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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:

The opinion of the United States court of appeals 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[ ] is unpublished.

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

the petition and is

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[ ] is unpublished.

[V For cases from state courts:

The opinion gf the highest state court to review the merits appears at
Appendix to the petition and is

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[ 1 is unpublished.

The opinion of the court
appears at Appendix to the petition and is

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[ ] is unpublished.

1.
ot
40
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JURISDICTION

[ 1 For cases from federal courts:

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

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

[ ] 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).

[ ] For cases from state courts:

The date on which the highest state court decided my case was MbYCh 2’; 202Z
A copy of that decision appears at Appendix ,g .

[ 1 A timely petition for rehearing was thereafter denied 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. §1257(a).

2 of Yo
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CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS INVOLVED
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CONCLUSION

The petition for a writ of certiorari should be granted.

Respectfully submitted,
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Serial: 240701 M
IN THE SUPREME COURT OF MISSISSIPPI AR 02 2022

CE OF 1,
UPREME HE CLERK
No. 2013-M-02044 ot OF ARREAT
TRAVON BROWN Petitioner
V.
STATE OF MISSISSIPPI Respondent

ORDER

Now before the panel of Randolph, C.J., Coleman and Griffis, JJ., is the Motion for
Relief from Judgment or Order, the Application for Leave to Proceed in the Trial Court, and
Amended Motion for Post-Conviction Relief, all filed pro se by Travon Brown. Brown was
convicted of fwo counts of deliberate-design murder and was sentenced to two tefms of life
imprisonment. Brown appealed and challenged the denial of severai jury instructiohs, the
~ exclusion of toxicology results, the sufficiency of the evidence, the weight of the evidence,
and ineffective assistance of counsel; the Court of Appeals afﬁrmed. Brown v. State, 194
So. 3d 139 (Miss. Ct. App. 2016). Brown filed his first application for leave to proceed with
post-conyiction relief in 2016, which a panel of this Court denied. Brown now seeks leave
again. He claims that he received ineffective assistance of counsel, that the testimony of the
state’s forensic analyst was fraudulent, that the circuit court erred in failing to grant him a
jury instruction of self defense, and cumulative error.

Browh’s application is barred as a successive writ pursuant to Mississippi dee

Section 99-39-27(9) and also time-barred pursuant to Mississippi Code Section 99-39-5(2).



Further, the issues raised are barred by the doctrine of res judicata or they are waived
pursuant to Mississippi Code Sections 99-39-21(1)-(3). The panel finds that the issues are
subject to the procedural bars without exception.

While claims of ineffective assistance of counsel can be excepted from the application:
of the procedural bars in exceptional circumstances, “there must at least appear to be some
basis for the truth of the claim.” Means v. State, 43 So. 3d 438, 442 (Miss. 2010). The panel
finds that the procedural bars still do apply to Brown’s claim of ineffective assistance.
Therefore, after due consideration, the panel finds each filing is not well-taken and should
be denied.

The panel further finds that the claims raised in Brown’s successive petition are
frivolous, and Brown is hereby warned that future filings deemed frivolous could result in
monetary sanctions or in restrictions on his ability to file applications f&l;:pos-t-conviction
collateral relief (or pleadings in that nature) in forma pauperis. See Order, Dunn v. State,
2016-M-01514 (Miss. Nov. 15, 2018).

ITIS THEREFORE ORDERED that the Motion for Relief from Judgment or Order,
the Application for Leave to Proceed in the Trial Court, and Amended Motion for Post-
Conviction Relief filed pro se by Travon Brown are hereby denied.

SO ORDERED, this the 2“ day of March

A ~ \—-’
MICHAEL K. RANDOLPéI,)
CHIEF JUSTICE



Additional material
from this filing is
‘available in the

Clerk’s Office. '



