
has consistently argued (aid Exhibited) the fact that his attorney “abandoned” him during appeal.

It should not be troubling to this Court as to the reason Mr. Labat had contacted Ms. Ruffin 

instead of Mr. Kennedy. Mr. Labat had signed a contract between himself and Ms. Ruffin. Mr. Kennedy 

was not even mentioned during the signing.

CONCLUSION

WHEREFORE, for the reasons above, and in the original writ, Mr. Labat request that, this

Honorable Court find the Brief in Opposition moot, and grant him the necessary relief 

Respectfully submitted this 2.4 day of April. 2020.
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