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SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES

No. 93.—0OctoBER TERM, 1947.
Tony Marino, Petitioner,
V. On Writ of Certiorari to Illi-
Joseph E. Ragen, Warden, nois Circuit Court, Winne-
[1linois ‘State Peniten-| bago County.
tiary, Joliet, Illinois.

[ December ==, 1947.]

PErR CURIAM :

Petitioner sought a writ of habeas corpus in the Circuit
Court of Winnebago County, Illinois, alleging that his
convietion in 1925 on a charge of murder was the result
of a denial of his rights under the Federal Constitution.
That court, after a hearing, quashed the writ; and as its
order cannot be reviewed by any higher Illinois court
under Tllinois practice, this petition for a writ of certiorari
is properly addressed to that court. See Woods v.
Niersthevmer, 328 U. S. 211; 15 U. of Chie. L. Rev. 118,
122

The facts conceded by respondent are as follows:

The common-law record recites that petitioner was ar-
raigned in open court and advised through interpreters
of the meaning and effect of a plea of guilty and that peti-
tioner signed a statement waiving jury trial and pleading
cuilty. He was sentenced to life imprisonment. It does
not appear, however, that an attorney was appointed to
represent him, that-theswaiverwad in fact signed by him,
or-thet=a plea of guilty was entered at the trial. He was
18 years old at that time and had been in this country only
two years. He did not understand the English language
and it is doubtful that he understood American trial court
procedure. The arresting officer served as an interpreter
for petitioner at the original trial.
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The Adderney.General of Il]ilmi.\f admits the foregoing
facts, confesses error, and consents‘to a reversal of the
judgment below. He states that the writ of habeas cor-
pus 1s a proper remedy in Illinois in this case because the
facts, which he concedes to be a denial of due process of
law under the decisions of this Court, were known to the
court at the time of the original trial, though they were
not a matter of record at the trial. Whether or not on
this showing habeas corpus is an appropriate remedy in
the court to correct a denial of due process is a question
of state law as to which we accept the concession of the
state’s Attorney General. Vi

In light of the confession of error (see Young v. United
States, 315 U. S. 257; Bozza v. United States, 330 U. S.
160) and' the undisputed facts, we conclude that peti-
tioner was denied the due process of law which the Four-
teenth Amendment requires.

Permission to proceed in forma pauperis is granted.
The petition for a writ of certiorari is granted and the
judgment below is Revepseehy

Rewersed,




SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES
No. 93.—0OcToBER TERM, 1947.

Tony Marino, Petitioner,
v. On Writ of Certiorari to the
Joseph E. Ragen, Warden, ¢ Circuit Court of Winnebago
Tllinois State Peniten-| County. State of Illinois.

tiary, Joliet, Illinois.

[ December
Per Curiam:

Petitioner sought a writ of habeas corpus in the Circuit
Court of Winnebago County, Illinois, alleging that his
tion in 1925 on a charge of murder was the result
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order cannot be reviewed by any higher Illinois court
under Tllinois practice, this petition for a writ of certiorari
is properly addressed to that court. See Woods v.
Nierstheimer, 328 U. S. 211; 15 U. of Chic. L. Rev. 118,
122

The facts conceded by respondent are as follows:

The (“{)111111()11—’13\\' record recites that })(“\ilioner was ar-
raigned in open court and advised through interpre:
of the meaning and effect of a plea of guilty and that peti
tioner signed a statement waiving jury trial and pl
guilty. He was sentenced to life imprisonment. It does
not appear, however, that an attorney was appointed to
represent him. The waiver was not in fact signed by him,
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The State of Illinois spe: - through the Attorney
General admits the foregoing facts, confesses error, and
consents to a reversal of the judgment below.
that the writ of habeas corpus is a proper reme
nois in this case because the facts, which he conce
be a denial of due process of law under the decisions of
this Court, were known to the court at the time of the
original trial, though they were not a matter
at the trial. Whether or not on this showing
corpus is an appropriate remedy in the court
a denial of ﬁluo process is a question of state law as
to which we accept the concession of the state’s Attorney
General.

In light of the confession of error (see Young v. ('m'/('r/
States, 315 U. S. 257; Bozza v. United States, 330 U. §

\_160p and the undisputed facts, we conciude that p:'é'z—

tioner was denied the due process of law which the Fou
teenth Amendment requires
Permission to proceed in forma pauperis is granted.
The petition for a writ of certiorari is granted and the
judgment below is vacated and remanded to the Circuit
Court.
So ordered.




SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES

No. 93.—OcT0oBER TERM, 1947.

Tony Marino, Petitioner,
v. On Writ of Certiorari to the
Joseph E. Ragen, Warden, | Circuit Court of Winnebago
[1linois State Peniten-| County, State of Illinois.
tiary, Joliet, Illinois.

[ December 22, 1947.]
Per CurtAM ;

Petitioner sought a writ of habeas corpus in the Circuit
Court of Winnebago County, Illinois, alleging that his
convietion in 1925 on a charge of murder was the result
of a denial of his rights under the Federal Constitution.
That court, after a hearing, quashed the writ; and as its
order cannot be reviewed by any higher Illinois court
under Illinois practice, this petition for a writ of certiorari
is properly addressed to that court. See Woods v.
Nierstheimer, 328 U. S. 211; 15 U. of Chic. L. Rev. 118,
122.

The facts conceded by respondent are as follows:

The common-law record recites that petitioner was ar-
raigned in open court and advised through interpreters
of the meaning and effect of a plea of guilty and that peti-
tioner signed a statement waiving jury trial and pleading
cuilty. He was sentenced to life imprisonment. It does
not appear, however, that an attorney was appointed to
represent him. The waiver was not in fact signed by him,
and no plea of guilty was entered at the trial. He was

8 years old at that time and had been in this country only
two years. He did not understand the English language
and it is doubtful that he understood American trial court
procedure. The arresting officer served as an interpreter
for petitioner at the original trial.
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The State of Illinois speaking through the Attorney
General admits the foregoing facts, confesses error, and
consents to a reversal of the judgment below. He states
that the writ of habeas corpus is a proper remedy in Illi-
nois in this case because the facts, which he concedes to
be a denial of due process of law under the decisions of
this Court, were known to the court at the time of the
original trial, though they were not a matter of record
at the trial. Whether or not on this showing habeas
corpus 1s an appropriate remedy in the court to correct
a denial of due process is a question of state law as
to which we accept the concession of the state’s Attorney
General.

In light of the confession of error (see Young v. United
States, 315 U. S. 257; Bozza v. Umted States, 330 U. S.
160) and the undisputed facts, we conclude that peti-
tioner was denied the due process of law which the Four-
teenth Amendment requires.

Permission to proceed in forma pauperis is granted.
The petition for a writ of certiorari is granted and the
judgment below is vacated and remanded to the Circuit
Court.

So ordered.




SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES

No. 93.—OcToBER TERM, 1947.

Tony Marino, Petitioner,
V. On Writ of Certiorari to the
Joseph E. Ragen, Warden, | Circuit Court of Winnebago
Illinois State Peniten-| County, State of Illinois.
tiary, Joliet, Illinois.

[December 22, 1947. ]
Per CurIAM :

Petitioner sought a writ of habeas corpus in the Circuit
Court of Winnebago County, Illinois, alleging that his
conviction in 1925 on a charge of murder was the result
of a denial of his rights under the Federal Constitution.
That court, after a hearing, quashed the writ; and as its
order cannot be reviewed by any higher Illinois court
under Illinois practice, this petition for a writ of certiorari
is properly addressed to that court. See Woods V.
Niersthevmer, 328 U. S. 211; 15 U. of Chic. L. Rev. 118,
122.

The facts conceded by respondent are as follows:

The common-law record recites that petitioner was ar-
raigned in open court and advised through interpreters
of the meaning and effect of a plea of guilty and that peti-
tioner signed a statement waiving jury trial and pleading
cuilty. He was sentenced to life imprisonment. It does
not appear, however, that an attorney was appointed to
represent him. The waiver was not in fact signed by him,
and no plea of guilty was entered at the trial. He was
18 years old at that time and had been in this country only
two years. He did not understand the English language
and it is doubtful that he understood American trial court
procedure. The arresting officer served as an interpreter
for petitioner at the original trial.
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The State of Illinois speaking through the Attorney
General admits the foregoing facts, confesses error, and
consents to a reversal of the judgment below. He states
that the writ of habeas corpus is a proper remedy in I1li-
nois in this case because the facts, which he concedes to
be a denial of due process of law under the decisions of
this Court, were known to the court at the time of the
original trial, though they were not a matter of record
at the trial. Whether or not on this showing habeas
corpus 1s an appropriate remedy in the court to correct
a denial of
to which we accept the concession of the state’s Attorney
General.

In light of the confession of error (see Young v. United
States, 315 U. S. 257; Bozza v. United States, 330 U. S.
160}, and the undisputed facts, we conclude that peti-
fioner was denied the due process of law which the Four-
teenth Amendment requires.

Permission to proceed in forma pauperis is granted.
The petition for a writ of certiorari is granted and the
judgment below is vacated and remanded to the Circuit
Court.

due process is a question of state law as

So ordered.




SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES

No. 93.—OcToBER TERM, 1947.

Tony Marino, Petitioner,
V. On Writ of Certiorari to the
Joseph E. Ragen, Warden, | Circuit Court of Winnebago

Tllinois State Peniten-| County, State of Illinois.

tiary, Joliet, Illinois.

[December 22, 1947.]
Per CuriaM :

Petitioner sought a writ of habeas corpus in the Circuit
Court of Winnebago County, Illinois, alleging that his
conviction in 1925 on a charge of murder was the result
of a denial of his rights under the Federal Constitution.
That court, after a hearing, quashed the writ; and as its
order cannot be reviewed by any higher Illinois court
under Illinois practice, this petition for a writ of certiorari
is properly addressed to that court. See Woods v.
Nierstheimer, 328 U. S. 211; 15 U. of Chic. L. Rev. 118,
522

The facts conceded by respondent are as follows:

The common-law record recites that petitioner was ar-
raigned in open court and advised through interpreters
of the meaning and effect of a plea of guilty and that peti-
tioner signed a statement waiving jury trial and pleading
guilty. He was sentenced to life imprisonment. It does
not appear, however, that an attorney was appointed to
represent him. The waiver was not in fact signed by him,
and no plea of guilty was entered at the trial. He was
18 years old at that time and had been in this country only
two years. He did not understand the English language
and it is doubtful that he understood American trial court
procedure. The arresting officer served as an interpreter
for petitioner at the original trial.
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The State of Iliinois speaking through the Attorney
General admits the foregoing facts, confesses error, and
consents to a reversal of the judgment below. He states
that the writ of habeas corpus is a proper remedy in Iili-
nois in this case because the facts, which he concedes to

be a denial of due process of law under the decisions of
this Court, were known to the court at the time of the
original trial, though they were not a matter of record
at the trial. Whether or not on this showing habeas
corpus is an appropriate remedy in the court to correct
a denial of due process is a question of state law as
to which we accept the concession of the state’s Attorney
General.

In light of the confession of error (see Young v. United
States, 315 U. S. 257; Bozza v. United States, 330 U. S.
160) and the undisputed facts, we conclude that peti-
tioner was denied the due process of law which the Four-
teenth Amendment requires.

Permission to proceed in forma pauperis is granted.
The petition for a writ of certiorari is granted and the
judgment below is vacated and remanded to the Circuit
Court.

So ordered.
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Tony Marino, Petitioner,
v. On Writ of Certiorari to the
Joseph E. Ragen, Warden, | Circuit Court of Winnebago
Illinois State Peniten-| County, State of Illinois.
tiary, Joliet, Illinois.

[December 22, 1947.]
PEr CURIAM :

Petitioner sought a writ of habeas corpus in the Circuit
Court of Winnebago (‘o’.mty. [linois, a?;(*g:j‘" o that hi
conviction in 1925 on a charge of murder was the resu
of a denial of his rights under the Federal Constitution.
That court, after a hearing, quashed the writ; and as its
order cannot be reviewed by any higher Illinois court
linois practice, this petition for a writ of certiorari
is properly addressed to that court. See W o.fu/.sz V.
Naerstheirmer, 328 U. S. 211; 15 U. of Chic. L. Rev. 118,
122,
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T'he facts conceded by respondent are as follows:

The common-law record recites that petitioner was
raigned in open court and advised through interpret
of the meaning and effect of a plea of guilty m(l that peti-
tioner signed a statement waiving jury trial and pleading
euilty. He was sentenced to life imprisonment. It does
not appear, however, that an attorney was appointed to
represent him. The waiver was not in fact signed by him,
and no plea of guilty was entered at the trial. He was
18 years old at that time and had been in this country only
two yvears. He did not understand the English language
and it is doubtful that he understood American trial court
procedure. The arresting officer served as an interpreter
for petitioner at the original trial.
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The State of Illinois speaking through the Attorney
General admits the foregoing facts, confesses error, and
consents to a reversal of the judgment below. He states
that the writ of habeas corpus is a proper remedy in Ili-
nois in this case because the facts, which he concedes to
be a denial of due process of law under the decisions of
this Court, were known to the court at the time of the
original trial, though they were not a matter of record
at the trial. Whether or not on this showing habeas

corpus is an appropriate remedy in the court to cerrect

Iy

aj
a denial of due process is a question of state law

to which we accept the concession of the state’s At
General.
In light of the confession of error (see Young
States, 315 U. S. 257; Bozza v. United States, ¢
)) and the un\‘l 111‘“"1 facts, we conciude th
r was denied the due process of law which the F
tom h Amendment requires.
Permission to pr ocoe(l n forma pauperis is
The petition for a writ of certiorari is granted
judgment below is vacated and remandec
Court.
So ordered.
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No. 93.—0OctoBER TERM, 1947.

Tony Marino, Petitioner,
v. On Writ of Certiorari to the
Joseph E. Ragen, Warden, | Circuit Court of Winnebago

Tllinois State Peniten-| County, State of Illinois.

tiary, Joliet, Illinois.

[December 22, 1947.]
Prr CurrAM :

Petitioner sought a writ of habeas corpus in the Circuit
Court of Winnebago County, Illinois, alleging that his
convietion in 1925 on a charge of murder was the result
of a denial of his rights under the Federal Constitution.
That court, after a hearing, quashed the writ; and as its
order cannot be reviewed by any higher Illinois court
under ITllinois practice, this petition for a writ of certiorari
is properly addressed to that court. See Woods V.
Niersthevmer, 328 U. S. 211; 15 U. of Chie. L. Rev. 118,
1529,

The faects conceded by respondent are as follows:

The common-law record recites that petitioner was ar-
raigned in open court and advised through interpreters
of the meaning and effect of a plea of guilty and that peti-
tioner signed a statement waiving jury trial and pleading
cuilty. He was sentenced to life imprisonment. It does
not appear, however, that an attorney was appointed to
represent him. The waiver was not in fact signed by him,
and no plea of guilty was entered at the trial. He was
18 years old at that time and had been in this country only
two years. He did not understand the English language
and it is doubtful that he understood American trial court
procedure. The arresting officer served as an interpreter
for petitioner at the original trial.
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The State of Iliinois speaking through the Attorney

General admits the foregoing facts, confesses error, and
consents to a reversal of the judgment below. He states
that the writ of habeas corpus is a proper remedy in Iili-
nois in this case because the facts, which he concedes to
be a denial of due process of law under the decisions of
this Court, were known to the court at the time of the
original trial, though they were not a matter of record
at the trial. Whether or not on this showing habeas
corpus is an appropriate remedy in the court to correct
a denial of due process is a question of state law as
to which we accept the concession of the state’s Attorney
General.
In licht of the confession of error (see Young v. United
States, 315 U. S. 257; Bozza v. United States, 330 U. S.
160,) and the undisputed facts, we conclude that peti-
tioner was denied the due process of law which the Four-
teenth Amendment requires.

Permission to proceed in forma pauperis is granted.
The petition for a writ of certiorari is granted and the
judement below is vacated and remanded to the Circuit
Court.

So ordered.




PER CURIAM

QTITDDTNVNT AATTRM N Mg
o U J\.‘xxE;\mL COURT OF _L‘AEE

TONY MARINO

Ve

JOSEPH E. RAGEN, WARDEN,

C R
- 12/18

T
i

TACLION

12/18/L7 : Agree -
Concurring
12/18/47 : Opinion

12/18/L7 : Agrees

12/18/L7 : Agree

i
.
.
.
¢
°
-
.
.
.
.
.
°
.
.
.
.
.
.
s
.
-
.
o
.
°
.
.
°
.
e
a
-
-
.

20 o0 |oe 00 jees oo |se se jes oo |oe se

12/18/k7

suggestions,




SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES:

No. 93.—0OcToBER TERM, 1947.

Tony Marino, Petitioner,
V. On Writ of Certiorari to Illi-
Joseph E. Ragen, Warden, nois Circuit Court, Winne-
[1linois State Peniten-| bago County.
tiary, Joliet, Illinois.

[ December —, 1947.]
Per CURIAM :

Petitioner sought a writ of habeas corpus in the Circuit
Court of Winnebago County, Illinois, alleging that his
conviction in 1925 on a charge of murder was the result
of a denial of his richts under the Federal Constitution.
That court, after a hearing, quashed the writ; .and as its
order cannot be reviewed by any higher Illinois court
under I1linois practice. this petition for a writ of certiorari
is properly addressed to that court. See Woods V.
Nierstheimer, 328 U. S. 211; 15 U. of Chic. L. Rev. 118,
122 :

The facts conceded by respondent are as follows:

The common-law record recites that petitioner was ar-
raigned in open court and advised through interpreters
of the meaning and effect of a plea of guilty and that peti-
tioner signed a statement waiving jury trial and pleading
cuilty. He was sentenced to life imprisonment. It does
not appear, however, that an attorney was appointed to
represent him, that the waiver was in fact signed by him,
or that a plea of guilty was entered at the trial. He was
18 years old at that time and had been in this country only
two years. He did not understand the English language
and it is doubtful that he understood American trial court
procedure. The arresting officer served as an interpreter
for petitioner at the original trial.
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The Attorney General of Illinois admits the foregoing
facts, confesses error, and consents to a reversal of the
judegment below. He states that the writ of habeas cor-
pus is a proper remedy in Illinois in this case because the
facts, which he concedes to be a denial of due process of
law under the decisions of this Court, were known to the
court at the time of the original trial, though they were
not a matter of record at the trial. Whether or not on
this showing habeas corpus is an appropriate remedy in
the court to correct a denial of due process is a question
of state law as to which we accept the concession of the
state’s Attorney General.

In light of the confession of error (see Young v. United
States, 315 U. S. 257; Bozza v. United States, 330 U. S.
160) and the undisputed facts, we conclude that peti-
tioner was denied the due process of law which the Four-
teenth Amendment requires.

Permission to proceed in forma pauperis is granted.

The petition for a writ of certiorari is granted and the
judgment below is reversed.

Reversed.
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SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES

No. 93.—Qc1oBER TERM, 1947,

Tony Marino, Petitioner,
V. On Writ of Certiorari to Illi-
Joseph E. Ragen, Warden, nois Circuit Court, Winne-
[llinois State Peniten-| bago County.
tiary, Joliet, Illinois.

[December —, 19477]

PEr CURIAM :

Petitioner sought a writ of habeas corpus in the Circuit
Court of Winnebago County, Illinois, alleging that his
conviction 1 1925 on a charge of murder was the result
of a denial of his richts under the Federal Constitution.,
That court, after a hearing, quashed the writ; and as its
order cannot be reviewed by any higher Illinois court
under Illinois practice. this petition for a writ of certiorari
15 properly addressed to that court. See Woods v.
Niersthermer, 328 U. S. 211; 15 U. of Chic. L. Rev. 118,
122

The facts conceded by respondent are as follows:

The common-law record recites that petitioner was ar-
raigned in open court and advised through interpreters
of the meaning and effect of a plea of guilty and that peti-
tioner signed a statement waiving jury trial and pleading
guilty. He was sentenced to life imprisonment. It does
not appear, however, that an attorney was appointed to
represent him, that the waiver was in fact signed by him,
or that a plea of guilty was entered at the trial. He was
18 years old at that time and had been in this country only
two years. He did not understand the English language
and it is doubtful that he understood American trial court
procedure. The arresting officer served as an interpreter,
for petitioner at the original trial.
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2 MARINO ». RAGEN.

_—FheAttormey Generat of-Hmors admits the foregoing

facts, confesses error, and consents to a reversal of the
Judgment below. He states that the writ of habeas cor-
pus 1s a proper remedy in Illinois in this case because the
facts, which he concedes to be a denial of due process of
law under the decisions of this Court, were known to the
court at the time of the original trial, though they were
not a matter of record at the trial. Whether or not on
this showing habeas corpus is an appropriate remedy in
the court to correct a denial of due process is a question
of state law as to which we accept the concession of the
state’s Attorney General.

In light of the confession of error (see Young v. United
States, 315 U. S. 257; Bozza v. United States, 330 U. S.
160) and the undisputed facts, we conclude that peti-
tioner was denied the due process of law which the Four-
teenth Amendment requires.

Permission to proceed in forma pauperis is granted.
The petition for a writ of certiorari is granted and the
judgment below is reversed.

Reversed.
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SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES:
No. 93.—OcToBER TERM, 1947.

Tony Marino, Petitioner,
V. : On Writ of Certiorari to Illi-
Joseph . Ragen, Warden, nois Circuit Court, Winne-
[1linois State Peniten-| bago County.
tiary, Joliet, [linois.

[December —, 1947.]

Prr Curiam:

Petitioner sought a writ of habeas corpus in the Circuit
Court of Winnebago County, Illinois, alleging that his
conviction in 1925 on a charge of murder was the result
of a denial of his rigchts under the Federal Constitution.
That court, after a hearing, quashed the writ; and as its
order cannot be reviewed by any higher Illinois court
under Illinois practice. this petition for a writ of certiorari
is properly addressed to that court. See Woods V.
Nierstheimer, 328 U. S. 211; 15 U. of Chie. L. Rev. 118,
122

The facts conceded by respondent are as follows:

The commron-law record recites that petitioner was ar-
raigned in open court and advised through interpreters
of the meaning and effect of a plea of guilty and that peti-
tioner siened a statement waiving jury trial and pleading
ouilty. He was sentenced to life imprisonment. It does
not appear, however, that an attorney. was appointed to

represent him, that the waiver was in fact signed by him,
or that a plea of guilty was entered at the trial. He was
18 years old at that time and had been in this country only

two years. He did not understand the English language
and it is doubtful that he understood American trial court
procedure. The arresting officer served as an.interpreter
for petitioner at the original trial.
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The Attorney General of Illinois admits the foregoing
facts, confesses error, and consents to a reversal of the
judgment below. He states that the writ of habeas cor-
pus 1s a proper remedy in [llinois in this case because the
facts, which he concedes to be a denial of due process of
law under the decisions of this Court, were known to the
court at the time of the original trial, though they were
not a matter of record at the trial. Whether or not on
this showing habeas corpus is an appropriate remedy in
the court to correct a denial of due process is a question
of state law as to which we accept the concession of the
state's Attorney General.

[n light of the confession of error (see Young v. United
States, 315 U. S. 257; Bozza v. Unmited States, 330 U. S.
I

160) and the undisputed facts, we conclude that peti-
tioner was denied the due process of law which the Four-
teenth Amendment requires.

Permission to proceed in forma pauperis is granted.
The petition for a writ of certiorari is granted and the
judgment below 1s reversed.

Reversed.
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SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES

No. 93.—OcT0oBER TERM, 1947,

Tony Marino, Petitioner, )
V. : j(m Writ of Certiorari to Illi-
Joseph E. Ragen, Warden, | nois Circuit Court, Winne-
[llinois State Peniten- : bago County.
tiary, Joliet, Illinois. |
[ December —, 1947.]
Per CURTAM :

Petitioner sought a writ of habeas corpus in the Circuit
Court of Winnebago County, Illinois, alleging that his
conviction in 1925 on a charge of murder was the result
of a denial of his rights under the Federal Constitution,
That court, after a hearing, quashed the writ; and as its
order cannot be reviewed by any higher Illinois court
under Illinois practice, this petition for a writ of certiorari
is properly addressed to that court. See Woods v.
Naiersthevmer, 328 U. S. 211; 15 U. of Chic. L. Rev. 118,
122,

The facts conceded by respondent are as follows:

The common-law record recites that petitioner was ar-
raigned in open court and advised through interpreters
of the meaning and effect of a plea of guilty and that peti-
tioner signed a statement waiving jury trial and pleading
guilty. He was sentenced to life imprisonment. It does
not appear, however, that an attorney was appointed to
represent him, that the waiver was in fact signed by him,
or that a plea of guilty was entered at the trial. He was
18 years old at that time and had been in this country only.
two years. He did not understand the English language
and 1t is doubtful that he understood American trial court
procedure. The arresting officer served as an interpreter
for petitioner at the original trial.
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MARINO ». RAGEN.

The Attorney General of Illinois admits the foregoing
facts, confesses error, and consents to a reversal of the
judgment below. He states that the writ of habeas cor-
pus is a proper remedy in Illinois in this case because the
facts, which he concedes to be a denial of due process of
law under the decisions of this Court, were known to the
court at the time of the original trial, though they were
not a matter of record at the trial. Whether or not on
this showing habeas corpus is an appropriate remedy in

the court to correct a denial of due process is a question

of state law as to which we accept the concession of the
state’'s Attorney General.

[n light of the confession of error (see Young v. United
States, 315 U. S. 257; Bozza v. United States, 330 U. S.
160) and the undisputed facts, we conclude that peti-
tioner'was denied the due process of law which the Four-
teenth Amendment requires.

Permission to proceed in forma pauperis is granted.
The petition for a writ of certiorari is granted and the

judgment below is reversed.

Reversed.
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PEr CURIAM :

Petitioner sought a writ of habeas corpus in the Circuit
Court of Winnebago County, Illinois, alleging that his
convietion in 1925 on a charge of murder was the result
of a denial of his rights under the Federal Constitution.
That court, after a hearing, quashed the writ; and as its
order cannot be reviewed by any higher Illinois court
under Illinois practice, this petition for a writ of certiorari
is properly addressed to that court. See Woods v.
Nierstheimer, 328 U.'S. 211; 15 U. of Chic. L. Rev. 118,
122. §

The facts conceded by respondent are as follows:

The common-law record recites that petitioner was ar-
raigned in open court and advised through interpreters
of the meaning and effect of a plea of guilty and that peti-
tioner signed a statement waiving jury trial and pleading
guilty. He was sentenced to life imprisonment. It does
not appear, however, that an attorney was appointed to
represent him, that the waiver was in fact signed by him,
or that a plea of guilty was entered at the trial. He was
18 years old at that time and had been in this country only
two years. He did not understand the English language
and it is doubtful that he understood American trial court
procedure. - The arresting officer served as an interpreter
for petitioner at the original trial.




93—PER CURIAM
MARINO v». RAGEN.

The Attorney General of Illinois admits the foregoing
facts, confesses error, and consents to a reversal of the

judement below. He states that the writ of habeas cor-

pus 1s a proper remedy in Illinois in this case because the
facts, which he concedes to be a denial of due process of
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court at the time of the original trial, though they were
not a matter of record at the trial. Whether or not on
this showing habeas corpus is an appropriate remedy in
the court to correct a denial of due process is a question
of state law as to which we accept the concession of the
state's Attorney General.

[n light of the confession of error (see Young v. United
States, 315 U. S: 257; Bozza v. United States, 330 U. S.
160) and the undisputed facts, we conclude that peti-
tioner was denied the due process of law which the Four-
teenth Amendment requires.

Permission to proceed in forma pauperis is granted.
The petition for a writ of certiorari is granted and the
judgment below is reversed.

y Reversed.
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pus is a proper remedy in Illinois in this case because the
facts, which he concedes to be a denial of due process of
law under the decisions of this Court, were known to the
court at the time of the original trial, though they were
not a matter of record at the trial. Whether or not on
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Permission to proceed in forma pauperis is granted.
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judgment below is reversed.
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