
John Gregory Lambros
Ree. N0.00436-124
U. S. Penltentlary l,eavenworth
P.0. Box 1000
Leavenworth, Kansas 66048-1000

RE: HARCE 21,2012 _ T1IO (2) U.S. SIJPRM{E COtrRT DECISIONS EX?ANDING TEE

O?PORTUNITY FOR DEFENDANTS TO OVERTI'RN TEEIR CONVICTIONS ON THE BAS]S OF

POSTCONVfCTION CI,AIIS TEAT TENIR ATTORNtrYS ])ID AN IINRSASONABI-Y POOR JOB

DIIRING IIPI,EA NEGOTIATIONSI'. See, LAFLER vs. CooPnR, no. 10-209 and

MISSOURI vs. FRYE, No. 10-444.

Aprll 11,2012

U.S. vs. JOEN GREGORY LMBROS, DocKet No.
Ior The Dlstrlcr of l,Ilnnesota:

ilhe above two (2) U,S, Suprieme Courl cases apply to John cregory Lambros, as the
follo\,rlne facts prove hls attorney FAILED to give hlm competent counsel regardtng
a "3!!4_9IM". rherefore, rhe suprerne court states rhat the prosecutor must
re-extend rrre "3!!4_9ErEB", even lf the Lambros recelved a fair crial aftli-Ee
rejected the otrer, the Court nakes c1ear, See, I-AFLER vs. COOPER, Uo- tO--ZOg.

The following facts occurr:ed within
Cr. -4-89-82 (05), U.S. Iederal Court

1. NOVEMBER 16, 1992. U.S. Attorney :fhomas B. Eeffelfinger and
Assista[t U,S. AtEorney Douglas R. Pelerson Dalled Atlorney Charles W. Faulkner
a copy of the goverff0entr s \rritten ?LEA PROPOSAL, that \,ras val1d unt11 Novenber
23, 1992. The ?LXA AGREE}IENT srated the fo11ow1ng facrs:

a. Page 2, Pa]raerap]r, 4r "Convictlon on the Count 1 charge,
Iowevel, WOIILD CARRY A UANDATORY TER}I OF I},?RISONT.IENT OI'
l-If'B WIIEOIfl PAROIE and a fine roaxtrnuro of $8 itri1lion.

a. I'AtEached please find the results of our negotlattons for
a ?LEA AGREEMENT ln your case. lt al1ows you considerable
lalitrde to argue that you ought to be treated in rhe sane
range as lhe other defendants and IT AVOIDS TEE UANDAmRY
LIFE COITNT. rhi.]k 1t'ls reasonable ro co.c:rae rtrc ct,"
governineft woait go much further: thar thls anil that they
T{OIILD RN]-ISE THE POSSIBTLITY OF TBLIING JIIDGE MI'R?EY 1]HAT

YOU WERE T'{ADE A FAIR OIFER AND RUECTED IT, TEUS SETT]NG
YOU IJP I'OR A LITE TERI{ WITEOIII POSSIBILITY OF ?AROLE.II

2. NOVEI{BER 17' 1992. Altorney Charles Iaulknerrs letrer to John
Gregory Lanbros wlth copy of the above descrlbed Novenber 16, 1992 letter and ?InA
PROPOSAL froItr U.S. A.torney lteffelfinger, Artorney Faulkner: states the fo1loi,1ng
facts to Lanhros slthln h{s lerter:

b. "fhe agents would prefer you so ro trial and set 11fe.il
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3, JANUARY 4, 1993: Jury panel selected and Lambrosr tr1a1 started.

4. JANUARY 15, 1993: Jur:y found lambros gu11ty of Counts i, 5, 6, & 8.

5. JANUARY 27, 1994. Lanbros was senleoced to the fo11o!,rlng terms
of lmprlso rent:

a. CoUNT 1: UANDATORY I-IrE I,IITEOUT ?AROLE;

b. C0UNT 5: 120 nonths;

c. ColrM 6: I20 months;

d. COUNT 8: 360 months.

A11 sentences are to be served concutren!1y. A1so, eighr (8) years supetvlsed release.

6. SEP"EIEER 8, 1995: The U.S. Court of Appeals for the Elghth
Clrcult VACATED Count One (1) - UANDATORY LIFE I.rfTEorI PAROLE - and remanded for
resentencll1g on that Count. See, U.S. vs. ],A]43R0S, 65 F.3d 698 (8th Clr. 1995)
The Court held that under the Ex Post laclo Doclrine, lhe HAIiIDATORY LfIE IIITEOIIT
PAROLE SENTENCE IIUST BE VACATED, as it was iroposed under the wer.sion of the statute
not 1n place at the tiDe of rhe conspiracy - Lanbros could not recelve a MNDATORY
]-IEE SENTENCE }IITEOIT PAROLE.

7. FEBRUARY 10, 1997. l-ambros was RESENTENCm ON COITNT ONE (l).
Lambros was resentenced to 360 l,lonths on Count One dJ.--ThEJollowrns facts occurre<l
during Lanbros I resentencing:

a. Lanbros uar repre6ented by Atlorney Colta Ceisel.

b. Transcripl Pa.Ee 4, 5, 6, & 7: rrDespile the limited nature
of these proceedlngs, the defeodant has lnterposed numerous
motlons and supportlng papers requestlng re1lef from
resentenclng, Irocedurally, rhese notlons are soner,,hat
unorthodox 1n that they appear lo be addressed both towards
coovlctlons and sentences for whtch the defendant is currently
lncarcer:ated as well as the convlctlon for whlch he is
ABOIIT TO BE SENIENCED. THN DEFENDANI EAS INI'ORMAILY
SUGGESTED TEAT TEESE OTfONS BX CONSfDERED I]NDER TEDENA]-

**** RI]LE OF CRTflINA]- PROCEDIIRE 33, AS QUOTE, NEW TRIAL, END

QUOTE, I.TOTIONS. f,O\TEVER, SUCE }IOTIONS }IOUM C]-EAR]-Y BE
I]MI},IELY EVEN IF CORRECTIY DENOi;{INATED AS RULE 33 T.IOTIO}IS.
ALTERNATIVELY, TEX COTIRT CAN S]}{PI,Y DISMISS A],]- OI'TEE }IOTIONS
NOT )IRECTIY REIATED TO TIIE PROCBEDINGS I{ITEOtrT PRNJI]DfCE.
Holrever' thls would merely seen to ensure the defendant
uould ralse them agaln on appeal and beyond, alrhoush many
uere prevtously lltlgated and thus are procedurally barred."

"TEEREIOIE. }JITE TEE Ef,CEP?fO}l OI CERTAfT PBETI}ITNARY MATTERS'
DETENDATTT S UOTIOI{S }IILL BE TREATM AS ARISINC IIT{DER 28
trNITED STATES CODE. SECTION 2255. AND SUBJECT ?O ItrE
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STATME - - I AI.I SOIRY - - TEE STRICII'RES OI TEA"
STATIITE." See, ?age 5, I-lne 18 thru 23.

.'TE DETEIDANTI S UOT]OI{S AT TEIS TDIE AIE DEiIIM.
A wrltten, detalled order to that effect w111 fol1ov.r'
See, Page 7, I-lnes 19 thru 2i.

c. Transcrlpt Page 19 and 20: "Your l{onor, when you were
speaklng ,ow, YOU SAID ALL TEE IIOT1ONS TEAT ARE ?ILm
TO DATE ARE BBII{G CI)NSTRIIED UIDER 

'2255?''
.'TEE coURT: TEATI s HEAT I SAID, YES.I!

'.T[E DEFENDANT: OKAY. AND YOU AR3 SAYIITG NONE OT TEE}I

ARE I'NDER TtrE RULE 33?ff

,,THE COURT: YES.,,

"THE DEFENDANT: okay. I would 11ke to read from you the
Rule 33, and agaln I would 11ke to reemphaslze the interest
of justlce facel of Rule 33, which I belleve th{s court ls
denying me the due process of' and a motlon for a new trlal
based on the grounds of newly dlscovered evidence Inay be
made only before or \rlthin two years after - - Ehe key
\trord - - flra1 judgnent. Today ls the f1na1 judgnent,
Your llonor. SO f BELIEVE ALI, Tm M)TIONS ARE VALID RIrtE 33

OTIONS, and I would 1lke to contlnue under that - -
under those pretenses. Is lt proper for ne to ask you to
reconslder that at this polnt in tlme or no?rr

"THE CoURT: f assume you have asked ne that. If thatrs
what yo11 want to place of record, I recognlze that as belng
your posltlon.rr

APRIL 28, 1997: Dlrect appeal as to RISEIITEI{CING on February 10'8.
\997 .

9.

10,

11.
count one (1).

t2.
T,ambrosr52255

SEP?EIiBER 2, 1997 | Dltect appeal as to RESENTENCn{G denled.

JANITARY 12, 1998: wrtt of certtorarl denled as to lEsEr{TEIlIcrNG.

JANUARY 2, 1999'. 52255 petltlon fl1ed as ro ItEsE[TF]rcfr{c on

A"Rr, 6, 1999: l{onorable Judge Robert G. Renner, DIS}fSSm
peEltlolr.



16. NOVETaER
the dlstricr court denlal.

_ 13. UAY 3, 1999:rlled r,,ith dlst.tct court.
Mol1on for Issuance of Certlficate of Appealabllity

14, UAy 19, 1999: Itonorable Judge Roberr c. Renner, granreal Lambrosrappficatlon ror a CerEJflcate oi AppealEbtl]ty:

15. SEPTEI{BER 24.morion ror extensron or r.ine ro l??l' o'9:' b). f,lshth circulE sranrlns LaDbros,
ElDe until ocrober 4, 1q9c- 

rlle appelLaLe brter. order gr;nted exrension o:

30, 2000: Etghrh Circult Courr of Appeals affir.oed

11. FEBRUARY 1,

18. UAY 2, 2001:
Suprene Coort and ateni ed _

PI,EASE CONSIDER 1EE FO ,O}IINE FACTS:

a. Missourl vs. FRYE, No. tO_444;

b. Lafler vs. COOPER, No. lO_209;
SEOUIJ BE APPLEI)

19. 2OO3r CASTRo tJederat priEoner, s-;uL; 3ffi;ftH-i 540 u's' 375, 383 (2001) - pro se
.qs srcrrbr zzss-rno,ioi""iir,li;'#i,J:l"H,Tj*;-y:1:h,91.:'r:, courr REcEAMcrrRrzED
courd not be "consrdered . ft,,. sjiii"i"ii;;;,;il,;;:.:;:,:,;lr:il}:f:"i:;:;".*",sectlon 2255 notlon "cannot be conslalered a ,seconil o. ",r"""""fr", ,otforr,,.

20. r.{ARCE 21, 2OI2. rhe U.s. Supreme Court dld not- DECIDE I{EETEER:
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ltE: LAI.{BRosr "FACT sf,EET,, As m ''?LEA 0FFER.'

2001: Lambrosr perltlon for Rehearing r.7as denled.
Lambros ftled a Wrlt of Certlorari ro the U.S.

RETROACTIVELY, AS Tf,AT ISSUE I{AS NOl' BETORE TEEU.


