M;_'50/_/'&7_‘/_'0_'_4_~ to. Quthorize A /’fdfﬂty.._éﬁ/}ffa’ /g_—/lﬂélﬂn/ Tamer
_.fo respoad 10. Gﬂ)/,. briefs 01T ons Or Grrend/s #ited!
_._by_Ele_a/.)_a/_C:/ﬁ.é’/.y, e L o
 _Petitioner Contends that +he record ¢/ e.aré/ Shonsis tHEt
_the d udge tha t. Gu thory zed Leah B. _/Waody s Strbstitetron
0f James K FalK 10cKed jurisdlictron whereds, Substitu- .
400 6 Counsel nas Gronted Undler these SAme Circimst - .
_ances. Theretore, \by, Lo James K. Falk /s éy law, /'{?C’//)/_
St Pet¥onecs lawyer. See Fxparte Strom 539 5.F.24
99 (S.C. S.ct. o). . .
oﬁﬂercfd/e/,é’/i%a/@/) there was a PCR ¥/ /et oned #hat
PCR was place betore Ju dlge NCl.a_r £S. ajzg/gﬂ Curtds on ly
“hael Jurisdietion 4o rule on 1Ssues Gmentted by James.
K. Falk nol i ssues Qolgressed b/v Petitioner at the PCR
“hearing.. Wheceas, Hhere Wos never Gny Motions or Petition
_/O_/ﬁ_&_e_c/*_6W&7€0L€_L/_MGL{9LS_€_QJJ_~O.f_ @0@{‘ Curti's Which wod
_Suf f/‘é/_'.em_f/”ymm_é’.ﬁc_wfétcﬁ Stubst!tution OFf Petitioners ¢ owse/
_0 ‘Case’ thot would worant these Jaq/ﬁef J wrisalietion
o _Outhorize Substitution ot .Counsel.
Thece fore y A ffamey C’/e:ar_y_’o'_ representation Was frouol -
leat. Thece tore, the Supreme Couct Boes not heove jiursal-
detion to except Rttorney Cleary's Notice OF Appeal, [acks
_C}‘_MU‘_S_O_ZI“&inJ_\"_DCM./._(:;OA or. QFfHm _&‘n\/__L’.QL/ i ngs. from :fua{j e
Curtls or Am‘_ﬁ_ﬁco/*@%_atmgnﬂ_, of Attorney General J_’éhm/ o
_Jomes in refute Jro,&ﬂs,ti)a‘iﬁs_ag';@u_a;_ raised by Fleanor
~ C/é.éza_/v,.ﬂ To _QZJM SO would result in porticipa -f/nj , Ondd Conspir-.
-10g. +o commit_fraud" +0 Secure Petitione's Linlantul Convictson
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_andl Incarceration.
;Df/‘*'/'o/’ef Conitenols 7%0% Q_/él{/ﬁc’ 560/5 A torney C/eef//

&/ua{ﬁe Curtis Gad. /ﬂl%z‘ome/v General’s /’raaofa/em‘ acts
mlmp edled Gngl. prcven+ea’ Wim from #bf//)/ and /ﬁm/y resent-
lnﬁﬁhmﬂcla/mg,_iu//y Cnol. Fa/rlyexh/b/ f/j his case, Onol

Ob'famg ol iscouecy 000 Oleprived Petitioner o F #he 6)0/00fﬂ//7/;7
40 be heard,. Thus, grauay lv/a/ahﬁ PetitHonecs Consts'tert-
_1onal rig hts,. resulting 1n. Froudl Upon the. Cowt”

Petitroner ¢ ontendls that the recorg/ C/eaf/y /ndlicqtesr

_that Petitioner #led! extens/ve Qmounts of motions P

L WIrF O F mandlamus ) Ond Crvil Qetions which Ore St/ P eatting,
. AH—ornﬁy_C/ea_ry.0/&._0_16_7.60/_564[6.(@/ motions #o relieve herselt

_OF Counsel, BH o f these motions Explaining these OFficers
OF the Cowrts Frovttulent Octs and how /7 10/ tes) Fetitioners

_ rfghr‘f , Oadf €xtreme Contlicts oF 1ntecest. Petitioner Contents
thathe Fileol these p1otions Qlso In the Sepreme Cownrt prasse-
antto SCACR 245 Olemonstra 7‘/@ that the public /nteress
B unVolvedl, . Specibl groumdls for emer )1_9 ency, Good/ reason,
~Supportby facts, Al dants, Gnadl that had Ao/ ressect
- Fhesema tes in. every Cott €XCept fhe S eyporeme Coar?.
- However, t+he Stypreme Court Olicd 710 #hing 1o protect Pt
onecs. 17 rghts. Ch enniing . Focel Motor Co., 359.5.€. 72 (2003)
erL/O/ on the Cotrt ffﬁb//FCS‘a“ShON//zﬁ %ﬁa t One_haos acfeé/
W'th Gn 1ateat 70 Ofecerlve Or_Ofe Frawd! the Cotwr?. [here
1S N6 Statute OF [imitations When a,oarfy Seekr 0 Set
__Q_S/'de_@d‘_&w/g ment Olue o fraud. tipon the Cours Rule LHOC 4),
"ScRep " Rozierv. Forod Motor Co., 573 F..21332 (19 77),

6/



f_ Outomobile manutoctures's Farlure +6 of/sclose an.

. €n 5./_‘/1 eering Olocumen f,LNbAeQ,//.'/z.ﬂ. on. the Compara t1ve aolveat-
—Gges On ol 0lisa D[uaafc.zﬁ_c_r.,O_K&Gj.tacm‘e_ﬁt‘ Fuel tank [0cGtons
_Prejudliced plointi bt by preventing her from fully Gaof
14’0//‘(./7 _,Of_.egs.fflfkl‘cﬁ’. her Case. /?a’y V. _éry, 379 S.¢ 79 (200 7_)7__
—Hagy v Pruitt, 5245 £. 20/ 719 (2000), " A jucfgment may
__be Set Osicle_on the Growno of fraud/ only [ £ e fraud IS

Mexteinsie? " Extrinsic froud, i's collateral or external

4o the tcial o ﬁf/k&ﬂ?%ﬁ@l./%_,’_3_/)[&&0/ that rntluces a Person

ot o present G_CASe_Or Nepoives. O Lers0n OF e OpP 0/'7"/44/'7
_ +o be heagrol.”
. Petitioner Contends that becouse thece. pes 4 ¢ ase wh/ch tas
his .?CR, Which hWas. /o_.lac.ﬁa’”bffor_c-&)/bl{/jut_ Curtss. \th/fi C. é;/if/:\”
_cid heue d urisdiction £0 €n g.m'.re_(_'nfo__fh ¢ Contlict o 1nterest.
_With Petitioned's representotion #hat She Knew Was frawdlulent
Cand Qsses 1'ts threat to the fBimess Qf_, the /)/occea’/:qj, anc/
_Finglout [ £ Petitioner has inte //,L'j entty ASsumed 1hat risk ans.
Waived an\/ Sixth or Fourteenth Amendment , Or Sta7u fzﬁf/v ,
rights. Mickens v. Taylor, S35 U.5. 162, Wheat v. U.S. 56
M-S 183,14:0(1988) | Wood v. Georgia, 450_U.S. 26(, 272 (1981);
Lu y./er v. Sullivan, 444 U.S. 335 397 (/ 930). cf. H&//A/Jé;y v,
ArKonsas, 43S U.S. 475 439 (19 ,78.)_/’ Gilasser v. 1S ., 375
U.-S. L0, 70 (1942)," Bonin v. Cali bornig, 199 LU.S. 1039 (19%),
_Hewever, Ju ag< Cy,cf/ijn_ten,t/‘_anaﬂ_y_&m,c eol fraudlulent,
~Conflicting represen tation on_him. Petitioner Contencls that
~he has G rig herconPlict free representation.
—_ Petitioner Contendls +hat +he Courts violated his Sixth
BAmendiment. right +o Lsey - representation’_Fore ta v. Cali -
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fornia, 422 U.5. 306(1975), MCKasKle v. Wiqqins, 9&5

U5 N6F(1989) ; U.S. . Singleton, 107 F.3d [09/ [ 1 tton

V. Sta fe,. Y422 S.C.20% 208 ([ 20/8), ( ,/70/7}:;5_-__ the Prince

_Gnd Faretta fra me._njock Gpply. (n Q.PCR se tting Where the
Bpplicent Saught-Fo Waive his Statutery r/ght to Counsel).
o P et/ tioner Contends £hat the Courts viofated Firs S/ixth
MAmendment right to "Counsel s ¥ chajce N oinwright v. Tor-
o, 455 U.S.586(1982), i+ WAs.Suggested, that.in froceengs.
08 £0_nhiCh there (S N0 rIght to appointed Counse/, the Olet~.

-endant .may hove_a constitu f1onally protected interest 1n
_be t\0§~[f¢,0£c.&€m_7icﬁé[b y.refained Counsel Ondf the State there-
. fore Cannot precludle Such representation absent a Compel/-
_.i,nﬂ.cj_ush‘_ £icotion ., The. f(ﬁ ht 1o retamneo Cownsel/ 1o thase
__,_wa_ola/_z_‘;é/iaaAa./w,a_ro_.c,_g_ea{z'{)gJ’_-A/,aa_lc/_fe&f.Om ly.on 1he State's
_Qluty fo6 refram from UnreasonQble infereace With the
_Lndiidluals desice to Oetead himself in wWhaotever smanner
_he Oeems best.” Tn Torng , the Court there foundd Unpers-
__UAGSIVe the Olefendlont's_Clomm that he hod been “enleo/
—Olle_pro cesSS.inhen. COounse| Oleprived him O F bids f/gg/n‘ to
- petition the Floricla S Lpreme Cowrt for revien.” The
—m .Qj:aczlty_fc.%_dn,de d_i"_fijéA_a_’c,,QC/fua_ﬁbn. = even 1f 1mplse-
s Hrg a Olue. Process Jntes est = hWas. couser. b}/ his Counse/
_onolnotthe Statel .
—Petitloner Contenals.4het his Case i's Q//’Sf/'/yu/s/vecy
From Terna. Petitioner oict not retein Eleanor Cle ary,
At Was the State Gnol Eleanor ,(,J/.c’é’(% Who Oleprived!
~him of his oy process /7\‘9/,;‘; é)y fafc,‘(,ﬁ Frauchulen /
FefiresSentation on_him ithout his Know/ecfﬁ ¢ Or Consent,
o



, _/746 Courts Qllpowed £ leconor C/ecfy Fo Seuindlle b5
_mdther out ol F10,000 ono Sbtain representation though.

Lrauctinlent means, Ond then forced 1hat reoresentation

_ 0n Petitioner. Pet/tioner contend that the mion ey. the Cout..

_Qllowed A Harney C/eefy A6 Swundlle hls mother oert OF .
ﬂfp//dec)/ Fetitoner oF the /"jh/ to tise these Fandls A//wcA

__,,_gf_t/_e_f_m_-zfcihzm 6y hi's.motbe fo.retam Counsel a¥ Chosce.
. United Stotes v. Mullen, 32 F 30 39/ (4% Cir 1999), " The.

Courtvacoted cetenclonts Conviction -far_Cons,o/'racy 7o ois-

_tribute_ono. 008Ses. With. intent 0. 00stri bute over 50 Qrams.
O0Ff cocaine becouse the of/Strict Court Qbused 1'ts Oiscretion
n. Qlﬁn.y./lz:ﬁ_ her motion to Hismiss her Counsel! whs wWas retan-
_ed by her’ f&?/m'// ong have a _Court=ppoint O ttorney repres-
_ent her.” Seeqlso U.S. v. Gonzalez-l.opez, 548 U.S. /7@(,2004)
“The r1ght 70 Select Counsel of one's. Choree, éy contrast, hos
_Never_been Olerived. #rom the. & /4/91{/7.6/M£ﬂ./ S Purnpsse of

fﬁﬁar/hﬁ G tair trial. L+ has been feja/dfa/ Os 1The root nean-

Ing _Of the Constituts oﬂé?/j vuarantee. Cap/m ‘#Drysa/ﬂ/e

Chartered y. United States, 990 U.S. C(7, 29 - &zs(/%??)
_:fﬁc.Smféﬂm.zndmmtg UuGraontees a Oefendlant the ri 194t 70

‘bﬁmf_{.ﬁfﬁ.jﬁnfdd, b)/_an Othernlise qua/i//‘e&/ &’ff&rﬂfy._ Whon
That Ofe feadlant Con Gford +0 hire , Or tho /s Willing to repr
esent the Ofefenc!/ant Cven.though he 1S without Fmd's.”
.F[Qn&ﬁqlﬂ_l/, (.S, 465 U.5. 259 (/198%) “No Sheowing of prej -
Udite need) be madcle #o 0bFaIn reversal wihen trial Coturt

Md{ﬂfﬁ&._appo__/by‘/ﬂfn/ &?/fo\g ether Or Oenies Counsel’s reguest
Fo. .b\&-E{,Q/Q.CeO/,bf.CQ(}Uc OF Confliet OF 17 f{fﬁj/,/,é’fﬁéﬁ /Ofgj—

UOliee Fo Ofefense 1S Presumeds. Petitioner corre etly Conceote
7



__tha ﬁp OSE - COnVIction reviem ot &//:S’? ualird coatron Order

s fu ly. < Hective 10 the extent 1hat the Osserted right
_to Counse/ 0F Ones Cholce £5 [iKe. ;ﬂo/__eixam,o/e,_ FHhe Six th
_Ameaoimen - /’jj.w“ 1o refresent Onesel £ IS
;D e titioner Contends +hat the. Courts Viofated ku
_Statu any__/ Zht to_Counsel, onol Ofelibere f'e/y tmpectedy
_hlll’\_{ﬁam“[:Q.I_.Slg___éb\i_ﬂc./ Qims. V10latin a4 his .y ghts To.
Olue rocess., Fet tioaer Contends thot he Qoloressed these .
_ISstes. wiith the Conflicts of interest with Attorn ey
. 6/662/7 Gt his PCR. Pe ' oner Qlse rarsed Several/ 1Ssees
O+ his PCR and the Judge indicated that She woutd!
_allons him 30 L’/&’/VJ 7o _Amend Onal brie £ the 1'Ssties he
NLSheO/ to rarse /9{ Frtroner Contends that bie br) etec/
these 15Sues anof Sué)m//'/zeo/ them 1o Fthe JUO{ﬁf anol the .
A#fome/v General as_ the 0/;/7 " (SStes that 1s Fo be Con-
Slolerec! in his PCR because he Olic/ not Consent 6 Att-
Orney CLle ary S representation anel that this re ,orc&mz‘-
otion was Fraudlilent As e v/om/y Stated! < Juct Y ¢
Ceurtss On/y /lac/d brisolrction 7"0 rele 00 1Ssues Grmenctfec/
b\/ Jomes K. FalK who was the /eg@ /’ az‘%orney or recorsy
onol 1Ssues Gold/ressed! 6y Petitioner Gt the PCK hea///zﬁ
See Fishburne v. State, 4275..505, 832 5.£. 2058
,(,.ZJ_QL‘Z)ﬂ,::/_,/ﬂLS_-C_aSc" Grose from.the Post - Conviction relief
_Court's Olenral of reliet o Derrick Fishbirne. Be cacse
the PCR _.C_Q_MCQO_C&Z@/’_CO/ﬂfﬂ./)ﬂf@/_/d_ové’/jna//_'aﬂ_f_o_ﬁf&’_C.r.‘ _
_0s.ta one of Fishbume's primary PER claims, the South
_L.Oiﬁo_/_[m,Q_SMp_Cﬁm_e__CQét(/’ remancled Fhis ma Her 10

g ~




the POR Court Lor the PCR Cotrt 16 rSSue Gn Ordler Sertt

un 19 torth. @0/674/4.’ te £inclin 195 .0 F foct anol Conc/ysrens
S oF law reg aroling Frshburnels_ tinadlolressed PCR Claim.
~Ln Oloing S0, the Court Stressel #hat. PCR orclecs had +o
_be _ pre pared 1n Compliance with Section [7-27-80 6 £
_the South Corolina Cocle (2014) anct Rule 52(6) OF the Soutt
Carolina Rules. ot Civil Procecture. Because the United .
States Constitution's Sixth Amencimen t.Quarantee 10 Q.
_Oletenolonts. C(fﬁhf__k&»cfée,c_f/‘l/eﬁ_a.SS/.:SfanCc of Counsel 1s eaq-
_COined in PC R_C.G.Sf;,l We_Connot Continye to permit. o party s
-pro cedfura /As.ba,:f__comj_'@__zsuc_éjs_fhg_fa Lure to £1le a Kule
39(e)motion= to pre vent-this Covrt from rem ana//'zzﬁ Clarms
0 F ineftective Qssistance. of Counse/ When +he PCR CotrtS
Orcler Cloes ot Comply With Section 7-27 -850 . Trurttv.Stare,
3105.0..254 (1992), MCullough v. State, 320.5.C. 270,
- 2712(/995), Maclac v. State, 375 S.C. 407(2007), Keese
v. State, 4255.L 108(2008), M Cray y. State, 5055.C.
.329.(1991). ] I
___Petitioner Contencls thot the Courts impedled hiim
ﬁ&am_ﬁa/,&bﬁ_.@:mlﬁs we OF Tneftective Assistonce o F

Appeilate Counsel to.ce-instate his Olirect appeal, #710Kiag

wanyﬁjim-ﬁ_é’_oc_fﬁa file Orocess Unavailable Which rese/tecs
,_/.‘a_afm.a/,amenf,a./_m/;icaff_/'c%gﬁ*o_rfd_'z&f/'ﬁc " Washiag ton

v.State, 473 5. E. 20 333, 324 5.¢. 232 (5. ¢. /99¢),
“becouse So.m Qny.Oroceducal 1rreqy larities OCclrrect

_Olur //Jj P7. _c_Caa[Je_df_Jz_\/_aS.b.inﬁ ton f.s_cju, dreial pProcess 7hat

_he has not.recesirec! olue. Lrocess. L Citing G@; vov. LS. .

705 U.S, 1350, ,Mmmy_y,,_Cam‘en 4377 U.S. 178, /0 S. ¢

2639 (198¢) y “the existence of Couse For O procedyral
q



__Ole Fpult-must. Ora//'/md/y tun on W hetheo the Qrisoner
00N Show that Some 0bjective factor external to the
__Olefense impedeal Counsels. eftorts 10 .Comply bith .
_.the Startels ,Oroceo/éfro//’a/e Hice v.State 3055, < 775
(199), Mactinez v. Ryan, 132 S ct. 1369 (z_o/z) Lvittsv.
Lucey 469 U.5.387, £05.5. cf. 330.(1985), " The Sepreme
,._,_CC”///ﬁf, \/M&‘/Cey.b)fean.an.,hc/a/ that Cf/mma/,_D/f Feno/ant 15
et e Fo € Flect/ve QSSIStGnce OF Cotnse/ Bn #rrst aoea/
-As of ryght.” Treyno v. Thalec, SL9 U.S. 413, /535,
19 (2013), Browav_Allen, 345.L1.S. %43 (1953), ‘Statecs
_that Couse wjould be established éy aShowing OF Some
—interference by officials +hat matle Compliance rmpract-

_iable.” Amgdeo v 2ot 486 (1.5.2/9 (1933).
_Petitioner Contendls that +he Courts Qctrons dlenred bun
Ofany methoo/ Of/”O/CS’Ij his Clarms of tedleral f/ﬁﬁﬁr
See.. Younq V.. Raqen 337 U.5. 235,239 (1999), " reqz,/,n,w
StGtes /’0 arffarO/ Lrisoners Some “Cle arty e Fraeo! #ie /’4&0/ “
Fo.ravse.a cl Q_/_mw.b_\/./)_em_ge_o[z(a\/ﬁnﬁ hits have been (lensed)”
The South Cacolina Supreme Lourt has olescribed the
,ho/a/mﬂ in Case v. Nebraske 38/ Y.S. 334, 335 (719¢8)
QS __ Q. Oletermination 1‘/40% H)e Feurteenth Amenciment
may._ [ equre the States 10 Qfford State PriSone~s Some
Qlleguate Corrective process for the hec,whj Ongl e ter -
Mination oF Claims Of violation of federal Const/tetional
30/4/@/7%“5 S
- Petitioner Contencls. %Aafﬂiu%ﬂ%%o c,’,opea/ /SSties
bm_c feof E)y Eleanor C/eary /(now/@ this. representation

WOS frovdlulent Gndf StbSt tut’on waos miode bJrthout

-J Urisaoli e f/‘()/’i, /e 557/0/'6/715 C&L{r;‘ ha&//‘nﬁ I’IOJ Mf/‘\SD//'Cf’/‘O/)
/0



4o _0FFf o Or rele On é?n% ) /40/5/)4&/1 bs_pracsuah. L 40 ssSires

_briefed . é)/_LJtQﬂDC~C_/£ ary_@f brie b éy A ffOfne (General -
mu_o/mn  JOmes Aa refete 10 _1SStes. brietect. é/u [/fanof C/ea//.-\

7o Force /fo/ Yioner 1O a/o/aea/ /4//0/4f;/_ﬂé/_f_@/.yi_\éé@(y,_d_;"AN_.O/X_ -

_ould. befcmo/ Lpon the. Comf . e .
Pef/ﬁ@gar Contends 1Ha + the On /./ A}dv 7‘0 Come_Close fo

L pro ff;cf’//\xﬁ___hlj ] (ﬁ.é.,tr_p_\;ﬁ@_a_/.@/_‘é_f; _zfomc_z /o w_‘Pef/_ﬁmQﬂ e 10 Stbm/t
ﬁABJSMJm.%bQLf_fx_Qn.dﬁa witle Ot ine. based) on b5 briefs.
, H&w.,auef_/_f/n,/_'&_uau (Al lSo. fucther Urolote. Petitiones's 1 /;5’/: S
10_Olue process Causing Pucther inordinate Oelays Ofter Co
Neocs O £ 0le /ay S Dlue o the States lenconsS# tutionql OCFions.
nhich Oented Petitioner Olue process mak zi/\)ﬁ_.,-an)a.,.% Lurther
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