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Paul 3, "ianlerson s S.Ct. Case 'do.: 2010-1591
?etitioner-2elator,

vs.

State '3f O'.^Zio
7ef o;i iant-2asponclant.

ixr131 C^Yz

[9ow comes Petitionar, Paul S. l3nlerson, who now .novas

this sio.zora.'als Court to grant Petitioner's a?titiron ^or

Reconsi<ier3tion ani 4rit of Tia'aeas Corpus for this aatition

is timaly male pursuant to Uiv.'2. 25 A.

Petitioner now states that imprisonmant is not limit©3

to confinamont in a penitentiary following oonviction. Unler

2305.15 aartain 3isabiliti3s may toll statutes of

li:nitatio;n. Austin vs. 3ran.ner, 555 r,23 142 (5th ^ir.)(1390),

Purlue vs. Janilamen, 613 o.App. 2=3 270, 122 3.1. 33 393, 429

2,1 155, provi3as that if a narson is in arison at the time

his cauo; of action occars ha may 13riazg it within the respective

tine prescribed for that action after such lisaaility is re:nova<.i.

tolling provided there in is not affaete:3 by Petitioner's

filing of othar actions while under_ t'x,-: =arn=-4 J:isaaility. 3se:

3arlin vs. 3traub, 490 J.;. 535, 104 L..a. 21 533, 109 9.--t.

(1993)(1)39)(1977).

itaasons in support of this ?atitio.i for 2econsi:ieration

are set farrth in the attache3 °1e,AoranJum ani Law.
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^Accor<J.ingly it is well settlal law in a void, or voi.ia'a1a,

conviction that if aL:ro3ecutor's actions are contrary to tha

law, and that prosecutor is qorking to circu=nvent tlze laws of

the state ant3 the Constitution United States, then that

prosecutor bacomes quilty of kidnapin3. If that prosecutor goes

before the grand jury with lia:a ani false evi-1enaa, or no

evi3enca, to support an inliotnuat in -order to gain a conviction

knowing all tha ti.ne ii=, the pros4cuto.r, z.ras hreaking ths law

and ictinl in ba:l f.aith, when ha hinlUro'.i, Lnne 3e3, and

o6structe3 a function of govarnnent to force an action an3

concession on the part of government authority than that

prosecutor oo.n:nits a v3ry clear case of 'ci3na?in:3. 3ee: O.R.C.

2905.01 (5). :'etition3r maintain3 the prosacutcr has, through

a deficient perforxtance, eause3 Drejudiee to the Petitioner

in cas:^ at bar. The prosacutor acted in aa3 faith an3 oSstructei

a function of govern.nent authority.

(1) 'Vow the question that is befork: this ^a.^r:sne Court is

.ii.9 the prosecutor, through a 3aficient perforrnanca,

violate tha rights, guaranteel 'oy the Constitution of

the rJnitel ;tates, of the Petitioner?
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The Supreiv Court held that whatever is nrescribed

by the Constitution and the laws of that state inust be

followed in the prosecution of cri-nes: That this is

essential to ths jurisdiction an:i power of tha court to

convirrv, aal .iuit-iaer uaa ue onitte3, or waive3. 33e: °.^.ooiin

vs, a'.zio, 1 o Ohio St. 344.

(2) Is the orosecutor g'uilty of kidnaping unde.: I.I.C. 2905.31

(5)? If so, ,ahat is this Court going to lo about it?

Sn its.:lf, this conviction is a violation of

Petitioaer's 3th a-aenc3.nent right by his being hel.d in

prison without authority of law, an3 this unlawful

conviction is clearly denying 2etitioner his due process

ight guarantaal by the 1 .33. Con,stitution.

(3) is thA ?roae :ator gailty of circaAventia3 t'ie laws of

the state oy holding tha 2etitionar in orisen whnn he,

ttia p^-osacutor, rafuses to go yack i.1 froat o` the grani

jury and tall the trut'n or give evidence?

(4) Ther3 are a lot of questions before this Court,

Constitutional an3 sate law questions such as those statei

in: State of ohio vs. Jo3e ::to 1riguez? qera .7ulga 7oan

gyanbarq 3ismisse3 the charges saying prosecutors failei

to ires=snt evidenca that T.Zo3riguQz ,tnew the itams were

stolen.

This is easantially tne sa,ne question thi;,

Court. i.e. Did the prosecutor fail to oresent =ariience

the coart needed to give an ans:aer an3 stop the prosacutor

from 'ciinaping the Petitionar?
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(5) tr7as tha trial court juiga, 5!airley 3. 3affoli, acting

rary to tne law when she 3eaiel 'atition3r's ;notions

ani petitions? She clearly showe::.i the trial eourt lacka3

juria3iition to convict or ren:3ar jui7nrnt on th chargaso

las tho julgz acti?ig ooatrary to law w}ian she cama off

the Se*x.''z ai3 o-ri+aral tha jury ovar to the box.=.s whera

there wara Arugs having th3;n touch anl taate tha :3rugs

whan it was never »rovan, or aven statud, the 3rugs

'aalon3ol to the Detitisnar?

Patitioner now statas he has a legal right to have his

conviction, sentence ani ju•:ig;nsnt vacatad ani that he be relaasai

fro:n prison.

Th=o prosecutor has naver shown any :vi:ie;zce the 2atitionsr

',snav, at any ti>n>, the wooden `oox had 3rugs in it. ?1ni, in fact,

no,ahera 9.2 t'zo racord:s an:3 fil ill it show tha ?vtitianer

knew what 'as in the wooden box. 'Furthermor,., the ,3>?uty sheriff,

4nthony 2uirino, cl:>arly state3 he packed tha 3ru7s and ialivoral

them to the freight facility located at: 19300 lolland Road.

This is very clearly a case of antrap:nant ani kidnaping as stata:l

in: 0,:t.^. 2905.01 (5).

This Court has a clear ani legal "3uty to vacate this

conviction, scantance ani juig+nant. The trial court ani its

officers are :aaking a rnockary of tne justice iepartmant by

co.n;aitting entrapuant while doin7 so.

Our forafathers 3ie•9 for thv Laws of the stata anl the

U.I. Constitation. Now if this Court stands by and 3oss not

enforce our laws it will clearly sat the United States back
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over a.han3reci years. "Iinl the Court" this country has givan

a lot to upholl tha l.aw .aa'.cing this a ve.ry :=,tron:7 country wherz3

we are first in averything. Wa must respect and uphold tha laws

in the tJ.3, Constitution .`ar c-re will never be any good ^I

p=g ;.3 ,^C ;j: t'ze k'etitioner now prays for an or3er 3ire.^ting

4arien M.argaret ::3ei!3htlur of thQ larion Correctional ^a.oility

located at: 940 larion-Allianshort itoa3, larion, Ohio 43331 -

lD357 for aa or3ar of lischarge fro;n latention aa:3 Mestraint

of his liberty.

:tospectfully submitte3,

?],aiati?° 1 73-458
marion Correctional
W. 3ox 57

Tnstitution

larion, Ohio 43:301-0357

C^:,1TT^YC'iT^ i?" 311VIC!:

I hsrvby certivy that a true and accurate copy of the

Eoreqoin3 °etition :'or Reconsideration has been forwariad to

the ItEice of the oefenAants: Ju_i3e ahirley S. 3affol.i, an'i

prosecutor lilliam D. lason, at Court '"o0ars 1203 Ontario Str%)t^r !

Cleveland, 3hio 44104 via ^. S, `^lail praaaid Postal on this

day of oeoembar, 2010,

'3endarson, pro se
Plaintiff #573-453
^4arion Corractional 2nstitution

P.O. 3ox 57
Marion, Ohio 43301-0057
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