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INTRODUCTION 

Through these stipulations, the State agrees that the Defendant is entitled to 

a new trial due to its failure to disclose crucial impeachment evidence pertaining to 

the State's sole testifying eyewitness-specifically, evidence that this witness 

twice notified prosecutors that he identified in the photo lineup the other suspect 

for this murder, not the defendant. 

The Fourth Circuit Court of Appeal has observed that there is a "storied, 

shameful history of the local prosecuting authorities' noncompliance with Brady." 

State v. Wells, 191 So. 3d 1127, 1139 (La. App. 4 Cir. 2016), writ denied, 219 So. 

3d 1097 (La. 2017) (citing cases).1 In light of this history-and recognizing the 

need to rectify it-the Orleans Parish District Attorney's office ("OPDA") this 

year created a new Civil Rights Division. The Division seeks to redress past harms 

and injustices the office has caused by identifying, among other things, cases 

involving State misconduct, wrongful convictions, and extreme sentences. 

The Civil Rights Division began reviewing this case because the defendant 

has been litigating a separate claim of State misconduct pertaining to the OPDA's 

failure to disclose one of the same witness's prior criminal convictions. Current 

counsel for Mr. Reeder has been litigating that claim in federal court for more than 

seven years.2 In accordance to OPDA's internal policy, the Appeals Division 

referred the Defendant's case to the Civil Rights Division due to the nature of the 

claim for relief. The Civil Rights Division then reviewed Mr. Reeder's case in 

accordance with its mandate. In its review of the OPDA file, undersigned counsel 

1 See also Clyde Rastetter, The New York Prosecutorial Conduct Commission and the 
Dawn of A New Era of Reform for Prosecutors, 2020 CARDOZO L. REV. DE NOVO 55, 67-68 
(2020) ("OPDA's culture of flagrant disregard toward defendants' constitutional rights under 
Brady and its progeny has proven to be so deeply ingrained and pervasive that publicly available 
information reveals OPDA failed to comply with Brady in no less than forty-five different 
cases-at least fourteen of which have resulted in reversals of convictions by the U.S. Supreme 
Court, the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Fifth Circuit, and the Louisiana Supreme Court."). 

2 See, e.g., Reeder v. Vannoy, 978 F.3d 272, 275 (5th Cir. 2020) (noting that defendant 
filed a federal application in 2013, and denying relief though acknowledging "the State did not 
disclose Price's 1973 federal convictions for lying on a firearms application and for being a 
convicted felon in possession of a firearm"). 
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located additional significant exculpatory evidence that had never in 25 years been 

disclosed to defense counsel. The Division promptly disclosed to defense counsel 

the evidence that the Defendant has now raised in the Second Supplement to 

Defendant/Petitioner's Pending Application for Post Conviction Relief With the 

Documents Provided by the Current District Attorney's Office, which was filed on 

August 2, 2021. 

After rev1ewmg the file and locating never-previously-disclosed 

exculpatory evidence, the Civil Rights Division conducted its own investigation 

into the OPDA's withholding of the information. Counsel for the State have 

reached the conclusion that the OPDA failed to abide by its constitutional duties to 

disclose material favorable information aind thereby violated Mr. Reeder's 

constitutional rights. 

The review of this case found that the police investigation into the ourder of 

Mr. Mark Broxton was not particularly thorough or strategic, but ;,roduced 

evidence legally sufficient to support the charge and prosecution. However, it was 

evidence generated in the course of OPDA's investigation-not NOPD's 

investigation-that was not disclosed. The OPDA failed to make disclosures which 

the State agrees would have been reasonably likely to create reasonable doubt. 

(The jury delivered a non-unanimous verdict; one juror has thus already disagreed 

with the verdict imposed.3 That suggests legitimate doubt about the strength of the 

evidence presented even absent the exculpatory information now disclosed.4) The 

State's withholding of evidence undennines confidence in the verdict. 

3 Defense counsel had raised the question of whether the verdict was non--unanimous 
during federal proceedings. See Petitioner-Appellant's Brief, Reeder v. Vannoy, No. 17-cv-30351 
(12/28/2018), at 11 n.3. Despite having in its file contemporaneous proof that the verdict was not 
unanimous, the State did not inform the defense of this fact until this year. On its review of the 
OPDA file, the Civil Rights Division located proof that the verdict was non-unanimous. A "jury 
trial report" authored by the trial prosecutor indicated that the verdict was "1 1 <." Second 
Supplement to Defendant/Petitioner's Pending Application/or Post Conviction Relief at Exh. 4. 
The Division immediately disclosed this fact to defense counsel. 

4 See, e.g., Johnson v. Louisiana, 406 U.S. 356,362 (1972) ("Of course, the State's proof 
could perhaps be regarded as more certain if it had convinced all 12 jurors instead of [fewer than 
12] .... "). 
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Accordingly, the State agrees that Mr. Reeder's conviction should be reversed. See, 

e.g., Brady v. Maryland, 373 U.S. 83 (1963); State v. Kemp, 828 So. 2d 540, 545 

(La. 2002). 

STIPULATION OF RElLEVANT FACTS 

Mark Broxton was killed near a phone booth outside of Julien's Grocery 

store in Algiers, New Orleans on April 13, 1993. The central witness was a man 

named Earl Price who was standing across several lanes of traffic at the time of the 

shooting. The day of the crime, when interviewed by police, Mr. Price said he saw 

a "black male wearing a black, blue, and purple jacket" running from Whitney 

Avenue and them dumping the jacket near a dumpster. See NOPD Report at 4 of 

14 [report attached as Exhibit A]. 

Some further investigation led to the identification of two primary suspects: 

Kuantau Reeder and Berzeracque Johnson. One of the victim's girlfriends at the 

time, Lillian Lipscomb, told NOPD on April 18 that she had heard the names of 

Reeder and Johnson as possible perpetrators. She also told them that Johnson 

always carried a 9mm, had once previously fired a shot at her, had threatened the 

victim recently when he learned Broxton was seeing a woman named Krischon 

Smith, and was released from jail the day before the killing. Id. at 5. That same 

day, Ms. Smith also spoke to NOPD and confirmed that Johnson had threatened 

the victim when he learned that the victim was seeing her. Id. She went on to say 

that Johnson called her immediately after the crime with accurate details about 

how many times the victim was shot and where he suffered injuries on his body. 

See id. at 5-6. 

Detective Wesley Morris on April 26, 1993 compiled a photo lineup that had 

photos of both suspects. See id. at 9. A few days later, more than two weeks after 

the offense, a second eyewitness named Nonna Varist identified Mr. Reeder as the 

shooter. She also stated that on the date of the murder, Reeder admitted he 
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committed the crime. See id. at 10. However, Ms. Varist was very reluctant to 

participate in the investigation from the start, and ultimately refused altogether to 

testify. (OPDA actually had the witness jailed because she refused to take the stand 

at Mr. Reeder's trial. See Trial Transcript from July 1995 at 141-47 (attached as 

Exhibit B).) 

Some three months after the cnme, after the lead detective experienced 

considerable difficulty in meeting with him, Mr. Price finally arrived in the 

homicide office for an interview. At that time, he described the perpetrator as 

"Black dude, bout 6' 1, about 165-170 pounds, he had a heavy mustache, bout 22-

23 years old." Exhibit A at 12. (When he was arrested in August of 1993, Mr. 

Reeder was listed as 6' l" tall and 221 pounds. Berzeracque Johnson, according to 

information in the OPDA file, was listed at 6'1" and 147 pounds. (See Exhibit C)). 

During this interview, Detective Morris showed Mr. Price the lineup he had 

generated; according to the NOPD report, Mr. Price identified Mr. Reeder as the 

shooter and signed the back of his photo, which was #6. See Exhibit A at 12-13). 

In both the first trial and the second trial of Mr. Reeder, Mr. Price testified 

that he had identified the Defendant as the shooter. At the first trial, which resulted 

in a hung jury, he said the perpetrator was about the same height as he is, 6'2", and 

"was between a hundred fifty to sixty pounds." See Trial Transcript from July 1994 

at 72 (attached as Exhibit D). He confirmed that he signed the back of photo #6, 

and that was the photo of the shooter. Id. at 73-74, 90. At the second trial, he again 

testified that he picked out the photo of Mr. Reeder, whom he said was the shooter. 

See Exhibit B at 95-96. 

In addition to Price's eyewitness testimony, the State introduced hearsay 

evidence from two different witnesses about Varist's eyewitness identification of 
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the defendant although Varist did not herself provide any testimony at trial. See, 

e.g., Reeder, supra note 2,978 F.3d at 278-79.5 

The Civil Rights Division review of the OPDA file identified two sets of 

handwritten notes taken by prosecutors who interviewed Mr. Price before the first 

trial. Neither these notes nor their contents were ever disclosed to defense counsel 

before trial or d'..lring post-trial litigation until June of 2021. According to those 

notes, a prosecutor interviewed Mr. Price on October 19, 1993. He told the State 

that he chose photo #5 from the lineup (which would have been the other suspect, 

Mr. Johnson). The notes reflect Mr. Price "[s]igned [the] back of picture #5." 

Second Supplement to Defendant/Petitioner's Pending Application for Post 

Conviction Relief at Exh. lA. Another prosecutor interviewed Mr. Price again on 

December 27, 1993. The notes indicate: "Price says he picked #5 - that would be 

Bezacque [sp] Johnson." Id. at Exh. lB. ]v1oreover, "Price is adamant that he 

picked #5 & not #6." Id. And, "Price is adamant that he pickd [sp] out #5." Id. 

Apparently the witness indicated that the "[ d]etective was typing" while taking Mr. 

Price's statement Id. Mr. Price told the prosecutor that his name would be under 

photo #5. See id. 

The prosecutor who interviewed Mr. Price on December 27, 1993 wrote a 

note in the file on December 30, 1993 stating: "viewed both photographic line ups 

in DCD evidence room. Earl Price signed in under #6."6 See file notes, attached as 

Exhibit E. 

The State did not inform defense counsel that Mr. Price had twice claimed 

he identified the person at position #5-Johnson-in the lineup photo. The Civil 

5 "Price's testimony identifying Reeder as the shooter was corroborated by other witness 
accounts. Specifically, Sergeant Morris testified that both Price and V arist [sic] identified Reeder 
as the shooter. Broxton's mother, Mary Menina, also testified that, based on information 
received from V arist [sic], she believed that Reeder was the shooter. Although some of this 
corroborating testimony may have qualified as hearsay, no such objections were made at trial." 

6 Undersigned counsel has only been able to locate one lineup, which was in the NOPD 
file, but that lineup appears to be a preliminary one because it does not have a photo of 
Berzeracque Johnson in it. 
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Rights Division's investigation of the Brady concerns confirmed the fact of non­

disclosure. 7 It confirmed that the State, as a matter of practice at the time, did not 

disclose handwritten notes taken by prosecutors during witness interviews. 

Moreover, it confirmed that the prosecution in this case does not recall turning 

over Mr. Price's inconsistent statements, and would not have done so because Mr. 

Price had actually signed the back of Defendant Reeder's photograph. Trial 

counsel for Mr. Reeder informed the parties that he had never been notified about 

Mr. Price's prior inconsistent statements regarding the substance of his eyewitness 

identification. Trial counsel made clear that such statements-had they been 

disclosed-would have played a central role in the cross-examination of Mr. Price. 

The Division's reinvestigation identified additional favorable information 

that tends to exculpate Mr. Reeder. In October of 2021, a fingerprint analysis of 

print images lifted from a stamp found in the pocket of the jacket identified as the 

perpetrator's excluded Reeder as the contributor. See Latent Prints Report from 

10/10/21 (attached as Exhibit F). The Division also located evidence corroborating 

Krischon Smith's statement that the alternate suspect, Johnson, had been released 

from jail the day before the crime occurred. See report printout from AS400 

(attached as Exhibit G). There is no additional physical evidence remaining in the 

case, and the State has re-evaluated the only available physical evidence-the 

image of the fingerprints. This pleading is being filed upon the conclusion of the 

Division's investigation.8 

7 This investigation included interviews with three prosecutors involved in the case, 
including the two prosecutors who took the notes from October 19, 1993 and December 27, 
1993. It also included an interview with the lead defense attorney. These interviews made clear 
that Mr. Price's inconsistent statements about whom he identified were never disclosed to the 
defense team. 

8 Unfortunately, the passage of so much time since the conviction has rendered the 
reinvestigation of certain aspects of this prosecution extremely difficult. Mr. Price passed away 
on August 18, 2020. Ms. Varist passed away on October 3, 2019. 
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CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

1. The State has a constitutional, legal, and ethical obligation to disclose 

evidence favorable to the defense. See Brady, supra. 

2. This disclosure obligation includes a requirement to tum over evidence that 

impeaches the credibility of the State's witnesses. See, e.g., Giglio v. United 

States, 405 U.S. 150, 155 (1972); United States v. Bagley, 473 U.S. 667, 676 

(1985) ("Impeachment evidence ... falls within the Brady rule."); Kemp, 

828 So. 2d at 545 (La. 2002) ("For purposes of the prosecution's due process 

duty to disclose evidence favorable to a defendant ... no distinction exists 

between exculpatory and impeachment evidence."). 

3. An eyewitness's statement to prosecutors that he identified someone other 

than the defendant-anyone else-as the individual who shot the victim is 

quintessential Brady impeachment evidence. See, e.g., Adele Bernhard, 

Justice Still Fails: A Review of Recent Efforts to Compensate Individuals 

Who Have Been Unjustly Convicted and Later Exonerated, 52 DRAKE L. 

REV. 703, 727 (2004) ("Brady material can take many shapes and forms, 

including: a prior criminal record ... failure to make an identification of the 

accused, identification of someone other than the accused, information 

suggesting that someone other than the accused is the perpetrator, ... or a 

witness's prior inconsistent statement."); Jacobs v. Singletary, 952 F.2d 

1282, 1289 (11th Cir. 1992) (noting the impeachment value of information 

that "centrally concern[ s] [defendant's] guilt or innocence"). The weight of 

that impeachment is even greater when the person whose photograph the 

eyewitness said he identified is that of a credible alternate suspect in the 

case. 

4. While a prosecutor may in some circumstances fairly wonder whether an 

eyewitness could later have become confused about whom he initially 
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identified, the initial inconsistent statement retains impeachment value to the 

defense. If that were the situation here, one could argue that "the prudent 

prosecutor w[ould] resolve doubtful questions in favor of disclosure." 

United States v. Agurs, 427 CS 97, 108 (1976); see also Kyles v. Whitley, 

514 U.S. 419, 440 (1995) (discussing the wisdom in "preserv[ing] the 

crim~nal trial, as distinct from the prosecutor's private deliberations, as the 

chosen forum for ascertaining the truth about criminal accusations"). Here, 

the eyewitness on multiple occasions indicated to the State that he identified 

someone other than the defendant. The office's notes in fact indicate that he 

was "adamant." Second Supplement to Defendant/Petitioner's Pending 

Application for Post Conviction Relief at Exh. lB. Under these 

circumstances, any question of whether to disclose the inconsistent 

statements must be answered in the affirmative. See also Smith v. Cain, 565 

U.S. 73, 76 (2012) ("the State's argument [about the information that was 

not disclosed] offers a reason that the jury could have disbelieved Boatner's 

undisclosed statements, but gives us no confidence that it would have done 

so." ( emphasis in original)). 

5. The State agrees that OPDA did not fulfill its obligation to disclose crucial 

impeachment evidence, namely, Mr. Price's multiple statements to the office 

that when he viewed the lineup, he selected the photo of the alternate 

suspect, not Mr. Reeder. 

6. On review and enquiry, undersigned counsel could identify no evidence of 

disclosure of this impeachment evidence or any plausible legal justification 

for its nondisclosure. 

7. The State's failure to disclose the contradictory statements Mr. Price made 

to the prosecution constitutes a violation of its Brady obligation. 
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8. As established in the prior litigation of this case, the State also failed to 

disclose other impeachment evidence, specifically Mr. Price's federal 

conviction for lying on a firearms application. See Reeder, supra, 978 F.3d 

at 275 ("the State did not disclose Price's 1973 federal convictions for lying 

on a firearms application and :or being a convicted felon in possession of a 

firearm"). 

9. Viewed collectively m light of the: State's other failures to disclose 

exculpatory information-as they must be viewed-the State agrees that 

these nondisclosures are significant. See State v. Marshall, 94-0461 (La. 

9/5/95), 660 So. 2d 819, 826 (explaining that the court "must provide a 

cumulative evaluation of the suppressed evidence"). The State agrees that 

consideration must be given to how the defense would have been able to 

make use of this evidence in fashioning its approach. See, e.g., Graves v. 

Dretke, 442 F.3d 334, 344 (5th Cir. 2006) (discussing how "the defense's 

approach could have been much different ... and probably highly effective" 

if the required disclosures had been made). 

10.To warrant a new trial, the State's failure to disclose must meet the Brady 

materiality standard. According to the U.S. Supreme Court, "evidence is 

'material' within the mea.'li::ig of Brady when there is a reasonable 

probability that, had the evidence been disclosed, the result of the 

proceeding would have been different. ... A reasonable probability does not 

mean that the defendant 'would more likely than not have received a 

different verdict with the evidence,' only that the likelihood of a different 

result is great enough to 'undermine[ ] confidence in the outcome of the 

trial."' Smith v. Cain, 565 U.S. 73, 75-76 (2012) (internal citations and 

quotations omitted). The Louisiana Supreme Court has recognized that, 

"[g]iven appropriate circumstances, 'the effective impeachment of one 
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eyewitness can call for a new trial even though the attack does not extend 

directly to others."' Kemp, 828 So. 2d at 545 ( quoting Kyles, 514 U.S. at 

445). The U.S. Supreme Court has also held that "evidence impeaching an 

eyewitness may [] be material if the State's other evidence is [not] strong 

enough to sustain confidence in the verdict." Smith, 565 U.S. at 76. 

11. The State agrees that a cumulative analysis of all the information the State 

has admittedly failed to disclose-prior statements Mr. Price made about 

identifying the alternate suspect rather than the defendant, Mr. Price's prior 

federal conviction for lying on a firearms application, and evidence 

confirming that the alternate suspect (who had reportedly threatened the 

defendant from jail about a month before the crime) was released from jail 

the day before the offense9-requires :rv1r. Reeder's conviction to be vacated. 

12.The State observes that the importance of the undisclosed material to the 

defense is highlighted by previous judicial analyses of the defense's early 

Brady claim, which was based solely on Mr. Price's undisclosed federal 

criminal conviction. The courts focused in part on how Mr. Price had other 

convictions which had been disclosed, rendering the impeachment value of 

the federal conviction "cumulative .. " Reeder, 78 F.3d at 279. The 

information that was not disclosed until this year, on the other hand, 1s 

indisputably non-cumulative of other evidence presented at trial. 10 

9 There are some additional pieces of exculpatory information that the Civil Rights 
Division recently disclosed to defense which are not emphasized in this pleading because they 
are not necessary to inform the conclusion reached here. For example, Ms. Menina, the victim's 
mother, told the prosecution in an interview that she initially believed that Johnson must have 
been the one who killed her son. This note was never shared with the defense. The defense was 
informed before trial that Ms. Menina told law enforcement she received a voicemail message of 
someone saying "Tonight I killed that dog." However, it is not clear whether the State ever 
disclosed that Ms. Menina also told the prosecution that Johnson had her phone number. 

10 See United States v. Torres, 569 F.3d 1277, 1284 (10th Cir. 2009) ("Merely because 
other impeachment evidence was presented does not mean that additional impeachment evidence 
is cumulative; rather, this is a case where the agents' identification is weak at best and no 
physical evidence exists to link the defendant to the alleged crime. The government's near-total 
reliance on the testimony of the CI to establish that Mr. Torres was indeed the person 
participating in the controlled buy requires a new trial. See Trammell, 485 F.3d at 552 ("We need 
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13. The significance of Mr. Price's prior statements indicating that he identified 

someone other than Reeder is underscored by the prosecutor's effort at trial 

to portray the eyewitness as unwavering. For example, the prosecution asked 

the lead detective: "And in showing that lineup to Mr. Price, did l\,1r. Price 

hesitate, say it could be 5 or 6-or in any way indicate to you that No. 5 was 

a possible suspect in the murder?" Trial Transcript, Exhibit B, at 36-37. The 

response? "Ko, sir." Id. 

14.The importance of Price's consistency became even more apparent on 

redirect examination. The prosecution asked the detective: "And did either 

of those individuals ever identify Berserack [sic] Johnson as the person who 

killed Mark Broxton?" The detective, who answered truthfully from his own 

perspective, said, "No." Id. at 51. 

15.Given the prosecutor knew that the witness had actually said he identified 

the alternate suspect, the prosecutor's questions about Mr. Price's 

identificatioP.. were materially misleading. This line of questioning represents 

an additional form of misconduct; the State knowingly enabled its key 

witness to "g[i]ve the jury [a] false impression." Alcorta v. Texas, 355 U.S. 

28, 31 (1957); cf Miller v. Pate, 386 U.S. 1, 6 (1967) (reversing a conviction 

for a due process violation where the "prosecution deliberately 

misrepresented the truth"). 

16. One of the reasons the courts have, to this point, upheld Mr. Reeder's 

conviction is that the State managed to introduce hearsay evidence about 

Varist's pre-trial eyewitness identification of the defendant. See Reeder, 978 

F.3d at 278-79 (noting that "some of this corroborating testimony may have 

qualified as hearsay"). This hearsay testimony was problematic because law 

enforcement officers may not testify as to the contents of an informant's tip 

to be convinced only that the government's evidentiary suppression undermines confi:lence in 
the outcome of the trial." (internal quotation marks omitted))." 
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because such testimony violates the accused's constitutional right to 

confront and cross-examine his accusers. See State v. Hearold, 603 So. 2d 

731, 737 (La. 1992).11 Nor was it appropriate for the State to elicit that 

hearsay from another lay witness who did not make the identification. Cf 

State v. Arbuthnot, 367 So.2d 296, 298 (La. 1979) ("the state may not bolster 

its case with an inadmissible extrajudicial identification when the identifier 

has not testified that she made such a pre-trial identification" (internal 

citation omitted)). 

17.Relevant caselaw indicates that both the false impression the State left 

suggesting that Mr. Price had been consistent in his identification of the 

defendant as the shooter and the elicitation of Ms. Varist's hearsay 

eyewitness identification were the product of State misconduct. The Fifth 

Circuit held in United States v. Johnston, 127 F.3d 380, 395-96 (5th Cir. 

1997) (internal citation omitted): 

Based upon the large number of instances of similar improper 
questioning we conclude that the prosecutors intentionally used 
such questioning as part of their trial strategy .... The questions 
were clearly improper and highly prejudicial to the defendants. 
Prosecutors have an obligation "to refrain from improper 
methods calculated to produce a wrongful conviction .... " A 
breach of that obligation constitutes serious prosecutorial 
misconduct. 

18.Combined with the other misconduct and the failure to disclose critical 

impeachment evidence in this case, Mr. Reeder's conviction is unworthy of 

confidence. 

11 See also State v. Banks, 439 So.2d 407 (La.1983) (officer's testimony that an informant 
told him defendant was standing on a particular street comer waiting to buy ten bags of heroin 
from a New York dealer was inadmissible and prejudicial hearsay); State v. Thompson, 331 
So.2d 848 (La.1976) (officer's testimony that an informant told him the defendant committed the 
armed robbery was :nadmissible hearsay and was prejudicial because it directly related to the 
guilt of the accused); State v. Murphy, 309 So.2dl 134 (La.1975) (officer's testimony that a 
confidential informant told him the defendant was one of the perpetrators involved in the armed 
robbery was inadmissible hearsay and the erroneous admission was not harmless because it 
impermissibly bolstered the testimony of two victims who identified the defendant as one of the 
robbers). 
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19.Put most simply and clearly, the State had an obligation to disclose the sole 

testifying eyewitness's repeated insistence that he identified the alternate 

suspect's photo in the lineup in this case. Had that information been turned 

over, there is a reasonably probability that the outcome of the trial would 

have been different--even without the other nondisclosures. The jury, which 

was already not unanimous, may have had serious and legitimate reasons to 

question whether Mr. Reeder participated in this crime. The State's failure to 

provide favorable evidence to the defense renders the verdict unworthy of 

confidence and, therefore, Mr. Reeder's conviction and incarceration violate 

the Constitution. 

CONCLUSION 

Based on the foregoing, the State agrees the Court should grant the 

Defendant's request that his conviction be vacated. 

Respectfully submitted, 

15~/4--. 
Bidish Sarma 
Assistant District Attorney 
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VERIFICATION AFFIDAVIT AND CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

ST A TE OF LOUISIANA 

PARISH OF ORLEANS 

BEFORE ME, the undersigned authority, appeared Bidish Sanna, to me 

personally known, who, after being duly sworn, did depose and say: 

1. That he is an Assistant District Attorney for the Parish of Orleans. 

2. That he has reviewed the foregoing pleading and that the allegations 
contained therein are truthful. 

3. That he has delivered on this date (November 18, 2021) a copy of this 
pleading and the attachment thereto to opposing counsel by email and the 
trial court judge by email and hand delivery, to wit: 

Sheila Myers (LSBA# 9871) 
Tulane Criminal Justice Clinic 
6329 Freret St. 
New Orleans, LA 70118 
(504) 865-5153 
Smeyerslaw@earthlink.net 
Smeyers@tulane.edu 

The Honorable Rhonda Goode-Douglas, Judge 
Criminal District Court, Section "E" 
2700 Tulane Avenue 
New Orleans, LA 70119 
SectionE@criminalcourt.org 

Assistant District Attorney 

SWORN TO AND SUBSCRIBED 
BEFORE ME, THIS THE ! ~ DAYg / ' ,20 -Z-f . 

V J rz__ 
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