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QUESTION(S) PRESENTED
1). Dr. Merin, had nst maode corntact with o withess
t5 the Crimimal Charges . The Creo’fb}/ffy ofF her repoyt
would have been considered proper.
2). Coni Dr. Meviv, get a written letter from o witne -

sses ino criminal Casey for o Competency heoring.-

3. By law this witness nfluence yiaking ConTacl
with o experT doing his oy her veporT for o level of Cb—
wmpetence.

4). This hond written letter 10] Ms. Riggins. vreferved
1o o evaluation of the Pffffﬂawem thot pwejwdiced his
CamPe‘feV\cJ héar{ngo
5). This Wilness is actions under o vislation of due Pr-
acess of law . bj Contact o ex‘Per‘f daing hi!s av hev V‘@POTT«
6). Itis o due process vislation ond Fundamertal
evvor thvough mtormeation n Dy, Merin, v‘er“f”»-Jthc(T
o $aiv inferevice the used of this writter letter in the
cose that P‘ijuclfce the sulcome .

. That 'Jrhe'expcsz hiws been {«nﬂuﬁnced by \)&551"0)@
by Pvejmﬁfce,

- Disprove o fach whith was of consequence 1o the
putcome of the action. Flo. Evidenice § Hol. I (Zoo4 ed-).

7. By fhe conciusiveness of the inferences 1t Moy
6Fford vt veference 1o the litigated fact.

-
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LIST OF PARTIES

[\] All parties appear in the caption of the case on the cover page.

[¥] All parties do not appear in the caption of the case on the cover page. A list of
all partles to the proceeding in the court whose Judgment is the subject of this
petition 1s as follows:

CLERV OF THE CIHREINT CHURT
&F THE PIWELLAS COUNTY,FIORIDA
IH2545 H94h Street N’orﬂn
Cleavwater, FL 33742

DisTRICT CHURT OF APPEAL
SECcowDd DISTRICT
>, 0.80x 327
LAKELAND . Flovido 3350203277

DFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL
CRIMINVAL APPEALS DIvision .

John A. Temaesing, Clerk
Supveme Court 6% FloriDo
5006 South Duval Street
Tallahassee ., Florida 32399
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IN THE

SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES
PETITION FOR WRIT OF CERTIORARI

Petitioner respectfully prays that a writ of certiorari issue to review the judgment below.

OPINIONS BELOW

[ 1 For cases from federal courts:

to

The opinion of the United States court of appeals appears at Appendix
the petition and is

[ ] reported at ‘ ; or,

[ ] has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,

[ ] is unpublished.

The opinion of the United States district court appears at Appendix to

_ the petition and is

[ ] reported at ; or,
[ 1 has been designated for publication but is not yet reported or,
[ ] is unpublished.

vl For cases from state courts:

The opinion of the highest state court to review the merits appeérs‘ at
Appendix _L to the petition and is

[‘Yﬂ reported at SUPREML CDL‘RT :_\—_____________, or,

V] has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,
[ ] is unpublished. '

The opinion of the Dﬁs'hmcf Couvl ()F’ Awﬁ@m( court
appears at Appendix {8 to the petition and is

V] reported at Dy Mevin , document : or,
[VT has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,
[ ] is unpublished. .




JURISDICTION

[ 1 For cases from federal courts:

The date on which the United States Court of Appeals decided my case
was

[ 1 No petition for rehearing was timely filed in my case.

[ 1 A timely petition for rehearing was denied by the United States Court of
Appeals on the following date: , and a copy of the
order denying rehearing appears at Appendix

[ ] An extension of time to file the petition for a writ of certiorari was granted
to and including (date) on (date)
in Application No. __A .

The jurisdiction of this Court is invoked under 28 U. S. C. § 1254(1).

M For cases from state courts:

The date on which the highest state court decided my case was iﬂ@&
A copy of that decision appears at Appendix A |

™ A timely petition for rehearing was thereafter denied on the following date:
A i 2017 | and a copy of the order denying rehearing

appears at Appendlx _%_

[\If An extension of time to file the petition for a wrlt of certlorarl was granted

to and including _LLM_QL&_L% (date) on awly (date) in

Application No. __A

The jurisdiction of this Court is invoked under 28 U. S. C. § 1257(a).

N
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CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS INVOLVED

b 17(3)()(Xy MENTAL COMPETENCE 75 PRBCEED.
(3)em ¢on5{devx‘ng the issue of competence 4o Proce@d\ the
exarining experts Shall first consider ond SPe-cHifccyHJ
mClude in theiv v*.ePbY'Jr the defendonit’s Capm:f‘fyﬁo, |
(o). Undev,s”‘raw:l the. advcwsi(%f_{od noture of the legml process.

(). The menTal 1llness Cowfﬁfw% the n C“DWP&%&V\C&-.

| 9/6. 145 Adjud{co\ﬂavn of {mcompe‘feway d‘me‘b ynentod
illness ¢ Y‘u[«‘nﬂ onthe vis lation § 14&.66 (i)j%, Stachy (2262).

violoted under the Eighth Amendyent also Undey
the United States constifution and provisins ond laws OF
Fiovido constitution aw Statutes,§ 559 0l

RULE 3. 172 () nsls contendeve withoul express
veservation f the w’%lfﬂ" 1 U\Pi)ca/ . But dpes nat "‘MP'
a'v the 'riﬁlfd‘ 1o review 1?) &PPY‘D‘PY‘;@T& Colloter ol
attock? Su?veme. Cou~t reviews the vecovdy west's
‘F,S,A.§ 921. 14/ (5). Trial ove veviewed Tov harmless
erysr.wests F.5.A-§ 7211413 RULE 3. 172 () Forlu-
ve 1o follow ony the Pr(:aed‘ufres i ths vule Shall nst
{ewdcw o P/euvm’d ahsent 4 Showmg s¥ pv*e‘j'mc“ce.-’z.
172 (W) Evidence? Exist 4 Pw:van"i‘ Jywar Confusion

ond Yo guorovitee cvirinal defendorits the vight
7‘0 oFaly triol. Sees g § 9463 Fla. Stat. 260%).
{ﬁXC’H}C//'f"@ relevant but unduly prejudicial sy confus-
ing evidenc e;, § AR 7Y4 y Fla, S1at. (280%).
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STATEMENT OF THE CASE

14 ' .
L. Hand written letter by Ms. Riggias, refevrred fo the

evaluotion by Sidney Mevin, was o taint 7o its P-maess.whom
~ P 4 .

advised De._Mevii o Contuct o witness -me:b/ membe-
r of the victim or victim in the course of an evaluation
were impyoper covitactt (Exhibit A-2).

2 Q'Dwr Mevin, bias\y intevfered with 4he vole of the pros-
ecution whevi she included mvslvemevit [“ralK.nrj 15 the Ms.
Joon €. R\qqms” of the offence her repoyt thed PwEJud ced
the Claim wesuﬁs ot her dw\gnoshc ver('T 10 have been
mdePendenT Takeing Sidev. v eviewed the vrecord, (386 U.5. 738))

3. “Hod Dy, Mevin, had vat viade contact with the vie-
+im vioy oy witnesses s the Cvimiinaml Chavges, the

f*‘fd“ﬁ;"‘b/ of her vepevt would have been considered pro-
per. But due s mfluence of Dr. Merin, Centact yviade

with f\/\S Ri mS B'y use 6% 6 hondwvitten lettey Concer-
nmg the Criminal Chcmgcs, influenced a fnivit in her dmg' |
nosed opinisn when Truly Cowsfaﬂzwir:g My. Gary, 055£55~
mevit oF compe‘fenc.e Defendovil cannot @e’f&#o\w‘ level
of c:ompe‘fencc" This is a Violation 15 the Constitutional
Rights of the 5% and 141" Amendment, violation ot due

N ) » N 14
pvocess 68 law. Defense Counsel Fajied 1s discover Dy. Mériny

Y‘EPO*{‘"" that PreJud\ceai his ComPeTenc] heo\rmg) O\\SD The
mfluence of Ms. Ro( AINS 5 0 well Ahod Predudacecf the @u\‘fcome

H.



7. Ever, Dv. Mevin, reports Consider on october 25,
(997 . on Pg-6. Mr.Gary , response o this exomination is
guite unusuanly mwcbz found on Y PS)/c_thnf_ mdividunls
unless Such individuals ave Sevewely disturbed and most
'Frequenﬂj hospitalized. Section 90.951(3). see Exhibid B-L

5. The dexcendcmT G—cw'y_‘) ond sthev evidence was withh-
eld also allowed a Cloim oy neffective assistonce of con-
usel, %ee Brady v. Murylomd 373 U.5.83.5. ¢+ 1194.ib L.

Ed. 2d(£‘7[03). Bmley V. S‘fa"l'Ec)7éD 50.2d 50% (Fla. App. 274 dist,
2666) .

b. OPs‘n{ow the expev’f iy express . Boon V. Columbio
County, 180 56.3d 1133 . Citing United States v. Frmzner,SS"T
F.3d 1244, 1261 (i1#n iy, 2004).

7. The posteonviction Court dismissed her viotion os
unﬂmely, relying on the Third District deci'sion in Geter
Vo Statey 1S 50.3d 375,385 (Fin-3d DCA 2612). See App-
rendiy 530 u.s. ot 453, Rather, Miller creates o new
wgh‘r 1o present m;’nga\'fmg Circum Stances when no
Such \f‘fgl’\‘r Pv'evibusly existed. Ch(/mﬂbcvs‘, F31 Mo wha 2d
ot 336375 Miller vo Alabovmo, 132 5.4, 2455 (2612)°

SecTion 90562 . Due Process Section 96. 4063 . Fila.R.

Civ. P.1.515 (@) ineffective assistance of Heial Caumsél Claim
588 132 s.ct. 130 Meartinez w. Ryc\n,(u 5.2012). Petitioner ‘F”'”ﬂ
‘H/hi: Withoul owv Counsel under Rule 12.2.
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STATEMENT 0F THE CASE

?. Pe.TfT;awe.v Claim thic influence b’y Ms. Jpon (.
Rffjcj;rls 3 Qend,’ng o hond waritten letter os o witnessz,
Contoct Dr. S’fdwedv /Vie'f‘;vn-, d&?mg hey v*e?zw"f of comp-

efewcy‘, And Ms. ‘R?@%:ms) is not o e‘x"Per‘T Psychéiag‘}s"r

BT Pycha’a'fﬁc, TIs a Vislation of due process of Law.

G. Petifioner Claims defense counsel ond Hvial couvt

v juﬁ/ﬂe Kouzoway evver by not netices Ms.Riggins,

letter in the vepart & Dr. Mevin, and used this infor-

yvuotion ot G Campfj’ency" hemﬂiznq; This evvoy Constit—

utes fundoamevital erveor Moy be voised for the $ivst

time sn a[)-,)eal.,'s.ge Kilmortin V. State ; 548 56.2d 12~
22 (Fla, 15t DCA 2063). Fla. R. App. P. ¢. 146 (6)(2)(A). BN
vecovds that feund Peﬂ'ﬂ'awaw to be (;ompcfcm:yu A
Constitution v‘a"cjh‘f to o falr Comp etency hearing
without influence of & witnesse .

|- Hearf-no} we review the trial CourTs '?‘Iv‘VLC/i’VlO}S on
questions of Suct. the _Cred-/b//f‘lfy of Witnessesy ond
the weight of the evidence for CompeTen. Substonti—
al evidence: See, e.ge» Hurst ve Stotes 15 So-3d 375

993 (Fla. 2609)5 Gveen V- State, 775 Se.2d 1096y1160

CFla. 260%) .3 suteome of his trial would have heen differerl.

See Lex, 187 So. 3d 221, 6)(1)6.\"‘1"5 *fasfs’mm}y AS vequi‘-rﬁd bf

Nelson v. State, 579 So-2d 579,553 (ZooH). [
6. LEGAL MAIL




REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION

WHEREFGRE. Petition Proy this Honovable
Court grot this PETITION FOR WRIT OF CERTIORAR|
Ts this request for veliet v this case to be dism—
issed J‘udam ent ond Sentence of CLLO&‘Y‘%& . To be
in the Cu.;fﬁdj s¥ Suncoost Ps’)/hv”v’a‘tm% fov Trecdm -
enty Cave. Fovy o newtrial. See Sa'pwazy V. %'t@'\‘te)

§95 So-2d 11451147 (Fla. 2d D cA 20058).




CONCLUSION

The petition for a writ of certiorari should be granted.

Respectfully submitted,

Carfier. E. /ﬁafr//q/

Date: 2/ 14/ 2618




