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IN THE CIRCUIT COURT

OF THE FOURTEENTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT
IN AND FOR CALHOUN COUNT'Y, FLORIDA
CRIMINAL DIVISION

CASENO.: '10-187CF

STATE OF FLORIDA,
Plaintiff,
v,

NICHOLAS N. KERR,

\
Defendant. ( \g’?
N T
NN

T

. . | | L ) e el _

FINAL ORDER DENYING DETFENDANTS Q’IEND.ED SEBCONDTSUCCES SIVE)
|
|
\

MOTION FOR POST CONVICTION RELIEF . ™,
JanN ~y N\ P
. et \"/‘\I \ l/' - . \L N
THIS MATTER is beforfeithc-Cquﬂ on the Defendant’s Amended Sccond (Successive)
Motion for Post Conviction elief pﬁ?Suém -to Fla. R,«g-ém."fl’"} 3_}@50’ filed February 17, 2019.
Having considered said M tip_p,"'c:\oertj'ﬁlc and rgcop’&;. Dgfgndaﬁt-*s Motion for Post Conviction
Relief filed August 27,2018, the Court’s Order Striking Motion for Post Conviction Relief filed
December 21 ,_f2\0\1'_8,‘thc Court’s-Order Dg:nji';;g“‘lhg’aﬁ\ﬁménded Second (Successive) Motion for
Post C‘onvigt\‘ion \R\elicﬁ.,a,nd Order .Dirﬁé’fciti'néﬁStaite\to"Rcspond filed April 18, 2019, the State’s
Response to*z}gmeijade_dgecond (Slrzéfzegsive)‘l\d‘qﬁoxl for Post Conviction Relief filed June 17, 2019,
and being o\t{xir}riSe fully advised: {his"é‘&urt finds that:

L

The Dcfendam‘wzgg cﬁ:grggd by Information with Count I: Felon in Possession of a Firearin,
Count IlI: Disch’é:ffging a Firearm in Public, and Count TV: Possession of Less Than 20 Grams of

Marijuana.? In Count I the Information specifically alleged that the Defendant did “unlawfully own
or have care, custofiy_, -actual. possession, or control of a firearm, ammunition, or electric weapon or
device, to wit: a .308 semi automatic assault rifle and a .38 caliber Colt revolver..." (Sce
Information). Defense counsel filed two separate motions to suppress, and a hearing was held on
each. {See Motion to Suppress and Amended Motion to Suppress, and transcripts of hearings held on
May 6 and June 3, 2011, respectively). Both were denied. (See orders). After a trial, a jury found the
Defendant guilty of Count I, with a special finding that the Defendant "actually possessed said

! Defendant swore 1o his allegations under oath. See Rule 3.850(n), which subjects him to sanctions.

20n the verdict form, the charges were referred to as Count I: Felon in Possession of Firearm or Ammuiition, Count 11
Dischdrging a.Firearm in Public, and Count-111: Possession of Less Than 20 Grans of Marijuana.
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firearm on his person," found the Defendant not guilty of Count iI, and found the Defendant guilty as
charged of Count I11, (See verdict form). On July 6, 2011, the Defendant was sentenced to 15 years of
imprisonment on Count T with a 3-year mandatory minimum, and time-served on Count III. His
convictions and sentences were per curiam affirmed on direct appeal. Sez Kers v. State, 95 S0.3d218
(Fia. 1st DCA 2012).

On August 16, 2013, Defendant filed his first Motion for Post Conviction Relief, which the
Court struck pursuant to Spera v. State, 971 So. 2d 754 (Fla. 2007). Thereafter, Defendant filed his
Amended Rule 3.850 Motion on October 24, 2013 raising three (3) claims of ineffective assistancé:
of counsel. Afiera State response, the Court issued an Order Dénying Amended Motion for Post
Convictjon Relief filed June 9,2014.% Following an appeal of the trial court’s ruling, the First DCA
per-curiam affirmed the decision in Case No. 1D14-3097. See Kerr v. State, 152 So. 3d-569 (Fla. 1#*

DCA 2014) < “

On August 27, 2018, the Deféendant filed a Second or Succesqwc Rule 3.850 motion raising
two (2) ground for relief, which the Court struck with leave to arhend pursuanl to Spera v. State, 971
So.2d 754 (Fla. 2007). Seé_also Nelson v. Sza’?'g 1977 Sob.2d 710, A1 (Fla. 1¥ DCA
2008)(“Furthermore, Spera does not impose op-trial courts o:ﬁcourt pcrso:me] the nearly impossible
burden to provide legal guidance or “su&gesﬁons” %) help thé defendanlf le. qufﬁczent “good faith”
claims or explain why the claims are ifisufficient orthow to cure-thie: msufﬁclency ). Thereafter,
Defendant filed his inslant Amended Sécond (Slk:cesswe),M?uon for Post Conviction Relief on
February 17, 2019, raising.only dne (1) ground for relief, AN S “Q

First, the Cotfrt 3 woyid notc that the Deft,nddnt s initial\Ground Onc raised in his Rule 3.850
Motion filed Au‘é&tﬁ? 20] 8 allegcd newlj,f dlscovered é“vldencc which was effectively dbandoned
by the Dcfendant in his: subsequent ame\;lded motlo}\ By prior Order filed April 18,2019, the Court
denied wnh prc_ludlce this ground "TS"ee Order Dcnymg InPart Amended Second (Successwe) Motion
for Post Convwlxon Rehef and- Ord\cr“Dlrcclmg State to Respond filed April 18,2019,

.
Next, the Court: addrcsscs the Defendant’s instant amended second (Successive) Motion for
Post C onwcnomRehef ﬁled I‘cbrumy 17,2019, wherein the Defendant raises only-one (1) ground for
relief. In Ground Onc -Defendant raises the following:

‘The ‘Supreme Court .of the United States hés recently confirmed that the
vehicle exception to a wartantless seizure and scarch of an automobile under the
Carroll Doctrine does not apply on private residential property demonstrating that the
issue Mr. Kerr has been litigating for years has always had merit, and that under the
doctrines of fundamental fairmess and manifest injustice his convictions and
sentences should be vacated,

®1In Ground 3 of his prior post conviction inotion filed October 24, 2013, the Defendant argued that trial counsel was
ineffective-for failing to challenge the warrantless seizure of his vehicle from a private driveway. See Order Denying
Amended Motion for Post Conviction Relief filed June 9, 2014,
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Out of abundance of caution, the Court directed a response from the State before a final
determination. See¢ Order Denying In Part Amended Second {(Successive) Motion for Post
Conviction Relief and Order Directing State to Respond filed April 18, 2019. Additionally, the
Courtrequested the State to address the timcliness of this ground. See Fla. R. Crim. P. 3.850(b)(2)
(the fundamcntal constitutional right asserted was not established within thé period provided for
herein and has been held o apply retroactively, and the claim is made within 2 years of the datc of
the mandate of the decision announcing the retroactivity). Defendant submits in his motion that
because the Suprerne Court has just recently confirmed that Mr. Kerr's interpretation of the existing
case law was cotrect all along, he is requesting relief now pursuant to the Fundamental Fairhess and
Manifest Injustice doctrines. Thus, Defendant maintains and articulates that this is a facially
sufficient claim, which procedural bars are not applicable, including successiveness, untimeliness,
collateral estoppel, lack of'retroactivity, etc. See Defeandant’s Amended Ruie 3.850 Motion filed
February 17,2019 at pg. 2. <

On June 17, 2019, the State filed their response to the Court;s Order.”In considering said
response, the Court finds that the Defendant is not cntitled t5~.,lré§jef-l” First, there is no- manifest
imjustite exception to Rule 3.850's time Jimitations qr'bqr,hé,\aiinsfﬁiiﬁg successi_\\le post conviction
motions. See e.g., Cuffy v. State, 190 So.3d 86,87 (Kla. 4 DCA20] 5); Siérra v State, 252 So0.3d
426 (Fla. Ist DCA 2018){concurring opiniofi* Moregver, thic speciﬁe”r’é?;hiremcms of the time bar
exception set forth in 3.850(b)(2) hayeigt beehaallegd or met, Seé €8, Flowers &, State: 54 So.3d
1049 (Fla. 4" DCA 2011); Lebron™, 5:;&{&; 13@.3073d-'1'040.,:1§§,2}_};.9 (Fla. 2014).

Additionally, ’t}lt\: (lf“,ou_-fs wqulg,_;lso noie(that@ask_ tlgchcfendant's position, even in the
previous motion filed Adgust 27, 2018 that wasultimately strack by order of this Court on Dccember
21, 2018, that,he'was not the"oné driving-or.in p%é‘sgss:ipn of the green Honda when the shofs were
fired .ﬁ'om»tﬁ‘éxréhg'blc. chc’?ldant clainis that'il wab his brother that was driving the vchicle when the
shots were fired. Qe}’eniiant c—iai_mcfi thai;lﬁ*did.ncft normally drive the greén Honda. Defendant also
denied knowing the .ﬁrearms’b‘r“dt\'ugs wei?.?in the car and denicd (hat they were his. (TT Testimony
Nicholas Kerr beg. Pg: 97f TTQDefeﬁsc Closing beg. Pg. 143). Regardless, Deféndant's motiori is due
to be denied.

)
Additionally, the-Defendant’s ground? would be time barted. See Gust v. Stare, 535 So. 2d

642 (Fla. 1" DCA 1988); See also Fla. R, Crim. P. 3.850(b); Farlsv. State, 958 So. 2d 1153 (Fla, 19
DCA 2007); Cabrera v. State, 721 So. 2d 1190 (Fla. 2 DCA 1998),

Finally, sanctions arc.authorized when a petitioner's repetitious or frivolous pleadings require
the use of limitéd judicial resources which are properly ‘used for the consideration of legitimate
claims filed by others. See Sweitzer v. State, 46 S0.3d 1132 (Fla. 1st DCA 201 0); Schmidt v, State, 41
So. 3d 427 (Fla. 15t DCA 201 0); Tate v. State, 32.S0.3d 657, 658 (Fla. 1% DCA 2010); Petiway v.
MecNeil, 987 S0.2d 20 (Fla. 2008). The Defendant is hereby cautioned that any citizen, including

* Defendant’sallegation are tinic barred. See Hughes v, Stdte, 22 So. 3d 132 (Fla. 4% DCA 2009) (holding that allegation

of “fundamental efror” could not be used as mechanism for seeking review of untimely motion for postconvictionrelief.)
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a citizen attacking his or her conviction, abuses the right to pro se access by filing repetitious
afid frivolous pleadings, thereby diminishing the ability of the courts to devote their finite
resources to the consideration of legitimate claims. See State v. Spencer, 751 So0.2d 47 (Fla. 1999).
The Defendant is hereby wained that an inmate 'who has filed successive post-conviction motions or
petitions for relief may be barred from filing further pro.se pléadings rclating to his case, and may be
subject to having his gain-time forfeiled for filing frivolous claims. See Minor v. State, 963 So.2d
797 (Fla. 3" DCA 2007): Florida courts "are authiorized to sanction an abusive litigant, regardless of
his prior judicial history," and the-abusive litigant's claims need not be repetitive or an abuse of post-
conviction process to warrant sanctions. See Hall v. State, 94-So. 3d 655, 656 {Fla. 1st DCA 2012)
(citing Johnson v. State, 44 So. 3d 198, 200 (Fla. 4th DCA 201 0)): See also Scction 944.279, Florida
Statutes, Walker v. Ellis, 28 S0.3d 91 (Fla. 1* DCA 2009) arid Sweitzer v. State, 46 S0.3d 1132 (Fla.
1% DCA 2010). Consequently, this Court informs the Defendant that if he continues to file fiivolous
motions or motions raising issues previously addresscd by this Court or ﬂ@DCA, he may be
prohibited from submiitting any future pro sc pleadings in this case’
o

Therefore, it is.

ORDERED AND ADJUDGED that thc:*D‘éfcndah‘t?;Amendbd S‘egd@ccessive) Motion
for Post Conviction Relief is hereby DENIED"WITH PREJUDICE, %?Defc{dj’m has thirty (30)

days from the date of this Order to appe&] this’. deciéjén. 4\? \>
<p z ung,«Flo%da, this &S_ day of

N

N {RféB%?ﬁMA YOUNGGAY, |
CIRCUTT JUDGE

DONE AND ORDEREDYn chambets, Calhos

AR 1T

‘“"\6%3\/
Atfachments:
MO

Order Denying :In«}’é'zft?\"‘m‘en«g_ed,Second.( Successive) Motion for Post Conviction Relief and Order

Dirccting Statc {d,ReSpond filed April 18, 2019

Charging docume}mt, Infofmation

Motion to Supprcss\l’ﬁysical Evidence and. Statements

Amended Motlion to Suppress

Order(s) Denying Defendant’s Motion.to Suppress

Jury’s Verdict Form

Judgment and Sentence

Deféndant’s Amended Motion for Post Conviction Relief filed October 24,2013

Order Denying Amended Motion for Post Conviction Relief filed June 9,2014

Notice of Appeal field July 9, 2014

First DCA Acknowlcdgemcnt'leﬁer dated July 11, 2014, Case No. 1D14-3097

First DCA Opinion and Mandate issiied in Case No, 1D14-3097

Excerpts of Trial Transcript held June 13, 2011, pp. 1-3, 96-117, 143-149, 169
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THEREBY CERTIFY thata true and exact copy of the foregoing has been provided by U.S. Mail,
‘hand delivery and/ot E-portal to Mark V. Murray, Esq., (Aftorney for Defendant) 317 East Park
Aveénue, Tallahassee, Florida 32301; and State. Attorney’s Office, P.O. Box 503, Biountstown,
Florida 32424, this AlgMday of P '?_ sk _2019.

land, Judicial Assistant
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IN. THE CIRCUIT COURT-

OF THE FOURTEENTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT
IN AND FOR CALHOUN COUNTY, FLORIDA
‘CRIMINAL DIVISION

CASENO.: 10-187 CF
STATE OF FLORIDA
Plaintiff,

V‘a
NICHOLAS N, KERR, %
Defendant, %

THIS MATTER -is*befcgc thl(é%()\m‘t%ﬁ'the Dbfe‘ngnt%ﬂm\;‘nd%d. S¢cond or Successive
Motion for Post Conviéiogwkeliéf,‘pursuant to Fla-/R. Crinh, P..37850 filed February 17, 019.
Having considcred:s'ai\ii‘Motiﬁn.}bqun file andiregords_\,‘thg D}fcndant_?s Motion for Post Conviction
Relief ‘ﬁ!e%@t‘ 27, 2;61-8;'1he Court:s*'éxde\rks_triidng Motion for Post Conviction Relief filed
Decembei 213201 8, and-being otherwise ﬁiﬂy advised, this Court finds that: '

Jhe Defendant wasxhﬁrg)? by Iiforthation with-CountI: Felon in Possession of a Firearr,
Count il Discharging o Fireati in Public, and Count IV: Possession of Less Than. 20 Grams-of
Merijuana.2 In Copntl, the in\?on})ation specifically dlleged that the Defendant did "unlawfully own
or have care, custody, a\c}ual_pos'sessicm-, or coritrol of a firearm, ammunition,.or electric weapon or
device, to wit; a %308/ semi automatic assault rifle and a .38 caliber Colt revolver...™ (See.
Information). D\efer}sc'éounséi filed two separate motions to suppress, and a hearing was held on
each, (See Motion'to Suppress and Amended Motiori to Suppress, and transétipts of hearings held on
May 6'and June 3, 2011, respectively). Both were denied, (See orders). After a trial, a jury found the.
Deféndant guilty of Count 1, with a special finding that the Defendant "uctually possessed safd
firearm on his person,” found the Defendant not guilty of Count I1,.and found the Deferidant guiltyas

charged of Count I11. (See verdict form). On July 6, 2011, the Defendant.was sentenced to 15 years of

! Defendant swore to his allegations under oath.. See Rule 3.850(n), which $ubjects him to sanctions,
2 'On:lhe:verdict'fonn..fhg: charges were referred to.es Count ; Felon in_Posscsgi_'on of Firedrm-or Amimunition, Count Ii:
Discliarging a Firearm.in Public, and Count 11l; Possession of Less Than 20-Grams of Marijuana. .
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imprisonment on Count I with & 3-year mandatory minimum, and time-served on Count.III. His

convictions and sentences wete per curiam affirmed on direct appest. See Kerr v. State, 95 So.3d 218
(Fla. 1st DCA 2012). .

On August 16, 2013, Defendant filed his first Motion for Post Conviction Relief, which the
Court strutk pursuant 1o Speraz v. State, 971 So. 2d 754 (Ela. 2007). Thereafter, Defendant filed his
Amended Rule 3.850 Motion on Octobet 24, 2013 raising three (3) claims of ineffective assistance
of counsel. After a State response, the Court issued an Order Denying Amended Motion for Post
Conviction Relief filed June 9, 2014 3 Following an appeal of the trial court’s ruling, the First DCA

per curiam affirmed the deeision in Case No. 1D14-3097, See Kerr v, State, 152 So. 3d 569 (Fla. 1%
DCA 2014)

On August 27, 2018, Defendant filed his Second of Successivé Motid foi"ﬁ?st Conviction
Relicf raising two (2) grounds for relief, which the Court struck \'vim;‘lﬂca%\'-tqan'{cnd pursuant to
Sperav. State, 971 So. 2d 754 (Rla, 2007). Thereafter, the Défendantt now files his Amended Motion
for Post Conviction Relief on February 17,2019 raisinﬁ'gx‘ll} oné\( i) g@ound for relicf,

First, the Court would note that the Defe‘rfc?‘ant effectively abandovedthis prifr claim raised.in
Ground One alleging newly discovercd’fgviziénbé \w}'iich’&exoneratc“sﬁl)éfeﬂdant_ From bei ag in
possession of firearms or the marij_uaﬁ'a\as hé‘ﬁfh rh&ré*mlegcgﬂﬁg{qlaim in ﬁis m‘n’é_nd motion, end
therefore is deemed denied with:ﬁr'cju"dice\.\&é-.Watson v. State; 247 So. 34,685 (Fla. 1* DCA 2018)
(holding that defendant’s.ctaims raised in fifst post corviction motionthat were not raised in the
subscquent post conyictibn mbﬁ&n\gcn‘:’ .prqpcrlxdenilttd'fot‘f&ilﬁ:e tS amend the petition to make it
facially suﬂicientzgr ~ ~f g

ﬂé’@dﬂt’? initial Ground;@r];e raised. in His'Rule 3,850 Motion filed August 27, 2018
allegéd neﬁl)" discpyé’red evidencé. UnderFla. R+Crim; P.'3.850, a motion for post conviction relief
must e, filed within two years hftef-the>conviction and Sentence become final. Fia. R. Crim. P.
3.850(bf‘0ﬁ5 exdeptioﬁf knm;?n\as newly discovered evidence", is that a motion may be filed
outside of the limitation pexiod if it alleges that “the facts on which the claim is predicated were
unknown to thg’fnovan?br-the.m%vant's attorney and could not have been ascertained by the excercise
of due diiigenéel‘, and t’h;’ claim is made within 2 ycars of the time the new facts were or could have
been discovcrcd\yc}h.-tﬁe exercise of due diligence." /d,

To dbtain a new trial based on newly discovered evidence, a defendant must meet two
requirements: (1) the evidence must not have been known by the trial court, the party, or counsel
at the time of trial, and it must appear that the defendant or defense counsel could not heve known
of it by the use of diligence; and (2) the newly discovered evidence must “be of such a nature that
it would probably produce an acquittal onretrial." Marék vState, 14 $0.3d 985, 990 (Fla. 2009).

? In Ground 3 of his prior post conviction motion filed October 24,2013, the Defendant argued that trial counsel was
ineffective for failing to challenge the warrantless seizuro of his vehicic from a private driveway, Sgs Order Denying
Amended Motion for Post Conviction Relief filed June 9, 2014, :
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Newly discovered evidence satisfics the second part of the testif it "weakens the case against the
defendant so as to give rise to a reasonable doubt as to his:culpability." Id. (quoting Jonesv: State,
709 50.2d 512,521 (¥la. 1998)). In determining whether the new evidence requires & new trigl, the
Court must consider all newly discovered evidence which would be admissiblein trial, and must

cvaluate the weight.of both the newly discovered evidence and the evidence which was introduged

atthe tridl." Jd This deterfnina‘tion-incl_pde_s.whcﬁ'ier the evidence goes 10 the merits of the case or
is impeachment evidence and whether itis cumulative to other évidence in the case, and the Court
should ¢onsider the materiality and relevance of the evidence and any. inconsistenciésin the newly
discovered evidence. Jd. (quoting Jones, quotations omitted).

In the instant case; the Defendant has failed to meetthe above stanidard. Defendant failed
to allege when or how he learned of the newly- discovered evidence! ‘so\gs to demonstrate
compliance with the rcquircment that the claim be filed within AWo.ycars froffithe date the
cvidenice could have been discovered with the exercisc-of due di igence. "Seé. Bluke v. State, 152
So.3d 66 (Fla. 2™ DCA 2014); see als Berry v. Stats, | 75@&3&896”@2&1,»3“ DCA 2015) (in the
contextof a guilty or no coritest plea on the basis of newlydiscoverfed évidence how the defendant
failed to establish that the evidence from a friend whs ,uhicm}\yn}o‘ﬁim a.nd,,coiﬁd not-have been
discovered by the use of due diligence within'the ﬁyo year Window for. fifing a-post conviction
relief petition). Further, the motion did-not:'é)‘cplain How or why tha\ﬂ‘é&];}-disco%wd evidence
was not known to. defendant or hisfé&insél" thrdugh*due di_ligcnf:_'g. !F“ina!lif; Deféndant gave no
indication when or how he dis %rg;(f-ebide‘rfcc or.why it coufd nothavesbeen discovered sooner.
Although a trial court in its-disccrition méy Era’rft morc“thaﬁjgl@ opt rt{'!nitf to amend ani insufficient
claim, Spera does not méndate répeated opportunitics! SeeNelsort - Staie; 977 So. 24 710 (Flg, 1
DCA 2008). Singe thé Deéfendant was éither{;‘xnaﬁl_g\oi"un"ivifling to curc the deficiehey; his
insufficient cldini'is detiicd-with prejudice {SegJa '

@i@glly, 1 g,éourt_ acfdresﬁg;}he\gefc’gdam’s. instant amended Rule 3.850 Motion filed
February 17, 2019, wherein the i)cfénﬂhnt raises only one (1) ground for relief. In Ground One,
Defendaiit raises the follSwing: ' .

T'ﬁ:é}premHg#Coun of the United States has recéntly confirmed that the
vehidlcﬁexé?ptiq‘n to a warrantless seizute and scarch of an automiobile under the
Carroll Dko'ctr_iné does not apply on private residential property demonstrating that the
issue Mr. Kérr hes been litigating for years has always had merit, and that under the
doctrines of fundamental fairness and manifest injustice his -convictions and
sentences should be vacated; L

Out of abundance of caution, the Court shall directa response. from the State before a final
determination. Additionally, the Court requests the State to-address the timeliness of this ground:
Jee Fla. R. Crim. P. 3.850(b)(2) (the fundamental constitutional right asserted was not established
within the period provided for hereinand has been held to apply retroactively; and the claim ismade
within 2 years of the date of the mandate of the décision announcing the retroactivity), Defendant
subrnits in his motion that becausé the Supreme Court has just recently confirmed that Mr, Kerr'’s
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interpretation of theé: existing:case law was conecl all along; he'is requcstmg rehef now putsiant 1o
the Fundamental. Fairtiess ‘and Manifest lnjusnce doetrines, Thus, Deéfendant ‘maintains -asid
articulates that this is a facially sufficiént claim, wh:ch procedural bars are not apphcable, ‘ineluding
successiveness, untimeliness, collateral’ estoppel, lack of fetioactivity, efc. See Defendan(’s
Amended Rule 3,850 Motion filed. February 17,2019 at rg.2.

‘Therefore, itis
ORDERED AND ADJUDGED as follovws:

1. TheDeférdant's Amended Motion for Post Conviction Relicfis ‘herchy. DENIEDIN PART
'WITH PREJUDICE asto Ground Oncinitially-raised.in his Rule 3. 850 Motson filed; -August
27,2018 which allcged newly discovered eviderice which waﬁ’tﬁbreaﬁer abandoned by the

Defendant.in. his subsequent smended motiof; ("thxs grder isia ng ﬁnal nonappedlable;
ordesr™); and

2. The Stdte: Attorney’s Office shall RESPQND to.Ahe\allegatiors rm§'c'<'1\ in Defendant’s
amended motion filed February 17, ZOIéathh‘in sxxty (60) days: from t.hc date of thzs Order.

3] NE AND, %wr;m: in chamb*éi%};

RO

B’Y CER'FH"Ythat as trug:nka*cxact t copy-of the foregom gHas béen provided byU S,
Mail, than‘él dchvery,and/or e~port6f to Mz‘a‘rk V., Mu rray; Esq., (Attomey for Defendarit), 317 East
Park. A}fenue 'I‘anahassca,,Fionda 3236\¢md State Attoriney’s Office, P.O. Box 503,Blountstown,

Florida 32424 -ahd Statc Attorney‘s Ofﬁce /Attn: Reséarch Attorneys, P.O. *Box 1040; Panama
City, Floride 32402;thié_[J8H day.of A ) .. 2000,
\"h-.—/

Q

Coumy, Plorlda, tlus _,3; ’:‘d’a'y- of

"7/7%
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