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In 2006, the burned body of Terrance Randolph was discovered in an alley in the

' cuttmg and slashing Wounds” and “blunt force trauma and asphyXJa[ 1” Ev1dence at trial

1900 block of Division Street in Baltimore. It was later determined that Mr. Randolph was

the victim of a gang—related murder. The autopsy revealed that his body had sustained “37

established that Mr. Randolph was murdered in the basement of a residence bearing the

~ street address of 1921 Division Street and that appellant, Shaidon Blake, and other

individuals were present when the victim was killed.

About a month after the body was discovered 1 the aliey, the potice executed a
search warrant at 1921 Division Street.‘ “Substances” that appeared to be blood were
observed in and recovered from ‘the basement. A Clorox‘ bleach bottle and a gasoline can
were also recovered from the basement. Some of the suspected blood substances that were
recovered tested positive for blood.

Following a jury trial in April 2007 in the Circuit Court for Baltimore City, Mr
Blake was convicted of second-degree murder and conspiracy to commit murdeI". Upon

direct appeal, this Court affirmed the judgment. Blake v. State, No. 989, September Term,

In 2019, Mr. Blake, representing himself, filed a petition for writ of actual innocence
which, at the circuit court’s directive, he amended. In hjs petition, Mr. Blake relied lupon
Baltimore Police Department lab reports which addressed, among other things, the lab’s

analysis of the suspected blood specimens recovered.from the basement. Mr. Blake

1 More details regarding the evidence presented at trial can be found in this Court’s
opinion affirming the convictions on direct appeal.
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asserted that he had first discovered the lab reports in November 2009 when he received

" collected from the basement and at least one sample yielded a DNA profile consistent with

them in response to his Maryland Public Information Act request for records. He claimed

an “Unknown Male #1.” He also pointed out that a blood swab taken from the. washing
machine tested positive for blood, but analysis indicated that “human origin testing [was]

negative.” He claimed that that fact was significant because at trial the “State made it clear

that the lab reports “exclude[d]” him as a source of the blood samples that had been |

he claimed that the State bad withheld this “[v]ital DNA evidence from [him] and not made

[it] available for trial.”

"Ihe circuit court denied relief, without a ilearing, after concluding that Mr Blake
had failed to assert grounds upon which relief could be granted. Specifically, the court
found that he was not entitled to actual innocence relief because he could have filed a
timely motion for a new trial pursuant to Md. Rule 4-331.> The court noted that this Court’s

mandate following Mr. Blake’s direct appeal was issued on April 17, 2009, but found that

it was not received by the circuit court until July 21, 2009, and “therefore, under Rule 4-
331, the Petitioner had until at least April 17, 2010, if not later, to ﬁle. a motion for new

trial based on newly discovered evidence{.]” Because Mr. Blake had acknowledged that

2 Rule 4-331(c)(1) provides that “the court may grant a new trial or other appropriate
relief on the ground of newly discovered evidence ... on motion filed within one year after
. . . the date the court received a mandate issued by the final appellate court to consider a
direct appeal from the judgment[.]”
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he had discovered the lab reports in November 2009, the court concluded that the lab

reports were “not newly discovered evidence” entitling him to relief under the actual

innocence statute.} Mr. Blake appeals that ruhng For the reasons to be d1scussed, we shall

afﬁrm the judgment.
DISCUSSION
Certain convicted persons may file a petition for a writ of actual innocence based

on “newly discovered evidence.” See Md. Code Ann., Crim. Proc. § 8-301; Md. Rule 4-

332(d)(6). “Actual innocence” means that “the defendant did not commit the crime or
offense for which he or she was convicted.” Smallwood v. State, 451 Md. 290, 313 (2017).
In pertinent part, the statute provides:

(a) A person charged by indictment or criminal information with a
crime triable in circuit court and convicted of that crime may, at
any time, file a petition for writ of actual innocence in the circuit
court for the county in which the conviction was imposed if the
person claims that there is newly discovered evidence that:

(1) (i) if the conviction resulted from a trial, creates a substantial or
significant possibility that the result may have been different, as
that standard has been judicially determined; [and]

$ok

(2) could not have been discovered in tu:ae to move for-a new trial
under Maryland Rule 4-331. :
EE 1
(g) A petitioner in a proceeding under this section has the burden of
proof.

3 The circuit court also found that, in 2016, the court had ruled on an earlier petition -

filed by Mr. Blake based on the same lab reports. In the earlier case, the court determined
that the lab reports did not qualify as newly discovered evidence because, again, they were
discovered by Mr. Blake in time for him to have moved for a new trial pursuant to Rule 4-
331. As such, the court in this case also concluded that the issue as to whether the lab
reports were “newly discovered evidence” was barred by the doctrine of res judicata.

3
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Crim. Proc. § 8-301.

“Thus, to prevail on a petition for writ of innocence, the petitioner must produce

evidence that is newly discovered, i.e., evidence that was not known to petitioner at trial.”

Smith v. State, 233 Md. App. 372, 410 (2017). Moreovet, "‘[t]o'qualify as ‘newly

discovered,” evidence must not have been discovered, or been discoverable by the exercise
of due diligence,” in time to move for a new trial. Argyrou v. State, 349 Md. 587, 600-01
(1998) (footnote omitted); see also Rule 4-332(d)(6).
— A couwrt may Jismiss @ petition for actuat immocence without @ hearing “if the court
concludes that the allégations, if préven, could not entitle a petitioner to relief.” State v.
Hunt, 443 Md. 238, 252 (2015) (quotation marks and citation omitted). See .also Crim.
Proc. § 8-301(e)(2). “[T]he standard of review when appellate courts consider the legal
sufficiency of a petition for writ of actual innocence is de novo.” Smallwood, 451 Md. at
308.
Here, Mr. Blake is not entitled to actual innocence relief because it is undisputed

that he failed to meet a threshold requirement, that is, that he could not have filed a timely

motion for a new irial pursuant to Rule 4-331. In fact, he readily acknowledges that he
possessed the lab reports in November 2009, months before the time to file a motion for a
new trial based on pewly discovered evidence had expired. Despite his appellate assertion
to the contrary, the circuit court did not have the discretion to waive that reéluirement.
Moreover, even if he héd met that hurdle—which he did not—the lab reports do not
provide exculpatory evidence nor even hint at the possibility that Mr Blake may be act.ually

innocent of the crimes. See Faulkner v. State, 468 Md. 418, 459-60 (2020) (The

4
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requirement that newly discovered evidence “speaks to” the petitioner’s actual innocence

“ensures that relief under [the statute] is limited to a petitioner who makes a threshold

showing that he or she may be actually iﬁnocent, ‘meaning he or she did not commit the

crime.””) (quoting Smallwood, 451 Md. at 323)).

The evidence at trial established that the victim was murdered in the basement of
1921 Division Street and that Mr. Blake was present at time the incident unfolded. That
evidence was based largely on the testimony of two eyewitnesses. The fact that Mr. Blake’s
00d Was not tound in the basement a month after the murde_n'W
on the washing machine was not of human origin, does not suggest that» Mr. Blake is '
innocent of the crimes for which he was convicted.
In sum, because Mr. Blake was not entitled to relief, the circuit court did 1.10§ err in
denying the petition of in ruling without a hearing.*
JUDGMENT OF THE CIRCUIT COURT

FOR BALTIMORE CITY AFFIRMED.
COSTS TO BE PAID BY APPELLANT.

4 On appeal, Mr. Blake also seeks to challenge some of trial testimony of Detective
Darrell Merrick. The State responds that, because Mr. Blake did not raise any issue related
to Detective Merrick’s testimony in his petition for writ of actual innocence, any argument
related to Det. Merrick is not before us in this appeal. We agree with the State.

5
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ORDER

Upon consideration of the appellant’s “Motion for Reconsideration,” to which no -

opposition has been filed, it is this _21st day of September _ 2021, by the Court of

Special Appeals,

ORDERED that the motion is denied. -

-|[APPEARS ON THE ORIGINAL OF THIS

THE CHIEF.JUDGE'S SIGNATURE

DOCUMENT

Matthew J ."Fﬁer,/#hief' Judge




SHAIDON BLAKE * IN THE
*  COURT OF APPEALS
* OF MARYLAND

* Petition Docket No. 15
V. September Term, 2022

(No. 1499, Sept. Term, 2020
* Court of Special Appeals)

* (Nos. 106177028 & 106177029,
STATE OF MARYLAND Circuit Court for Baltimore City)

ORDER

Upon consideration of the petition for a writ of certiorari to the Court of
Special Appeals and the supplement filed thereto, in the above-captioned case, it is this 27%

day of May, 2022

ORDERED, by the Court of Appeals of Maryland, that the petition and the
supplement be, and they are hereby, DENIED as there has been no showing that review by

certiorari is desirable and in the public interest.

/s/ Matthew J. Fader
Chief Judge
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West's Annotated Code of Maryland
Criminal Procedure (Refs & Annos)
Title 8. Other Postconviction Review (Refs & Annos)
Subtitle 3. Newly Discovered Evidence (Refs & Annos)

MD Code, Criminal Procedure, § 8-301
§ 8-301. Petitions for writ of actual innocence

Effective: October 1, 2018 . ,
Currentness

Claims of newly discovered evidence

(a) A person charged by indictment or criminal information with a crime triable in circuit court and convicted of that crime may,
at any time, file a petition for writ of actnal innocence in the circuit court for the county in which the conviction was imposed
if the person claims that there is newly discovered evidence that:

(1)(i) if the conviction resulted from a trial, creates a substantial or significant possibility that the result may have been
different, as that standard has been judicially determined; or :

(ii) if the conviction resulted from a guilty plea, an Alford plea, or a plea of nolo contendere, establishes by clear and
convincing evidence the petitioner's actual innocence of the offense or offenses that are the subject of the petitioner's
motion; and : ’

(2) could not have been discovered in time to move for a new trial under Maryland Rule 4-331.

Petition requirements

(b) A petition filed undgr ﬂlis-scction shall:
(1) be in writing;
(2) state in detail the grounds on which the petition is based;
(3) describe the newly discovered evidence;
(4) contain or be a;comﬁaJ;ied by a request for hearing if a hearing is sought; and

(5) distinguish the newly discovered evidence claimed in the petition from any claims made in prior petitions.

WESTLAYY © 202+ Thomson Reutars, Ko claim fo origingl U8, Covernment Works, i



§ 8-301. Petitions for writ of actual innocence, MD CRIM PROC § 8-301

Notice of filing petition

(c)(1) A petitioner shall notify the State in writing of the filing of a petition under this section.

(2) The State may file a response to the petition within 90 days after receipt of the notice required under this subsection or
within the period of time that the court orders.

Notice to victim or victim’s representative

(d)(1) Before a hearing is held on a petition filed under this section, the victim or victim's representative shall be notified of the
hearing as provided under § 11-104 or § 11-503 of this article.

(2) A victim or victim's representative has the right to attend a hearing on a petition filed under this section as provided under
§ 11-102 of this article.

Hearing

(e)(1) Except as provided in paragraph (2) of this subsection, the court shall hold a hearing on a petition filed under this section
if the petition satisfies the requirements of subsection (b) of this section and a hearing was requested.

(2) The court may dismiss a petition without a hearing if the court finds that the petition fails to assert grounds on which
relief may be granted.

Power of court to set aside verdict, resentence, grant a new trial, or correct sentence

(f)(1) If the conviction resulted from a trial, in ruling on a petition filed under this section, the court may set aside the verdict,
resentence, grant a new trial, or correct the sentence, as the court considers appropriate.

(2)(i) If the conviction resulted from a guilty plea, an Alford plea, or a plea of nolo contendere, when assessing the impact of
the newly discovered evidence on the strength of the State's case against the petitioner at the time of the plea, the court may
consider admissible evidence submitted by either party, in addition to the evidence presented as part of the factual support of
the plea, that was contained in law enforcement files in existence at the time the plea was entered. :

(ii) If the court determines that, when considered with admissible evidence, in addition to the evidence presented as part of
the factual support of the plea, that was contained in law enforcement files in existence at the time the plea was entered, the
newly discovered evidence establishes by clear and convincing evidence the petitioner's actual innocence of the offense
or offenses that are the subject of the petitioner's motion, the court may:

1. allow the petitioner to withdraw the guilty plea, Alford plea, or plea of nolo contendere; and

2. set aside the conviction, resentence, schedule the matter for trial, or correct the sentence, as the court considers

appropriate.

xe)

omsen Reutars. Mo clzim fo original U8, Government Works.
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§ 8 301. Fetltron= for writ of actual innocence, MD CR!M PROC § 8-201

(3i}) When determining the appropriate remedy, the court may allow both parties to present any admissible evidence that
came into existence after the plea was entered and is relevant to the petitioner's claim of actual innocence.

(3) The court shall state the reasons for its ruling on the record.

Burden of proof

(g) A petitioner in a proceeding under this section has the burden of proof.

Appeal of conviction

(h) If the petitioner was convicted as a result of a guilty plea, an Alford plea, or a plea of nolo contendere, an appeal may be
taken either by the State or the petitioner from an order entered under this section.

State’s Attorney certification that conviction was in error

(i) On written request by the petitioner, the State's Attorney may certify that a conviction was ‘in error, if:
(1) the court grants a petition for relief under this section;
(2) in ruling on a petition under this section, the court:
(i) sets aside the verdict or conviction; or
(ii) schedules the matter for trial or grants a new trial; and

(3) the State’s Attorney declines to prosecute the petitioner because the State's Attorney determines that the petitioner is
innocent. '

Credits

Added by Acts 2008, c. 744, § 1, eff. Oct. 1, 2009. Amended by Acts 2010, c. 233, § 1, eff. May 4. 2010; Acts 2010, c. 234,
§ 1, eff. May 4, 2010; Acts 2017, ¢. 799. § 1, eff. Oct. 1, 2017; Acts 2017, c. 8GO0, Q] eff. Oct. 1. 2017; Acts 2018, ¢. 602,
§ 1. eff. Oct. 1, 2018.

MD Code, Criminal Procedure, § 8-301 MD CRIM PROC § 8-301
Current with legislation effective through July 1, 2021, from the 2021 Regular Session of the General Assembly Some statute
sections may be more current, see credits for details. :

£ud of Docament € 2021 Thamson Reuters. No claim 10 original U.S. Government Works,

[eN]
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RULE 8-131. SCOPE OF REVIEW, MD R A CT AND SPEC A Ruie 8-131

West's Annotated Code of Maryland
Maryland Rules _
Title 8. Appellate Review in the Court of Appeals and Court of Special Appeals
Chapter 100. General Provisions

MD Rules, Rule 8-131
RULE 8-131. SCOPE OF REVIEW

Currentness

(a) Generally. The issues of jurisdiction of the trial court over the subject matter and, unless waived under Rule 2-322, over a
person may be raised in and decided by the appellate court whether or not raised in and decided by the trial court. Ordinarily,
the appeliate court will not decide any other issue unless it plainly appears by the record to have been raised in or decided by
the trial court, but the Court may decide such an issue if necessary or desirable to guide the trial court or to avoid the expense
and delay of another appeal.

(b) In Court of Appeals—Additional Limitations.

(1) Prior Appellate Decision. Unless otherwise provided by the order granting the writ of certiorari, in reviewing 2 decision
rendered by the Court of Special Appeals or by a circuit court acting in an appellate capacity, the Court of Appeals ordinarily
will consider only an issue that has been raised in the petition for certiorari or any cross-petition and that has been preserved
for review by the Court of Appeals. Whenever an issue raised in a petition for certiorari or a cross-petition involves, either
expressly or implicitly, the assertion that the trial court committed error, the Court of Appeals may consider whether the error
was harmless or non-prejudicial even though the matter of harm or prejudice was not raised in the petition or in a cross-petition.

Committee note: The last sentence of subsection (b)(1) amends the holding of Coleman v. State. 281 Md. 538 (1977), and
its progeny.

(2) No Prior Appellate Decision. Except as otherwise provided in Rule 8-304(c), when the Court of Appeals issues a writ of
certiorari to review a case pending in the Court of Special Appeals before a decision has been rendered by that Court, the Court
of Appeals will consider those issues that would have been cognizable by the Court of Special Appeals.

(c) Action Tried Without a Jury. When an action has been tried without a jury, the appellate court will review the case on both -
the law and the evidence. It will not set aside the judgment of the trial court on the evidence unless clearly erroneous, and will
give due regard to the opportunity of the trial court to judge the credibility of the witnesses.

Cross reference: Rule 2-519.

(d) Interlocutory Order. On an appeal from a final judgment, an interlocutory order previously entered in the action is open
to review by the Court unless an appeal has previously been taken from that order and decided on the merits by the Court.

WESTLEW @ 2024 Thomson Reuiers. No dlaim to original U8, Governiment Worls, 1
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RULE 8-131. SCOPE OF REVIEW, MD R A CT AND SPEC A Rule 8-131

{e) Order Denying Motion to Dismiss. An order denying a motion to dismiss for failure to state a claim upon which relief can
be granted is reviewable only on appeal from the judgment.

Source: This Rule is derived as follows:

Section (2) ié derived from former Rules 1085 and 885.
Section (b) is derived from former‘Rule 813.

Section (c) is derived from former Rules 1086 and §86.
Section (d) is derived from former Rules 1087 and 887.

Section (e) is derived from former Rule 1009.

Credits
[Adopted Nov. 19, 1987, eff. July 1, 1988. Amended April 5, 2005, eff. July 1, 2005.]

MD Rules, Rule 8-131, MD R A CT AND SPEC A Rule 8-131
Current with amendments received through August 1, 2021. Some sections may be more current, see credits for details.

End of Docunient ©: 2021 Thomson Reuiers. No claim 1o original 115, Government Waorks.

WESTLAYY © 2027 Thoinson Reuiers. Mo cleim o onginz! LS. Governmant Works. 2
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Case 8:13-cv-01160-AW Document 175 Filed 08/29/13 Page 1 of 28

RECEIYED

SHAIDON EMANUEL BLAKE * .
A/KJA SHIDON BLAKE + HITAUS -BpPhf 00
A/K/A SHAMVOY BLAKE 1 ";,f‘ﬁ % {) }i 1@18@;&;1‘3 COURT
i, U
Pestioner + CRIHINA ﬁ(‘iﬁsﬂ%m CITY
v, *
* Case No. 106177028-29
STATE OF MARYLAND *
Respondent ¥ P.C.No. 10319
*
* % * * * * * * * * * *
MEMORANDUM OPINION

This matter comes before‘the Court pursuant to a Petition for Post Conviction Relief filed
under the UniformlPost Conviction Procedure Act, Md. Code Ann., Crim. Proc. § 7-102, Based
upon the Court’s revie_w of the record and transcripts in this case, the evidence présented at the
post conviption hearing, the argwnenﬁ of counsel, and the reasons stated herein, the Court finds
the following:

BACKGROUND
* Petitioner was tried jointly with two codefendants, Jemﬁllc Harvey and Janet Johnson,
for the murder of Terrance Randolph, At trial, Mr. Dennis Laye represented Petitioner. Mr.
Steven Sachs represented Mr. Harvey and Mr. William Welch represented Ms. Johnson.
Petitioner was charged with first-degree murder, second-degree murder, carrying a concealed
deadly weapon, carrying a deadly weapon with intent to injure, and conspiracy to commit first-
degree murder. Following a seven-day jury trial ending on April 13, 2007, Petitioner was

convicted of second-degree murder and conspiracy to commit first-degree murder and found not

P
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Case 8:13-cv-01160-AW ‘Document 17-5 Filed 08/29/13 Page 2 of 28

guilty of both weapons charges and first-degree murder. He was subsequently sentenced to serve
a terrn> of life for c;onspiracy and thirty years for second degree murder,

The Court of Special Appeals affirmed the circuit court ip an opinion filed on March 18,
2009. A Petition for Writ of Certiorari was denied on June 24, 2009.

Petitioner filed a pro se Petition for Post Conviction Relief on July 21, 2009 and mailed
an Amended Petition to Chambers on October 25, 2009, The State filed a substantive response
on May 17, 2010, and Petitioner’s counse! filed a Supplemental Petition on August 24, 2010.
This Court held a hearing on the merits on March 29, 2011, The Petitioner requests that this

Court grant him a new trial,

At Petitioner’s hearing, this court requested that counsel provide one list of allegations

that she was presenting to this court because so many petitions with overlapping allegations had

been filed. That list is included at the end of this opinion. This opinion first addresses the

allegations raised in Petitioner’s Supplemental Petition for Post Conviction Relief filed by
counsel and next addresses those allegations that were raised pro se by Petitioner and included in

the final list of allegations attached herein.

ALLEGATIONS OF ERROR

I By counsel on behalf of Petitioner (Supplemental Petition for Post Conviction Relief)

A. Trial counsel rendered ineffective assistance for failure to object to a voir dire method

that deprived Petitioner of a fair and impartial jury. -
B. Trial counsel rendered incffective assistance for eliciting and failure to object to
admission of “other crimes” evidence and prejudicial hearsay and appellate counsel

rendered ineffective assistance by failure to raise meritorious issues.
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). Trial counsel rendered ineffective assistance for failure to object to
testimony of other bad acts connecting Petitioner to criminal gang
culture: Detective Merrick of the culture of gangs

2. Trial counsel rendered ineffective assistance by eliciting prejudicial
hearsay concerning Petitioner’s connection to known criminals: Suge
Knight Connection -

3. Trial counsel rendered ineffective assistance for failure to object to
testimony of other crimes evidence connecting Petitioner to two other
murders. Appellate counsel rendered ineffective assistance for failure fo
raise this issue on appeal following a general objection 1o the admission

of Petitioner’s statement: The Danny Boy and Bloody Jesus Xillings

4. Trial and appellate counsel rendered ineffective assistance for failure to
object to testimony of other crimes for which Petitioner was not charged:
Mr. Blake sells heroin

5. Appellate counsel rendered ineffective assistance for failure to raise
meritorious issues.

C. Trial Counse! rendered ineffective assistance for faifure to object to the State’s burden

shifting remarks in closing.

s+ D. Trial Counsel rendered ineffective assistance for failure to object to an inconsistent

verdict,
E. The cumulative effect of these errors undermined the fairness and reliability of a just
outcome at his appeal and on trial.

II. By Petitioner — Filed Pro Se (Petition for Post Conviction Relief and Amended Petition)
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A. Violations of due process and equal protection under the Jaw as stated in the 6" and 14®

Amendments:

1. The admission of hearsay, specifically Detective Merrick’s testimony
that the nephew of a reputed gang member wrote Detective Merrick a
statement which declared ;chat Petitioner’s purpose for being in
Maryland was to 6rganizé gangs and collect dues was an error that
violated Petitioner’s due process and 6™ amendment right to face his
accusers in court.

2. The State improperly withheld evidence:

a. The state failed to provide Detective Merrick’s conclusions as an

witness on gangs though the State did list Detective Mermick as
witness for its case in chief,

b. Requested DNA records were withheld.

¢. Search warrants for 2329 Whittier Ave were withheld as well a

* search warrant to search Petitioner’s mother’s house.

Lo

Witness Kelly’s trial stéxcment was withheld.
e. Detective Fata’s reports from L.A: county, which would have
beeﬁ exculpatory evidence, were withheld.
B. Abuse of discretion by the trial judge:
L Judge Prevas coerced Wagner into testifying by threatening to
incarcerate her if she did not. Had it not been for Judge Prevas’s

-

coercion of Wagner, the State’s key witness would not have testified.

|

|

: : 4 |

expert on gangs in discovery and failed to name him as an expert

Apx. 020 : 4 !




C. Brady violations:

1.

Case 8:13-cv-01160-AW Document 17-5 Filed 08/29/13 Page 5 of 28

Judge Prevas asked excessive questions to witnesses and favored the
State in hié questions and bullied defense counsel, contra to Smith v.
State, 182 Md. App. 444 (2008). He also led witnesses.

Judge Prevas instructed the jury to ignore the swom statement of a
State’s witnesses and consider only her taped statement, depriving the
jury of a source of reasonable doubt,

Judge Prevas admitted inadmissible evidence over the objection of
Petitioner.

Judge Prevas did not properly enter a replacement tape into evidence

before giving it to the jury (the jury requested a copy because the

original was damaged during deliberation). Unlike the original tape, the

copy and related transcripts named Petitioner instead of the assailant. °
This caused irreparable damage to Petitioner and was a violation of his

due process rights.

The State withheld evidence that witness Kelly was related to an
employee in the crime lab and was an informant for the police. In so
doing petitioner was denied due process because this evidence could

have been used for impeachment.

. 2. The results of DNA tests of the knife, which were potential exculpatory

material, were withheld from Petitioner. Further, other results were

found.

Apx. 021
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3. The State never disclosed another known suspect to the defense, who

could have been subpoenaed if his or her identity had been known.

4, The State withheld exculpatory evidence gathered from California by

Detective Fata. Specifically, the State sﬁou]d have disclosed material

from the Detective’s ipvestigation where several “taskforce officers

and sheriffs responsible for all gang intelligence” said that they did not

know petitioner and that he was not a gang leader.

D. Misconduct by the State:

1.

Prosecutor Brian Fish used as a witness a person who was charged in
another case, This was coercive and the witness testified that she
was pressured into testifying.

The State knowingly used false testimony by not correcting a
witness's incorrect statement that he was not receiving any promises
or leniency. While testifying, Detectives Fata and Merrick also
made claims that were shown to be false. This was material because
their testimony linked Petitioner to the conspiracy charge.

The State made a burden-shifting remark that the Petitioner “can’t
prove his innocence.” The judge's curative instruction was
inadequate, as only a mistrial would be a suitable remédy. Trial
counsel was ineffective for failing to object to this.

The State knowingly used perjured testimony when Kelly testified
that he §vas not a gang member. Arrest reports show he was, and this

could have been used to impeach his testimony (amended petition).

e

o
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E. There was insufficient evidence to support Petitioner’s conviction (amended petition).
F. The denial of severance motions under Md. Rule 4-252 and 4-253 vwas an abuse of discretion
and denied Petitioner due process and equal protection of law (amended petition).

APPLICABLE LAW: POST CONVICTION PETITIONS

Under the Maryland Annotated Code, Criminal Procedure Section 7-102(a), 2 petitioner
may file a post conviction petitioﬁ to set aside or correct a judgment or sentence in the circuit
court for the county in which the underlying conviction took place, provided that the alleged
error has not been previously and finally litigated or waived in the procecdings resulting in the
conviction, or in any procceding_that the Petitioner has initiated to secure relief from the
conviction. The Post Conviction Procedure Act constitutes a procedural statute and does.. not
create new groundg for granting relief. Coleman v. State, 221 Md. 30, 33 (1959). Post
conviction proceedings are not to be used as “a substitute for remedies incident to trial or a direct
appgal"’ Fisher v. Warden, 225 Md. 642, 643 (1961); Barbee v. Warden, 220 Md. 647 (1959).
Rather, a post conviction pe;tition is to be used as a collateral attack upon the legality of a
petitioner’s incarceration. Davis v. State, 285 Md. 19,22 (1979).

The Petitioner bers the burden of proof in a post conviction proceeding. State v. Hardy,
2 Md. App. 150, 156 (Md. Ct. Spec. App. 1967). Thus, Petitioner must prove facts to establish
his allegations, Cirincione v. State, 119 Md. App. 471, 504 (1998), cert. denied, 350 Md. 275
(1998), and éustain a “heavy” burden of proof, Harris v. State, 303 Md. 685, 69;7 (1985)

APPLICABLE LAW: WAIVER
Section 7-106 of the Criminal Procedure section of the Maryland Annotated Code states,

in substantial part, that an allegation of error is deemed to be waived when a petitioner could

have made, but intelligently and knowingly failed to make, such allegation before trial, at trial,

[R——
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on ﬁirect appeal, or in another applicable proceeding (inclﬁding a prior petition for post-
conviction relief). In 'State’ v, )éose, the Court stated, “most rights, wheﬂmr constitutional,
statutory or éommon-law, may be waived by inaction or failure fo adhere to legitimate
procedural requirements.” Rose, 345 Md. 238, (1997).

APPLICABLE LAW: INEFFECTIVE ASSISTANCE OF COUNSEL

To make out a claim of incffective assistance of counsel, Petitioner must meet the two-
| part standard announced in Strickland v, Washington, 466 U.S. 668, 687 (1984) and applied to
Maryland law in Mosley v. State, 378 Md. 548, 556-58 (2003). Throughout this apalysis,
“[cJounsel is strongly presumed to have rendered adequate assistance and made all significant
decisions in the exercise of reasonable professional judgment.” Strickland, 466 U.S. at 690. In
otht;,r words, Petitioner “must overcome the presumption that, under the circumstances, the
challenged action ‘might be considered sound trial strategy.”” /d. at 694 (internal citations
omitied).

First, Petitioner must show that counsel’s performance was deficient. /d. at 687. To
establish deficient performance, Petitioner “must demonstrate that his counsel's acts or omissions
were the result of unreasonable professional judgment and that counsel's performance, given all
the circumstances, fell below an objective standard of. reasonableness considering prevailing
professional norms.” Oken v. State, 343 Md. 256, 283 (1996) (citing Strickland, 466 U.S. at .687).

Second, Petitioner “must show that the deficient performance prejudiced the defense.”
Strickland, 466 U.S. at 687. To establish prejudice under Strickland, the ﬁetiﬁoncr “must show
that there is a reasonable probability that, but for counsel's unprofessional errors, ‘the result of the
proceeding would have been different.” Id. at 694. The Court of Appeals has “interpreted the

prejudice component to require a substantial or significant possibility, rather than a reasonable : ‘
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probability, that but for counsel’s unprofessional errors the result of the proceeding would have
beén different.” State v. Thomas, 328 Md. 541, 557 (1992) (citing Bowers v. State, 320 Md. 416,
425-27 (1990)). The substantial or significant possibility standard is less demanding than the
reasonable probability standard in Strickland, but still requires more than a mere showing that

the absence of counsel’s errors might “have produced a different result.” Bowers, 320 Md. at

426.
FINDINGS OF FACT

IL._Allegations filed by éounsel in Supplemental Petition

A. Trial counsei rendered ineffective assistance for failure to object to 5 voir dire method
that deprived Petitioner of a fair and impartial jury.
‘ Petitioner argues that his counsel’s failure to object to the voir dire method used during
his trial aepn’ved him of a fair and impartial jury. fetitioner argues that because the voir dire
method employed was akin fo those gsed in the Wright and Height cases it was ineffective
assistance of counsel not to object to voir dire durin;g his trial.

During Petitioner’s trial, Judge Prevas called for 150 prospective jurors (T. 4/3/07 at 13).
Upon arrival of the potential jurors, Judge Prevas stated that he would ask four groups of
questions designed to determine whether or not each potential juror could be fair (T. 4/3/07 at
17). Judge Prevas also stated that each potential juror ought to interpret the questions broadly.
Id. The first group of questions that Judge Prevas asked involved the relationship of the Venirg to
"  any of the participants in the tnal The second group of questions involved predilections of the
venire to give more weight to the testimony of defense or state witnesses. The thifd group §f

questions involved a potential juror’s personal experience with the criminal justice system. The
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fourth group of questions involved the feelings and opinions of the venire as related to the

criminal justice system as well as a catchall question, (T. 4/3/07 at 17-18, 19-22, 73-74, 124-
126). After each group of questions Judge Prevas asked the jurors who responded to form a line
(T. 4/3/07 at 22). Judge Prevas then talked with each juror at the bench. /d.

Petitioner alleges that this voir dire was the same procedure that was disapproved of
by the Court of Appeals in Wright v. State, 411 Md. 503 (2009) and Height v. State, 190
Md.App.322, (2010)." Regardless of whether or not this assertion is true, the Wright and Height
cases were not decided until after Petitioner’s trial. Counsel cannot be deemed to be ineffective
by failing to object based on law that did not exist at the time of Petitioner’s trial (see e.g. State
v. Calhoun, 306 Md. 692, 706, 735 (1986), “counsel was not obliged to anticipate our holding in
Harris”). Furthermore, during the post conviction hearing counsel testified that the voir dire
method employed by Judge Prevas was not unusual for Baltimore City Circuit Court. Therefore,
Petitioner has ﬁot overcome the presumption that Mr. Laye was exercising sound, reasonable
professional judgment when Mr. Laye did not object to the voir dire, and relief is deniied on this

| ground.

t In Wright the Court asked fifty jurors seventeen questions in a row without allowing for juror
response until the end of the seventeen questions. Similarly, in Height the court asked eighty six jurors
fifleen questions in a row. Petitioner is incorrect in asserting that the voir dire method used in this case
was akin to those used in the Wright and Height cases. Though there are some factual similarities (certain
jurors had to wait for close to an hour before talking with the judge and more than one question was asked
at a time without allowing for an immediate response) the procedures used in the Wright and Height cases
and this case were not identical. In Wright and Height, the judge asked all of the voir dire questions at
once and then asked each juror to come forward to discuss his or her response to the questions posed.
Here, Judge Prevas asked four groups of questions and asked the jurors to come up after each group of
questions. Though the first group of questions arguably consisted of approximately fifteen questions as
noted by Petitioner, unlike the questions in Wright, these questions were intentionally organized by theme
by Judge Prevas: “enough questions to generate a decent crowd, but not so many that we can’t keep track
of. And did you notice how 1 sort of arranged them by theme.” (T. 4/3/07 at 178).
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B. Trial counse! rendered ineffective assistance for eliciting and failure to object to
admission of “other crimes” evidence and prejudicial hearsay, and appellate counsel

rendered ineffective assistance by failure to raise meritorious issues.

1. Trial counsel rendered ineffective assistance for failure to object to testimony of

other bad acts connecting Petitioner to criminal gang culture: Detective Merrick on the

culture of gangs.

Petitioner argues that trial counse] was ineffective for failing to object to Detective

Merrick’s testimony regarding gang culture. Petitioner argues that at the point in the trial in
which the Detective’s testimony was introduced there had been no testimony that any of the co-
defendants were gang members or that they had participated in gang activities. Petitioner claims
that trial counsel should have objected to Detective Merrick’s comments regarding the meaning

of “OG”, “Food” and “DP*d” on relevancy grounds because these comments unfairly created an

“gura of murderous behavior” (Supp. Pet. at 19). .

The decision to object on the grounds alleged as opposed to other grounds is squarely
within trial counsel’s authority to make tactical decisions. Oken v. Siate, 343 Md. 256, 295
(1996). Though Petitioner is correct in stating that trial counsel did not object on relevancy
grounds to the portions of Detective Merrick’s teétimony where he explained various terms used
by gang members it is clear that Mr. Laye anticipatc_d and attempted to ﬁmitigate any damage this
testimony might have. Mr. Laye requested thai the court not qualify the detective as an expert on
gang testimony. (T. 4/4/07 at 28). Once Detective Merrick was qualified as an expert, Mr. Laye
then carefully cross-examined the Detective concerning his qualifications. (T . 4/4/07,-at 64-75).

Mr. Laye’s decision not to object to portions of Detective Merrick’s testimony on relevancy
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grounds does not suggest that his performance was deficient. Rather, it suggests that he chose to
undermine the Detective’s expertise and decided that the additional objection was unnecessary.
This Court finds that Petitioner has failed to establish that trial counse]l was ineffective ix} the
manner in whic;,h he dealt with Detective Merrick’s testimony regarding gangs and therefore
denies the petition for post conviction relief on this allegation of error.

2. Trial counsel rendered ineffective assistance by eliciting prejudicial hearsay
concerning Petitioner’s connection to known criminals: Suge Knight Connection

Petitioner claims that his own trial counsel’s questioning of Detective Merrick regarding
Petitioner’s connection with Suge Knight unfairly tdinted Petitioner’s actions. Petitioner is
correct in that his own trial counsel drew out hearsay evidence during ﬁis cross-examination of
Detective Merrick. However, one cannot assume that hearsay evidence is presumptively
detrimental. Mr. Laye’s questioning of Detective Merrick in this section reflects his theory of
the case as described by counsel in Petitioner’s post conviction hearing.

D}Jring the post conviction hearing, trial counsel testified that his theory of the case was
that Mr. Blake was exaggerating about his gang membership and his strategy was to “disavow
what his client said about being a member of a gang.” Mr. Laye’s queétioning of Detective
Memick in regards to Suge Knight's nephew reflects this theory, where he establishes that
Detective Merrick has very little information connecting Petitioner with gangs:

Counsel: But you, you don’t know into what organization Mr. Blake falls or who sent

him out here; is that correct?

Detective Merrick: I’m not sure, I believe, I'm not sure what the exact set was that he

came from, no sir. (T. 4/4/2007 at 108).

Counselg Who sent Mr Blake out here?

Detective Merrick: Ihave no idea, sir. What he [Mr. Blake] said to me was, he was sent
by ~ he’s on a counsel in California...It would have to be in my opinion, it would be
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someone above him had sent him out here to straighten things out. He never got into
what sent him here. (T. 4/4/07 at 107).

This testimony coincides with Mr. Laye’s description of his strategy at trial. Detective Merrick
appears to know very little about Petitioner’s connection to the Bloods, and the tesltimony that he
offered emphasizes the fact that his information about Petitioner came primarily from Petitioner
himself. Though perhaps not the strategy that post conviction counse! would have adopted, the
examination certainly casts doubt on the reliability of information coming from Detective
Merrick and on Petitioner’s affiliation with the Bloods.

Petitioner’s suggestion that the admission of this evidem':e was inappropriate because
these are bad acts is misplaced. Petitioner correctly notes: “evidence of a defendant’s prior
criminal acts may not be introduced to prove that he is guilty of the offense for which he is on
trial”, Straughn v. State, 297 Md. 329, 333 (1983). Had Mr. Laye objected on the basis
suggested by Petitioner, it is unliicely that his objection would have been sustained since the
notoriety of Suge Kaight is not a bad act committed by Petitioner. Therefore, Petitioner has
failed to sustain his burden and relief cannot be granted on this ground.

3. Trial counsel rendered ineffective assistance for failure to object to testimony of
other crimes evidence connecting Pctitioner to two other murders. Appellafe counsel
rendered ineffective assistance for failure to raise this issue on appeal following a general

objection to admission of Petitioner’s statement:’ The Danny Boy and Bloody Jesus Killing
" Petitioner alleges that counsel’s failure to specifically object to the admission of ‘other

crimes’ evidence introduced through statements made by Jiordanna Wagner and Petitioner was

2 In his petition, Petitioner alleges ineffective assistance of appellate counsel in this section and section
four of part I. B.; however, these allegations are not explained until part e. Therefore, this court, like
Petitioner, will address all allegations concerning ineffective assistance of appellate counsel in section
five of part 1. B.

13
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ineffective assistance of counsel. The decision to object on the grounds alleged as opposed to

other grounds is squarely within trial counsel’s authority to make tactical decisions. Oken v.

State, 343 Md. 256, 295 (1996). As' discussed, Counsel objected to the introduction of these -
statements in their entirety a number of times, Objecting on the basis of other crimes evidence
would ha\ré been inappropriate since neither the Danny Boy or the Bloody Jesus incidents were
bad acts of Petitioner. In fact, Petitioner comments, “there was no direct connection between
Mr. Blake and the ﬁaurdér of these two men. Nicholas “Bang Out” Floyd pled guilty to the Jesus
Murder...Mr. Blake was nearby when Danny Boy was killed but not implicated in that murder,”
(Supp. Ptn at 32). Petitioner has fai]-ed to rebut the presumptiqn that these decisions were
reasonz;ble by merely stating a fourth basis upon which Counsel could have objected.
Accordi‘ngly, this Court denies Petjtione_r’s request for post conviction relief pxi this allegation of
error,

4. Trial and appellate counsel rendered ineffective assistance for failure to objéct to
testimony of other crimes for which Petitioner was not charged: Mr. Blake sells heroin

Petitioner alleges that it was ineffective for counsel to have failed to object to testimony
introduced in a taped in_tervicw’ between Mr. Elake and Detective Fata, Petitioner asserts that
trial counsel should have moved to redact the pqlﬁons. of the statement deéling with previous
crimes comx;rlitted by Mr. Blake.

Petitioner presents an inaccurate representation of ﬁe facts underlying this allegation of

error because trial counsel sought to prohibit the admission of this testimony by making a motion

to suppress the tape-recorded statement on voluntariness grounds (T. 3/29/07 at 35-48) and by
continually objecting to its introduction (T. 4/5/07 at 173, “ anticipate he is about to play the

tapes and I'd like to renew my objection to the State — The Court: All right. I'll overrule for the
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same reason”. T. 4/10/07 at 61, “The Court: Same objection, overruled for the same reason. Mr.
Laye: Yes, your honor.”) Once the evidence was admitted over Mr. Laye’s argument and
repeated objection, counsel’s decision not to object to Petitioner’s statement regarding his sale of
heroin might well have been a strategic decision. Maryland courts recognize that “it is sound
practice to prevent juries from thinking a litigant is hiding something or in drawing aftention to
an issue by objecting.” State v. Colviri, 314 Md. 1, 22 (1988), Catala v. State, 168 Md. App. 438,
466 (2006).

Petitioner’s recitation of cases from other jurisdictions that have found ineffective
assistance of counsel for failure to object to other crimes evidence are irrelevant because none
are binding on this court. This Court finds that Petitioner fails to prove that trial counsel’s
alleged failure to object to “other crimes” testimony was deficient and accordingly denies his
petition for post conviction relief based on this allegation of error.

5. Appellate counsel rendered ineffective assistance for failure to raise meritorious issues.
Petitioner alleges that appellate counse!l’s decision to address the admissibility of
Petitioner’s statement solely in terms of a Miranda violation, where the Coﬁrt of Special Appeals

held that this issue was not preserved, was ineffective assistance of counsel. The decision to
raise an issie on appeal is qu_intessentiaily a tactical decision of counsel. Oken v. Stare, 343 Md.
256,271 citing Hunt v. Smith, 856 F. Supp. 251, 257 (D. Md. 1994). A presumption therefore
exists that counsel was acting reasonably in raising certain issues and not raising others on
appeal. Here, Petitioner has not overcome the presumption that counsel was acting reasonably

in contesting the admission of Mr, Blake’s statement on Miranda grounds alone. Had counsel

appealed on “other crimes” grounds as suggested by Petitioner the appellate court would have

had to review this claim under an abuse of discretion standard, (“We begin our analysis by
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repeating that the trial court is afforded great deference in its rulings on admissibility of evidence
and that rulings as to relevancy will not be disturbed on appeal, unless there is a clear abuse of
discretion,” Ware v. State, 360 Md. 650, 673 (2000)). By contrast, challenging the admissibility
of Petitioner’s statement based on Miranda warranted a hybrid standard of review:

“The following standard of review is applicable to the rulings of the suppression hearing
court: ‘We defer to the motions court's factual findings and uphold them uniess they are
shown to be clearly erroneous. Stafte v. Luckett, 413 Md. 360, 375 n.3, 993 A.2d 25, 33
n.3 (2010). We, however, make our own independent constitutional appraisal, by
reviewing the relevant law and applying it to the facts and circumstances of this case.
Id., 993 A.2d at 33 n.3 (quotation marks and citation omitted).

MY

Robinson v. Sta-te, 419 Md. 602, 611-612 (2011). Therefore, in opting to challenge ,the.
admission of Petitoner’s statement on Miranda grounds not only did appellate counsel ensure a
more generous standard of review but a ruling in favor of Petitioner under Miranda would have
led to the suppressioh of Petitioner’s entire statement, whereas a ruling in favor of Petitioner
based on “other crimes” grounds would have only led to a suppression of the portions of the
statement that involved “other crimes evidence™ Moreover, appellate couﬁsel is not required to
raise every single non-frivolous issue. (Justice Jackson stated *“ ‘One of the first tests of a

discriminating advocate is to select the question or questions, that he will present orally,.. The

mind of an appellate judge is habitually receptive to the suggestion that a lower court committed

> The fact that the appeliate court held that the issue of whether Petitioner had been advised of his
Miranda rights was not preserved does not retroactively render counsel’s judgment to be unreasonable.
In its decision, the Court of Special Appeals held that this question was not preserved because defense
counsel argued only that the State failed to meet its burden in showing the voluntariness of Blake’s
statements and did not specifically present argument during the suppression hearing regarding Miranda
(Blake v. State, No. 989, slip op: at 3-4 (Md. App. Mar. 18, 2009). However, in ruling on this motion to
suppress, Judge Prevas relied on a number of cases involving Miranda and ultimately cited to Miranda in
his ruling: “I'm satisfied from the evidence that I heard that the detective complied with Miranda and he
elicited a voluntary statement, there being no threats, promises, inducements or anything that bore on

. Defendant’s will. The statements shall be admitted” (T. 3/29/07 at 48), Therefore, it is not per se

unreasonable to have assumed that an argument based on Miranda would have been preserved for
appellate review.
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an error. But receptiveness declines as the nurmber of assigned errors increases, Multipligity
hints at lack of confidence in any one...””). Jones v. Barnes, 463 U.S. 745, 752 (1983) citing
Jackson, Advoéacy Before the United States Supreme Court, 25 Temple I:.Q. 115,119 (1951).
Therefore, Petitioner has failed to establish his burden that his counsel’s decision to challenge
 the admissibility of Petitioner’s statement only on Miranda and not on relevancy or “other
crimes” grounds was objectively unreasonable.

C. Trial Counsel rendered ineffective assistance for failure to object to the State’s
burden shifting remarks in closing.

Petitioner alleges that trial counsel rendered ineffective assistance of counsel by not
objecting to burden shifting remarks made by the State’s Attorney in his closing argument. In.
response to an objection made by Mr. Sachs, counsel for Defendant Harvey, Judge Prevas gave a
cautionary instruction to the jury (T. 4/11/07, at 51). Notably, after the curative instruction was
given Mr. Sachs moved for a mistrial though Mr. Laye did not (T. 4/11/07 at 52). The decision
of whether or not to move for a mistrial is certainly one of trial strategy and Petitioner has not
sustained his burden to show that the failure to move for a mistrial or to lodge an independent
objection to the remark was objectively unreasonable. Furthermore, Mr. Laye began his closing
érgurﬁent with a reference to the curative instruction, “Ladies and gentleman, as Judge Prevas
just told you, contrary to what Mr, Fish says, I don’t have to convince you of anything” (T.
4/11/07 at 53). It is entirely plausible that Mr. Laye believed that the trial was going relatively
well for Petitioner and that another trial may have led to a worse outcome for Petitioner.
Therefore, Petitioner has failed to rebut the presumption that Mr, Layc;. was exercisiné reasonable

judgment in refraining from objecting or moving for a mistrial at this point in the trial. -

17
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This Court finds that Petitioner fails to prove that trial counsel’s alleged failure to object to
the state’s burden shifting remarks in closing was deficient and accordingly denies his petition
for post conviction relief based on this allegation of error.

'D. Trial Counsel rendered ineffective assistance for failure to object to an
inconsistent verdict.

- Petitioner alleges that trial counsel rendered ineffective assistance of counsel for failing
1o object to an inconsistent verdict, resulting in an unfair trial. Petitioner asserts that the verdict
was in;:oﬁsistent in two ways: 1) that it was inconsistent to find Petitioner guilty of conspiracy to
commit first degree murder and second degree murder without finding Petitioner guilty of first
degree murder and 2) that it was inconsistent to find Petitioner guilty of second degree murder '
but not of the weapons charges. The verdict as to the findings of guilt of second-degree murder
and conspiracy to commit first-degree murder but not guilty of first-degree murder or any of the
weapons charges is not an inconsistent verdict (see Hudson v. State, 152 Md. App. 488, 515
(2003). Therefore, counsel was not ineffectual for failing to object.

E.. Cumulative errors

Petitioner alleges that the cumulative effect of the above errors undermined the faimess

and reliability of the outcome of his trial and his appeal. However, thcré can be no cumulative
errors where there are no individual errors. Harris v. State, 160 Md.App. 78, 113 (2004). ‘This

Court finds that Petitioner fails to prove that either trial counsel or appellate counsel made errors

significant enough to have prejudiced the Petitioner and, accordingly, denies his petition for post *

conviction relief on this allegation of error.

II. The following issues were raised in Petitioner’s pro se petition for post conviction relief
and his amended petition: ' _

18
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|
1. The admission of hearsay, specifically Detective Merrick’s testimony that the
nephew of a reputed gang member wrote Detective Merrick a statement which
declared that Petitioner’s purpose for being in Maryland was to organize gangs and - i

|

. _ 14" amendments

|

|

|

|

|

!

i collect dues was an error that violated Petitioner’s due process and 6" amendment
right to face his accusers in court. Further, Petitioner alleges that because of
“suppression of statement to detective”, he was unable prepare a proper defense.
Petitioner adds that the admission of this testimony was *plain error”.

First, this assertion is unduly vague and has an inadequate factual basis. Upoh analysis of the
transcript, it does not appear that the nephew wrote a statement concerning Petitioner. There is
simply language indicating that he talked with the Detective about Petitioner. Second, the
hearsay testimony to which Petitioner most likely refers was actually brought up by his counsel
! on cross-examination. Therefore, there was no failure to object and relief cannot be granted on
this ground.

2. The State improperly withheld evidence:

a. The state failed to provide Detective Merrick’s conclusions
as ap expert on gangs in discovery and failed to name him
as an expert witness on gangs thongh 'ihe State did list
Detective Merrick as a witness for its case in chief.

While Petitioner clalim.s that failure to ideqﬁfy Detective Merrick as an expert and to

describe his expertise violated his due process and equal protection rights under the sixth and
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fourteenth amendments, if anything, such a failure would simply be a violation of the Maryland

rules. A violation of the Maryland Rules is not a per se violation of a due process right. Such a
concern could have been raised during trial or on appeal and is therefore waived.
b. Requested DNA records “;ere withheld

This is a bald allegation. There is no evidence to support the notion that the state had
DNA test results and intentionally withheld them until the end of the trial. Furthermore, this
allegation is waived since it could have been raised at trial or on direct appeal.

c. Search warrants for 2329 Whittier Ave were withheld as
was a search warrant to search Petitioner’s mother’s house.

Petitioner cites Maryland rule 4-601(g) requiring the disclosure of search warrants upon
the filing of an affidavit, There is ﬁo evidence that an application under the rules was filed or a
basis for concluding that even if filed that Petitioner was a person entitled to inspect or copy the
warrant. Therefore, relief cannot be granted on this ground.

d. Witness Kelly’s trial statement was withheld,

This is a bald allegation and appears to have been waived. Witness Kelly testified at trial,
and it is unclear what the Petitioner is referring to when he asserts that wiﬁcss Kelly’s trial
statement was “withheld”. Therefore, relief cannot be granted on this ground. |

e. Detective Fata’s reports from L.A. county, which would
have been exculpatory evidence, were withheld.

This is a bald allegation since Petitioner does not explain héw such reports would have
provided exculpatory evidence nor does he describe these reports. Further, it has been waived.

Therefore, relief cannot be granted on this ground.

20
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B. Abuse of discretion by the trial judge

1. Judge Prevas coerced Wagner into testifying by threatening to incarcerate her if
she‘did not. Petitioner states that had it not been for Judge Prevas’s coercion,
Wagner, the State’s key witness, would not have testified. Further, Petitioner
contends that Wagner's lawyer who sat next to her during her testimony

“whispered in her ears the answers”. | ‘
This allegation is waived. Trial counsel did not object to Wagner’s lawyer sitting next to
. her and whispering answers “in her ears™ nor was this issue raised on appeal. Therefore, relief

cannot be granted on this ground.

2. Judge Prevas asked excessive questions to witnesses and favored the State in his
questions and bullied defense counsel, contra to Smith v. State, 182 Md, App. 444

(2008). He also led witnesses,
The law pennits-defcndants to raise and litigate claims of trjal judge bias in post
conviction proceedings. Dailey v.v Warden, 3 Md. App. 425 (1968). Petitioner alleges that Judge
Prevas asked leading questions of witnesses and “bullied” defense counsel throughout the trial. |

The question, as articulated in Smith v. State, 182 Md. App. 444, 489 (2008), is whether:

jury by bringing out facts and ‘sharpening the issues,” which is
permissible, and influencing the jury's assessment of facts or of a witness's
credibility by indicating his own opinions, which is not
permissible.” Leak, 84 Md. App. at 363-64. 1t is not the mere number of
questions posed by the trial court that causes our concemn. See Jefferies v.
State, S Md. App. 630, 248 A.2d 807 (1969) (the fact that the trial judge
asked forty-seven questions of the State's witnesses and 108 questions of
defense witness was not, in and of itself, evidence that the defendant
received an unfair trial), It is rather the degree to which these questions
risked influencing the jury, from their vantage point of viewing the entire
proceeding, to adopt what appeared to be the trial court's “point of view”
with respect to the facts of the case.

[T]he trial court's questioning blurred the “fine line between assisting the
\




Case 8:13-cv-01160-AW Document 17-5 Filed 08/29/13 Page 22 of 28

Smith, 182 Md. App. at 489, .It is evident from the trial transcript that Judge Prevas did not bully
defense counsel or faw;'or the state. In fact there are at least two instances in the transcript where
the judge. seems to favor defense counsel, he reprimanded the state’s attorney for interrupting
“did I tell you you could speak,” and the judge questions Detective Merrick about whether he
gave Miranda warnings, (T. 4/4/07 at 88). Petitioner points to absolutely no evidence that
sﬁggests that the judge in away way bullied defense counsel or gave preferentiai treatment to the
state. Therefore, this is a bald allegation, and, though Maryland courts have granfed post
conviction relief on the basis of trial judge bias, Petitioner has failed to allege any facts that point
to bias in this case.

3. Judge Prevas instructed the jury to ignore the sworn statement of a State’s
witnesses and conside; only hér taped statement, depriving the jury of ‘4 source of
reasonable doubt.

This is a bald allegation, There is nothing that this court could locate in the record that
indicates that Judge Prevas made such a statement. Furthermore, the claim is waived since any
matter concerning the abuge of discretion of a trial judge should be raised on appeal. Therefore,
relief cannot be granted on this ground.

4, Judge Prevas admitted inadmissible evidence over the objection of Petitioner. '

This allegation is unduly vague and does not generate a complaint to which the court can
respond. Under Duff v. Warden of Md. Penitentiary, the defendant must produce some specific
grounds for this claim. Duff, 234 Md. 646 (1964). The petition merely states: “Over objection

|
\
|
Judge allowed inadmissible evidence to be presented to jury. Same evidence over objection was
allowed into deliberation room.” This claim can only be entertained through an exhaustive study ‘

|
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of the transcript and further speculation as to what piece or pieces of evidence Petitioner is
attacking. -

5. Judge Prevas did not properly enter the replacement tape into evidence before
giving it to the jury (the jury requested a copy because the original was damaged
during deliberatioh). Petitioner states that unlike the original tape, the copy and
provided transcripts named Petitioner instead of assailant. This caused
irreparable damage to Petitioner, who did not get to examine the copy of the
tape before it was given to the jury and argues that this was a violation of his due
process rights.

This allegation is waived since it was not raised at trial or on appeal. Even if it were not
waived Petitioner provides no factual basis for this allegation and therefore, relief cannot be
granted on this ground. |
C. Brady violations

" 1. The State withheld evidence that witness Kelly was related to an employee in the
crime lab and was an informant for the police. In so doing petitioner was denied due
process because this evidence could have been used for impeachment.

Petitioner did not address this in his testimony at the heaziz'lg and provided no factual
basis for this assertion in his pro se petition. Therefore, this is a bald allegation that lacks merit.

2. The results of DNA tests of the knife, which were potential exculpatory material,
s;’ere withheld from Petitioner. Further, there were other results found.
This is a bald allegation made by Petitioner. He provides no facts to support this assertion

that DNA tests were performed on the knife o that these tests were withheld from the Petitioner.
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Petitioper must provide facts to support his allegations and none were provided here. Therefore,
this statement is a bald allegation and relief cannot be granted' on this ground.
3. State never disclosed another known suspect to the defense, who could have been
subpoenaed if his identity had been known.
This assertion is a bald allegation. While its true that it is error for the police to fail to
disclose information they have which indicates that another person commiited the crime
(Bloodsworth v. State, 307 Md. 164 (1986)), Petitioner has offered no evidence to support this
assertion and therein bas failed to satisfy ﬁis burden of proof. Therefore, relief shall not be
granted on this ground.
4, The State withheld exculpatory evidence gathered from California by Detective Fata.
Specifically, Petitioner asserts that the State should have disclosed material from the
Detective’s investigation where several “task force officers and sheriffs responsible for all
gang intelligence” said that they did not know Petitioner and that he was not a gang leader,
P | This is\also a bald allegation. No evidence wz;s ‘presented to support t:his allegation;
therefore, relief is denigd.
D. Misconduct by the State R ' ! ;
1. Prosecutor Brian Fish used a persoh who was charged in another case as a
witness. This was coercive and the witnesses testified that she was pressured into
P testifying.
" The record reveals that a J iordaqna Wagner, a State’s witness, testified under an
L immunity agreement in Petitioner’s case. Ms. Wagner was charged with being an accessory
e;.ﬁcr the fact in Petitioner’s case and an unrelategdl murder case. In exchange for her testimony in
Petitioner’s case, the State offered Ms. Wagner immunity in both cases aﬁd the charges against

e
o
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her were nol prossed afier she testified. Ms. Wagner was represented by counsel and Mr. Fish

gave her a benefit in exchange for her testimony. Petitioner cites no authority for the proposition
that it is prosecutorial misconduct to call a cooperating witness. Ultima}e]y, it was the trial
. judge and nof Mr. Fish who ordered her to tesﬁﬁ. Therefore, Petitioner adduced no evidence of
prosecutorial misconduct and this claim is devoid of merit.
2. The State knowingly used false testimony by not correcting a witness’s incorrect
statement that he was not receiving any promises or leniency. While teéﬁfying,
Detectives Fata and Merrick also made claims that were shown to be false. This
was material because their testimony was, that linked Petitioner fo the
conspiracy charge,
1t has long been held that the knowing use of péxjury by the prosecutor denies a defendant ' |
a fair trial and hence constitutes a basis for granting post conviction relief. Mooney v. Holobom,
294 1.S. 103 (1935). The burden of proof is upon the Petitioner. Lyde v. Warden, 1 Md. App.
423 (1967). In order for testimony to qualify as perjury, it must be shown that the witness
intended to testify falsely, not simply that the witness made a mistake. State v. Mercer, 101 Md.
535 (1905). 1
Petitioner has not met his burden of proof here and his assertions are all unduly vague }
since he does not specify what claims Detective Merrick and Fata made that were shown 'to be ;
false. In fact, the Petitioner does not allege any circumstaﬁces that would explain or excuse his
failure 1o raise this objection during trial.

|
| 1
This Court finds that Petitioner fails to prove his assertion that the state knowingly used |
perjured testimony and therefore denies the petition for post conviction relief on .this allegation

of error.
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3. The State made a burden—shifting' remark that the Petitioner “can’t prove his
innocence.” The judge’s curative instruction was inadequate, as only a mistrial would be a
suitable remedy. Trial counsel was ineffective for failing to object fo this. |

These issues were not raised on appeal and are accordingly waived. The issve of
ineffective .assistance of trial counsel on the ground of failing to objedt is not waived, though
petitioner has not overcome the presumption that this was a tactical decision (see supra. Part
three section one).

- 4, State knowingly used perjured testimony when Kelly testified that he was not a
gang member, Arrest reports show he was, and this could have been used to iﬁpeach his
testimony (amended petition),

This is a bald allegation. fetitioncr offered no evidence during his hearing and there is
little else on the record indicating that the state knoWingly used perjured testimony. Therefore,
relief cannot be granted on this ground.

E. There was insufﬁ&ent evidence to support Petitioner’s conviction (amended petition).

Petitioner argues that there was insufficient evidence to support his second degrcc murder
and conspiracy to commit first degree murder convictions. He asserts that no evidence was
presented to show that he acted with specific intent and that additional evidence was needed to
corroborate alleged accomplice testimony.

Relief on this allegation is denied because it concerns a matter for which post conviction
relief may not be granted. The post wﬂvicﬁon statute is not.a substitute for remedies incident to
trial proceedings. Crim. Proc. Art., § 7-107(a). Questions concerning the sufficiency of the
evidence may be raised at trial or by direct appeal. Since these other proceedings are available

for litigating the issue, the issue may not be litigated in a post conviction proceeding (“We have
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repeatedly held that questions of the petitioner's guilt or innocence, or the sufficiency of the
evidence to convict, are not open on post conviction™). State v. Brown, 235 Md. 401, 404
(1964).
F. Denial of severance motions under Md, Rule 4-252 and 4-253 was.an abuse of
discretion and denied Pefitioner due process and equal protection of law (amended
peﬁtion). _ .

Petitioner asserts that his motion to sever should have been granted. Petitioner seems to
assert threé grounds to support this argument: 1) that severance was necessary to safeguard the

Petitioner from being seen as “guilty by association” due to the overwhelming evidence against

his co-defendants, 2) evidence that one co-defendant had been involved in a stabbing angd the

other had drug related charges prejudiced the Petitioner, and 3) had he been tried alone there

would have been no evidence to convict aside from his association with the co-defendants.’

Petitioner did not raise the issue of severance on appeal. Therefore, this issue has been waived.

- WHEREFORE, the Petition for Post Conviction relief is DENIED.

27
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RECEIVED
: *
Shaidon Blake, 511 AUG -8 PH ‘:1'015['1-1}3‘,
Pei - R ONURCUIT COURT
cHtioner C%?HILI AL DIY tSl%
V. * FOR
STATE OF MARYLAND, ¥ 'BALTIMORE CITY
Respondent ‘ * Case No. 106177028-29
* Post Conviction No. 10319
L] * * * L} * * * * * ¥ * *
ORDER -

Upon consideration of the Petition for Post Conviction Relief, the evidence presented at
the hearing of March 29, 2011, and the arguments of counsel, it is this 5t day of Augﬁst, 2011,

by the Circuit Court for Baltimore City:

ORDERED that the Petition for Post Conviction Relief is DENIED,

i".'- E Rasin
. Judge
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LA T | POLICE DEPARTMENT
f BALTIMORE, MARYLAND

. BO7-0099  PAGE 42
BIOLOGY/ DNA LABORATORY REPORT ~ CC#061D06273  JEC

Date: April 4, 2007 _ - CC# 0.61.1.)06273'~ Biology #: B07-0099
“To: Det. Anthony Fata Reference: Homicide |
Homicide - ' Victim: Randolph Terrance

Specimens received on 04/02/2007:

I- . Oral swabs of Jermile Harvey — right cheek - - Property # 07013420.1A
2- Oral swabs of Shaidon Blake ~ right cheek . Property # 07015421 JdA

The following samples were previously anélyzed by The Bode Technology Group under TBTG# MDB0605-0289. The
data included in the tables for the following samples is from the report dated August 3, 2006,

3- Swabs“A — Rec’d From: Alley” _ . Property # 06020931
4- Swab of duct tape from hands - Property # 06021107
5- Victim’s blood card ' ' _ Property # 06021107

The data included in the tables for the following samples is from the report dated September 15, 2006.
6- Suspected blood — Dining room wall ' . Property # 06021804
7- “Suspected blood F/ cabinet by back door” Property # 06021804
8- Swab of door stain #8 Property # 06021819
9- Swab of door stain #9 Property # 06021819

The data included in the tables for the following samples is from the report dated January 31, 2007.
10- Swabbings from hutch . Property # 06027611.1C
11- Swabbings from the dryer - - Property # 06027611.1E -
12- Cutting from jeans stain A Property # 06027613.1A.1
13- Cutting from jeans stain K Property # 06027613.1K.]
14- Vacuum sample from jeans Property # 06027613.1N

The DNA profiles reported were determined by procedures, which have been validated according to the Federal Bureau of
Investigation’s Quality Assurance Standards for Forensic DNA Testing Laboratories. Polymerase Chain Reaction (PCR) testing using
the Identifiler, Profiler Plus and Cofiler systems was.performed using DNA extracts isolated from the items listed above, The short
tandem repeat (STR) and amelogenin (gender indicator) loci were tested and the alleles detected are listed in the included tables.

The swabs “A - Rec’d From: Alley,” the swabbings from hutch, the swabbings from the dryer and the cutting from-jeans
stain A (evidence samples 3,10,11&12) yielded a DNA profile consistent with the known standard from the victim,
Randolph Terrance. The chances of selecting an unrelated individual from a random population possessing the same
profile as the evidence samples at the tested loci are approximately: .

1 in 684 quadriltion (684,000,000,000,000,000) individuals in the American Caucasian population

t in 186 quadrillion (186,000,000,000,000,000) individuals in the African American population

I in 713 quadrillion (713,000,000,000,000,000) individuals in the SE Hispanic American population

The swab of duct tape from haﬁds (evidence sample 4) yielded inconclusive resuits.

=" The suspected blood - dining room wall (evidence sample 6) yielded a partial DNA profile consistent with a mixture of at

least two unidentified individuals.

... copy




POLICE DEPARTMENT
BALTIMORE, MARYLAND

) B07-0099 PAGE #3
BIOLOGY/ DNA LABORATORY REPORT cCc# 061006273

Date: April 4, 2007 CC# 061D06273 Biology #: B07-0099
To: Det. Anthony Fata ' Reference; Homicide -
Homicide : Victim: Randolph Terrance
DlThe “suspected blood F/ cabinct by back door” (evidence sample 7) yiclded a DNA profile consistent.with.an unknown

) ma[g__!wwg_@_&ﬁl@nd with an additional minor allele from an unidentified source.
The swabs of door stain #8 and stain #9 (evidence samples 8&9) did not yield 2 DNA profile.

%" The cutting from jeans stain K (evidence sample 13) yielded a DNA profile consistent with a mixture of the known |
~ standard from the victim, Randolph Terrance, and minor alleles consistent.with.Unknown.Male #1, The chances of
selecting an unrelated individual from a random population as a possible contributor to the evidence sample at the tested
loci are approximately: :
} in 7.11 billion (7,110,000,000) individuals in the American Caucasian population
1 in 8.41 billion (8,410,000,000) individuals in the African American popufation
I in 18.5 billion (18,500,000,000) individuals in the SE Hispanic American population

r‘&“‘gﬁ The vacuum sample from jeans (evidence sample 14) yielded a DNA profile consistentovith.a.mixtuse of the profile.of..,

“ _Unknown Male #1.and the known standard from the victim, Randolph Terrance, at 11 of 13 loci. Loci vWA and D21S11
“were not used in the statistical calculations. The chances of selecting an unrelated individual from a random population
as a possible contributor to the evidence sample at the remaining loci are approximately:
| in 6,980 individuals in the American Caucasian population
"I in 12,300 individuals in the African American population
I in 9,710 individuals in the SE Hispanic American population

5&; Jermile Harvey and Shaidon Blake are excluded as sources of or contributors to the DNA profiles yielded from all the
evidence samples tested.

SAMPLE ] 2 3 4 5 6 7
D3S1358 16 ' 15.16 16 - le— 16 (156,17 1516
D16S539 811 9.1 9.14 No Results 9.14 No Resuits 12
THO1 7 89 6.9 No Restlts 6.9 No Resuits 893
TPOX 3 89 7.8 No Results 78 No Results 10,11
CSFI1PO 10.12 12 1112 No Resuhs 112 No Results 8.1
D7S820 1013 8.1 " No Results 1 No Results 9.10
vWA 1718 1506 14.15 Nao Results 14,15 19.~ 15,19
FGA 2326 22,23 2224 No Results 22,24 22,24.25 23.25
D8S1179 14,45 12 14.15 14— 14,15 13.14 13,14
D21S1} 2829 2829 2829 No Results 2829 28.35 2835
D18SS] 14.16 12,14 1217 No Results 217 15, 15,18
D5S818 12 1,12 11,13 No Resuits 113 13.— 12.13
Di3S317 . 12 14.12 10,12 No Results 10,12 12— 8.10.413)
amelogenin XY [ XY X.¥Y X— XY XAY} XY
D2S1338 18.19 21,23 Not Tested Not Tested Not Tested Not Teszed Not Tested
D19S433 1113 11142 Not Tested Not Tested Not Tested Not Tested Not Tested
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POLICE DEPARTMENT

BALTIMORE, MARYLAND .
. B07-0099 ~ PAGE u4
BIOLOGY/ DNA LABORATORY REPORT cck 06106273 _RC
Date: April 4, 2007 CC# 061D06273 Biology #: B07-0099
To: Det. Anthony Fata Reference: Homicide
Homicide Victim: Randolph Terrance
SAMPLE 8 "9 10 ] 12 13 14
D3S1358 No Results No Results 16 16 16 16 15.16.017)
D16S539 No Results No Resuits 9.14 9.14 9.14 9412).14 (9).12,(14)
THOI No Results No Resuits 6.9 6,9 6.9 6.99.3) (6).8.(9).9.3
TPOX No Resalts No Results 78 18 7.8 78411 (7)8%.10.11
CSFIPO No Resulrs No Resules 2 1112 11,12 {12 &11012)
D7S820 - No Results No Resulrs L 1 11 1 910t
vWA No Results No Results 14,15 14,15 14,15 14,15.019) 15,19
FGA No Results, | No Results 224 224 2224 222425 | (22).23.(24)25
D8S1179 " No Results No Results 14,15 14,15 14,15 {(13).14.15 13.14,015)
D21S11 No Results No Resuits 2829 2829 2829 28.29 28,35
D18S51 No Resuits No Resulrs 12,17 12,17 1217 12,17 (1231541718
D5S818 No Results No Results 1113 11,13 1,13 11,13 (11,1213
Di138317 No Resuts No Results 10,12 16,12 10,12 10,12 8.0101.11.(12)
amelogenin No Results No Results X.Y XY XY XY Xy
D2S1338 Not Tested Not Tested NotTested | Mot Tested | Not Tested Not Tested Not Tested
D19S433 Not Tested Not Tested Not Tested Not Tested Not Tested Not Tested Not Tested

~— = Possible additional alleles
{#) = Minor allele

The above evidence samples.havc been retained in the Trace/Biology Unit. The DNA extracted from the portion of the samples used
in this test will be retained as required by Subtitle 2, Section 8-201 of the Annotated Code of Maryland.

Koy Ml

bcelyn R. Carlson, MSFS Kelly Miller, MFS
Criminalist 11 - DNA Analyst Criminalist II - Technical Reviewer

Page 3 of 3 @@E@V




Trace Analysis/Biology Unit
Report of Laboratory Analysis
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SerQA-6 {Revised 8/3/2006)

'-Paige i1 _of 1

“Yimmhe Anthany Fata S CC # 0610 06273
e C—

Dist /Div: Hoemicida

e

Victim: Randolph Terrance

EVIDENCE INVENTORY
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LEGEHD: Y=YES  N=NO
H = Human blood indicated

* = so¢ comnments

P = Possible presence of blood or seminal fluid indicated or possible presenca of epithelial cells
I further analysis 1s required, sampics of the foliowing checked items must be submmlicd E
Victim(s}: Blnod Suspect(s}: __X__ Blood
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CFFICE OF LEGAL AFFAIRS
’ 242 V. 2%th Street
‘Baltimore, MD 21211

- November 4, 2009

Shaidon Blake 343 938
NBCI

14100 McMullen Huwy

Cumberland, MD 21502

RE:  MPIA request Case#t 106177028-29

Dear Mr. Blake

The detectives in the Homicide Division have made a decision to release the
following documents to you per your request:

e. [ncident report CC# 061D06270

Crime Lab reports

e Copies of search warrant for 1921 Division St.

e Arrest warrant and charging documents for Shaidon Blake
o Evidence control sheets

%
2
-

A

This case file details at least two other felomies committed in the State of
Maryland. At least one Baltimore Police Department Detective -and the family of the
Detective have had a threat on their life. Because the nature of the offense and given the
fact that certain perscns named. charged or not charged; are members, have been
members or are associafed with segments of the gang kaown as the Bioods or other
violent gangs, this office is concerned with the safety of witness, victims and members of
the Baltimore Police Depaitment. Information uncovered during the investigation of this
case may be used in investigations of unsolved crimes and used in the ongoing
investigations of gangs the drug trade and other crimes. Ongoing investigations require
this office to withhold certain documents from public access. _ e

Redacted or with held:

e State’s Attorney’s Contact Log § 10-618(f)(1)(1)(11); -
e Charging documents of all other defendant ciher than Shaidon Blake pursuant to

§10-618(£)(2)(1id); (Av), (vi),(viL);
o Investigative progress reports pursuant to §10-61 8(ﬂ(2)(1)(1v)(v)(w)(vu)
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BrianN J MURPHY
ATTORNEY AT LAW
1206 ST. PAUL STREET

AOMITTED TO PRACTICE! BALTMORE. MARYLAND 21202 TELEPHONE
MARYLAND : (41Q) 347-2030
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT {mD) FAX

. (443) 573-9066

UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS (4TH CIR.}
SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES

November 4, 2008

Shaidon Blake # 291-169

North Branch Correctional Institution
14100 McMullen Highway, SW
Cumberland, MD 21502

Dear Mr. Blake:

Enclosed is a copy of the brief that I filed on your behalf in the Court of Special
Appeals. Shortly, the State will file a response to my brief; I will send you a copy of that
brief as soon as I receive it. Sometime in December, your appeal will be considered by a
three-judge panel of the Court of Special Appeals either with or without oral argument by
counsel. Sometime after that, the three-judge panel will issue a written opinion in your
case which will either reverse or affirm your conviction. There is no time limit on when

the judges can issue an opinion; I have seen it take as little as 60 days or as long as a year

Or more.

I have carefully read all the materials that you sent me as well as all the materials
that were forwarded fo me by David Kefinedy. Ihe points you raise i those materials
‘would be more appropriately raised in what is called a posi-conviction petition, a legal
step that you may want to take if we do ot your appeal. | am endeavoring to
schedule a telephone conference with you so that I can answer any questions you may

have about the appellate process; hopefully, I will be able to-speak with you soon.

I will keep you apprised of all developments as they occur.

Sincerely,




STATE OF MARYLAND ' .
. OFFICE OF THE PUBLIC DEFENDER FUBLIC DEFENDER
COLLATERAL REVIEW DIVISION
7500 RITCHIE HIGHWAY, SUITE 111 Sgggkﬁmvﬂ
GLEN BURNIE, MD 21061 COLLATERAL REVIEW DIVISION
Ph. (410) 767-4868 Fax (410) 760-4186 '
. Toll Free: 1(877) 430-5187 NORM‘:':P%N;Y:SRGER
MARngvg;NMoA;' LEY www.opd.state.md.us COLLATERAL REVIEW DIVISION
\\ ) .‘ '
Tune 24, 2010 ’
Mr. Shaidon Blake |
#009 6323 '
Kansas State Division of Corrections
H.CF.
PO Box 1568
Hutchinson, XS 67504
Dear Mr. Blake:

1 !

I have begun writing your supplemental petition. 1 should have a draft ready in a w¢¢£9_1;sgwg_1;(d

=

I'll send 1t to you. T'll also give you an analysis of the issues you've raised and whether of not 1
think they are good fo pursue., . - iy R e 55

AT g AR AT AT

I’m enclosing the portion of your transcript that contains the instructions to the jury and the
closing arguments because some of the issue you raise — and some of the issues I will elaborate
upon — are contained here.

I have one question right now: do you have a copy of the Baltimore Sun article in which you
allege that Judge Prevas and/or Dennis Laye gave prejudicial statements to the reporter? Thave
asked our research intern to look for any Sun articles relating to your case, but you can save me
time if you have a copy. '

Thanks.
Yours sincerely,

//M/W‘w;— | | ’i
Tudith B. Jones
Assistant Public Defender
Collateral Review Division

410-412-7112
ibjones@opd.state.md.us

enclosure, Vol. V of Trial Transcript


http://www.opd.state.md.us




- STATE OF MARYLAND OFFICE OF THE PUBLIC DEFENDER
N APPELLATE DIVISION Y s FORSTER

PUBLIC DEFENDER

WILLIAM DONALD SCHAEFER TOWER

DEPUTY PUBLIC DEFENDER

BALTIMORE, MD 21202

GERALDINE K. SWEENEY
CHIEF ATTORNEY

Telephone: (410) 767-8553  Fax: (410) 333-8801
_ Toll Free: 1 (877) 430-5187
MARTIN O MALLEY Maryland Relay: 1(800) 735-2258 In State: 711

December 22, 2008

Mr. Shaidon Blake (#343-938)

North Branch Correctional Institution
14100 McMullen Highway, SW
Cumberland, MD 21502

Re: Shaidon Blake a/k/a Shidon Blake v.
State of Marviand, Court of Special

Appeals, September Term, 2007, No.
089 :

Dear Mr. Blake:

J am writing to respond to your letter dated Noyember 16, 2008. You first
expressed concern that we did fiot discover the conflict of interest until Telatively close to
the time your brief was initially due. Because of the overwhelming number of criminal
appeals our office handles, we rely on attorneys to review cases a couple months before
the briefs are due to determine whether there is a potential conflict of interest in the
appeal. (Often, a potential conflict of interest that exists at trial no- longer exists at the
appellate level, making it possible for one attorney from the Office of the Public
Defender to represent multiple codefendants.) Mr. Kennedy determined that a potential
conflict existed between you and your co-defendants that merited assigning your appeal
to Mr. Murphy, a private lawyer.

You also expressed -concern about Mr. Murphy’s_representation of you in this

_appeal. ~Once the Office of the Public Defender assigns a case to a private lawyer
because of a conflict of interest, we are not able to supervise that attorney where, as here,
we continue to represent the co-defendants with whom you have a potential conflict of
interest. The purpose of paneling the case was to give you a lawyer who is not beholden
to the office that is representing your co-defendants. Mr. Murphy is responsible for
representing you in the same capacity as if you had hired him as a private attorney. The
agency that oversees the conduct of Maryland attorneys is the Attorney Grievance
Commission.

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This document contains information
that is legally privileged, or is otherwise confidential by law.

Pppradie N

6 SAINT PAUL STREET, SUITE 1302 : MICHAFL R, MORRISSETTE

B IR




Because 1 work for the office that is representing your co-defendants, it is not
appropriate for me to communicate with you about the merits of your appeal. While I
hope that you will obtain some relief on your appeal, if you do not, you may then pursue
postconviction relief. If your appeal is unsuccessful, please write me and I can tell you
how to get in touch with the unit of our office that handles postconviction matters.

Sincerely,

Brian M. Saccenti |
Deputy Chief Attorney
(410) 767-8556 |

Cc: Brian J. Murphy, Esq.

BMS/bms



In The Circuit Court Of Speciél Appeals:

Shaidon Blake
Petitioner

V.
State Of Maryland

Respondent

fopenion > B3

P.C. No; 10309

Here comes Petitioner Shaidon Blake, requesting this Honorable Courts -

review of Lower Co

following evidence

urts decision in the above case number presenting the

and questions:

Did the Courts err ia'

fails to assert groun

1 its denial of Actual Inndcence when it rules Petitioner

ds on which relief may be granted using Douglas v State,

423 md. 156, 180 2011. This case states that assuming the facts in light most

favorable to the Petitioner and accepting all reasonable inferences that can be

drawn from the Petjtion.

This being the case,

of his innocence and due diligence in his pursuit of Justice. Petitioner stands

on Schlup V Delo and asserts that his jury also was deprived of critical

evidence that estab

without conducting

an evidentiary hearing on its merits.

Aogead e O

Case No;106177028,106177029

Petitioner in his Petition presented undisputable evidence

ished innocence and also the Circuit Court denied Petition



\

The U.S. Supreme Court granted certiorari to consider whether a standard

enunciated in SaWJer V Whitley, 505 U.S. 333 112 s. ct 2514, 120 L. 3d 2d 269
(1992) provided a equate protection “against” the kind of miscarriage of

Justice that would result from the execution of a person innocent. 513 U.S. at

301.

As in Schlup V Delo, Petitioner claims a life sentence for a man innocent would

be an 8% Amendment violation (Schlup 513 U.S. at 314) Petitioner claims a hfe
sentence has the same effect and is an “intolerable event” due to his
innocence. In Schlup, Petitioner claims were not in itself basis for re_lief, but
gave'him the abilit\)lr to demonstrate the merits of his substantive claims under
Strictland V Washinllgton and Brady V Maryland as in Petitioners’ case. Schlups
claim of innocence was not in itself a Constitutional claim, but instead a
gateway through which a Habeas Petitioner must pass to have his otherwise
barred Constitutional claim considered on the merits. 513 U.S. at 315 (citing

Herrera 506 U.S. at 404)

“To be credible, such a claim requires Petitioner to support his allegations of
Constitutional error with new reliable evidence whether it be exculpatory

scientific evidence, 1‘tru‘stworthy eye witness accounts, or critical physical
|

evidence that was n

ot presented at trial (quoting Carrier 477 U.S. at 496).
Petitioner presents all of those. Undisputed DNA evidence excluding

Petitioner and identlifying an “unknown Male 1” as the contributor to all




Foreign samples collected. This fact, if known at trial presents reasonable

doubt to jury, and to withhold this denied Petitioner a fair trial and the ability

to prove his innocence, even though by law the burden is on the State. The

‘State has a duty under discovery laws and rules to turn over any evidence

exculpatory or mitigating to the defense and to not do so is illegal and relief is

required.

Petitioner also presents Affidavits to support his claim that State through
“State Witnesses” suborned perjury intentionally to get conviction and to
bolster State’s claims by Witness Detective Merrick’s testimony that a suspect

to an unrelated crime gave a video recorded interview that claimed Petitioner

was sent to Maryland as a “hitman” or cleaner to fix gang problems. The State .

said this person only known as “Bloody Eyes” was Music Executive and

convicted murderer, Marion “Suge” Knight of Death Row Records nephew.
This is factually unt'Lue and Mr. Knight would testify that he has never spoke
to any Detectives in| Maryland and has no nephew by the name “Bloody Eyes”

or any nephew that has ever been to Maryland which makes the Detective

and State witness testimony perjury.

Petitioner asserted plso a Crawford V Washington claim because this person

‘who allegedly gave this statement was never in Court nor did the defense ever

get a chance to see him or this video interview, which is work product and

subject to cross examination. Petitioners’ attorney never objected to this




I

i
testimony giving Petitioner also a Strickland claim. Petitioner
presents enough to establish the need for an evidentiary
hearing. The Carrier Standard ensures Petitioner a meaningful
avenue by which to avoid a manifest injustice.

In assessing the adequacy of Petitioners showing, the
emphasis on actual innocence allows the reviewing tribunal
the ability to consider the probative force of relevant
 evidence '&hat was either excluded or unavailable at trial. The
Court must make its determination concerning the Petitioners
innocence, in light of all the evidence, including those that
was alleged to have been illegally admitted and evidence
tenably claL:imed to have been wrongfully excluded or to have
become available only after trial. (Schlup 513 U.S. 327-328)

The Carrier Standard reflects the proposition firmly
established in our legal system that the line between
innocence and guilt is drawn with references to a reasonable
doubt (Schlup 513 U.S. at 327-328) and does not require |
‘absolute certainty about the Petitioners guilt or innocence
(547 U.S. at 538). The Petitioners burden at the gateway stage
is merely fo demonstrate “That more likely than not any
reasonable juror would have reasonable doubt”. (547 U.S. at
538). Based on the totality of the record, the Court must make
a probabilistic determination about what a reasonable,
properly instructed juror would do. The Courts function is not
to make a independent factual determination but assess the
~ likely impact of the evidence. o




Petitioner presented undisputable DNA and Lab reports that

were not javailable at trial in violation of Brady. These reports
were not found in time enough to seek a new trial as required
under MD rule 4-331 but still qualifies the Petitioner for relief

‘under cp§ 8-301. The Lower Court ruled Petitioner had time to

file for new trial even though Petitioner recéived trial
evidence pver 2 years after the trial, a disregard for his pre-
trial motion of discovery. Petitioner did receive trial evidence
on Noven‘rber 4, 2009 and the Courts ruled petitioner had until
April 17, 2010 to file a motion for a new trial which is 5
months after Petitioner received DNA reports. Accordingly,
such evidence does not qualify for relief under Md code ann.
Crim prsc./§8-301 and petitioned barred by res judicata.

Petitioner|presents to this Honorable Court the fact that we
are talking about a person’s actual innocence and the fact that
the Courts!, has the discretion to view time barred issues under
manifest injustice. Also Petitioner had a Court appointed
lawyer who stated the next level of appeal would be Post
Conviction and the Courts in post ruled trial strategy. The
Lower Courts wants to hold Petiticner responsible for issues
waived that were not done so “intelligently and knowingly”
and yet says that inadequate representation amounts to trial
strategy. Had Petitioner been represented Pro Se, then the
Courts ruling may be correct, but Petitioner was at the mercy
of a State appointed counsel giving his claim of ineffective
assistance|of counsel nierit, which is gateway materlal fora
hearing under Actual Innocence




Trial counsel at Post conviction hearing clearly states he had
not seen any DNA reports or the misrepresented Lab reports.
This misrepresented Lab report is vital and material because
the state claimed the victim of a murder blood was found on a
washing machine in the basement where Petitioner
frequented. Contrary to States’ claims to the jury, the illegally
withheld [ab reports stated “Presumptive testing for blood
was positive but Human origin was negative. The blood
presenteJ to the jury was not of the victim or even human at
all. We are speaking of a manifest injustice that the Lower
Courts ruled time barred by res judicata.

Trial attorney was asked if he had this exculpatory withheld
DNA evidence in a timely manner, would it have changed his
trial strategy and his response was confusing to say the least,
yet clear when he stated “l mean, | don’t...I mean | don’t like
the lack of someone’s DNA. | mean it's...| was, | didn’t
consider t at'exculpatory, but | don’t know..What..No”. Then
attorney went on to say “I think it seems in my opinion is that
Jury could have given an awful lot of credence to it that it .
doesn’t deserve”. (Post Tr. pg 41 lines 19-25 and pg. 42 lines 1-
7).

This is a display of the inadequacy Petitioner faced at trial
with a lawyer who was either purposely ineffective or just
plain unqualified because a jury should give an awful lot of
credence to undisputable scientific- evidence. This same
lawyer testified at Post hearing that he had never had any

|
I
|
|
4'
!
i



DNA or Lab reports. He states “I don’t believe DNA was ever
offered by the State”. (Post tr. pg 32 lines 17-21 and pg 33

lines 4&5). Under §8-301 Petitioner has shown that “There is
newly discovered evidence that: (1) creates a substantial or
significant possibility that the results may have been different
as that stziandard has been judicially determined and (2) could
not have been discovered in time enough to move for a new
trial under Md rule 4-331. Petitioner also satisfies the third

- standard set recently in Smith'V. State, 233 md app. 372, 410-

11(2017) which added that relief under §8-301 is limited to
situations|where Petitioner shows newly discovered evidence
that supports a claim that the Petitioner is innocent of the
crime which he or she was convicted.

Petitioner satisfies this with the following evidence:

1. DNA reports excluding him as contributor to all sources
collected

2. Lab reports contradicting States claims connecting victim
to Pe}titioner and the intentional misrepresenting of non-
huma‘n blood as victims blood.

3. Affidavit from witness contradicting states claim of
havinF a witness who doesn’t really exist. This is
miscanduct, perjury and other crimes committed by State
Attorney and Police. |

4. Case Il‘aw to support Petitioners relief due:

CP§%8-301 (a) (1)(2) a person convicted at any time may
file a petition for Writ of Actual Innocence in the Circuit




| Court for the County in which the conviction was
- imposed if the person claims there is newly discovered
evidence that creates a substantial or significant
possibility that the results may have been different, as
: that standard has been judicially determined and could
| not have been discovered in time to move for a new trial
' under Md rule 4-331.
: (b) Requirements- A petition filed under this section shall
' | (%) beJ; in writing (2) State in detaii the grounds in which
the petition is based; describe the newly discovered
evidence (3) contain or be accompanied by a request for
ahearing if a hearing is sought; and distinguish the newly
discoyvered evidence claimed in petition from any other
claim made in prior petitions (c) Hearing except as
provif'ed in paragraph (2) of this subsection, the Courts
shall hold a hearing on a petition filed under the sub
section if the petition satisfies the requirements of sub
!
|

section (b) of this section and a hearing was requested.

The PLtltloner satisfied all requirements in order to have
an evudentlary hearing yet was denied.

(2) Did the Courts err in its denial of a hearing as required
under cp§8-301 (b)(4)&(c) ?

Petiti}:

meeti

ner asserts that the denial of a hearing after
ng all requirements was a violation of his Due
Process and Equal Protection under the law and amounts
to Manifest Injustice and relief is the only remedy.




Relief sought:

1. A hearing on the merits of claims
2. Vacate sentence and conviction
3. Immediate release

4. Any and all other relief this Honorable Court deem
just.

Respectfully Submitted,
Shaidon Blake #94323




___ Shovdon BDlake, _INME I
?dda_bmr % C,_b_\i_?\"i_bj_m_?_i l\\.g ~

. 12 4 DEMIMYLAND
...S_,T_A‘I_E__O_F_.N\mst\czmd | __-.*._..-._.S,«.e.iscmhef__.'[u_m,&én S
_ Respendent o Ne NS

_x}é-q e Y Yy e * e "F‘ . jg, B | R * . 4

?ET LTlON ?QR N?\Y( (’i? C&K\fiﬁ?\i\\?\l

e _ln__&.g\nxgg o g ducumen t Bled indhe Grevuid Cour {,-Fa,sr. .B.qlhmcm. R
iy yin afininal Case Ne. 106101023 ,020. The S%g*@..%gc%tvclnfdlf..b.:n?-c,_. B
. Shai dob_Blake woth_tansgicacy e Commidd Fdeqear vurdes Fdegren
__rurdec, Weqeae mordac; Cartying a.cencesled deadly weapon,
_and caceys ney o deadly wespmn. widh inteat Yo 1ajore. Mellstinga
_Savenzday Jury Al amlmc) N P R0 I doner Wes tonicdedsf

__Second. chu_r)fu. mucdar oad € C.arxsgu(qu-l Yo commmit Best clycj(m. s A=C Cym

__and _Sound Nzt t)Us\'\»f_ﬁ et LIenpons. daqtsj&h_gnd,}msid.u.)C%& mucdee,
Doy 20,2000 Ahetcid cosct sentenszd TeXidiones to W qracs . for cese NB.

10b17101% a0d )3 52 Sor oo N, _\Q.lz..\.1‘1,.!2_1‘_’_\,,.jz_ha,_w_\tg;&_cm_wﬂmﬂ*_ S

_ .._.__‘__&__Zﬁ\_.a_(lrmr_{.ag___ses;.c;..c-lJ\.Q g_m\z._ﬁff}c_mz_c_l...?x{‘-fmw,s..('.bnu”ts:\".'s_qn.._Qs'.l_..m.q(.ch_- R

A R0 A R o foc WRTTHE CERTLORARY wsas denied enBone M 2008 .
__Pati¥ionec fded a pre_ = Pekifion Soo Post ConGickion Reliek e Soly 21 2001,

_Pedibienes Couck eppminded edtecncy fled o segehs mesda\ TeXilsn on

- Querst 24, AziR. dnd on Dseost 5,200 s Teifvon o DA GadXeen et

_Wes demved, Pe¥idioner Rled agelt cadion Sor \eave o expgeal whidrwses daned -

_inanunceprild 2giden iswed on Decembec VG0V

__Paiones filed o Pedibiza for Weid 36 Wabees Corposiindle. CiconY Covsd S0



Daltimofa C-\’\i on {b&é 4\(\‘ 10 ‘Q:J pre \-\)kld\ LGS dQ.d,tQ(’- )Uk‘lu wl\.\t*ll‘\“ [T '“’\“’

teurts resgonse Yo Pki¥oness Acdtual Innectace Pdidiea Gleden 'qusanl g,
2\ and va‘. maaded o0 Sanvary L3, word, Tehdion T Adva! Tanoctace
‘;".#5 detied and Pk diooer Siled for roiiews bl wes culed oA f e The

By Guek foe D\ ki mola Gty ssordia shows s brdee tst\}’msd\rm?ngmamf

\S C‘&\lé '\'b S‘r\'aw Cao 50 \.o\rv] a \\b,\'\w ZS‘ &Q?m\ 5\\“70\«\ \29«\$$0QA dn Dwzm\zu' 31,
doa® . On fq,\aoqr\t 3,222\ ,the Gic ok Coork cbra-.w\u\ TAdones Notice o P\qem\.

On June V32N Pk X orec ca(){)uy\v,d. Ciewsi b Courls dadial £ Ackoa) Tonvne,

and on -S,cd\uqf\t 15,90 2% The Gucd o S?u;u.l ngu\s affirmed denta) &f

Adval Tanccenea |

.~ 5

Por su anY Yo N\arq\anckku\ft 9-30% RN Kivowg \pee e )?21\"\'); was s Henolabs
Cour As 1350 e Witk o8 CerXioraty Yodhe Couct of Sgedial Pgprals o fewtews thek
buris delisiva .

Queshions Presunted

1 D\oL-\\r;g, courys cbo‘@'\‘cs disctedivn o ds dediod o cezuested calies
when petdioass has proven Taned fecfive Ossishance & Gunsd Vs e Guse
oF 4ha .unk‘.m.ﬁ ‘E.\‘.'m) o Osdoa) Tnaowance 2

- & Schlvp v. Dado Bi2 V5. 249, D27 ,18 5. CT. 851130 L.€d- 2d R8%
(19550 ¥ e Standiacd” grte oy Mrovgh whidn o habaas pebilioans mosh
pess Yo have othue wise bucred LensVidlioad Udins oasidas el on Ahe mscls
e pdtions assueds, sheking eyends on Wi ek e be ageated ok
BAbe ucts ruling Ui Doses ¢ Shade 423 A, 156 1 (1o1) 3

3, Did the Geuck abug s dsscfeting 1ads dadial 63 Lovd & Gedoal
Inntcenca without o \M«‘*im‘ e svand 4o 00§ §-30 (&) ,hea Pk Xiovur
met :\\u. burdeq neccessaiy Segud Ny & X oo 5 Ave M&&P\GT\\LJEY'&J% sgm\cf?.




C SAdement o8 fachs

Tea\l counsed M,c)\urkuk_ Yo caise. ey obyedion Fo Yheleack. of DMK L
.ro_eor’cs_ and vz dhaVenged Yhe \do re.g_oﬁ*z B?:mc)um,of W Prpafe . .
for avdefense dhallangng any of dhe shiafiSio vivdrace presmated The
blood s¥ehed 1o brlong Foihe ¢ A ViaKiog Fhe Vi m dodhe appiant

- wes often-heman ochein: Ths)s madedial bucos s the s¥ake qus. .
providad the defanse LA A wdidzace Yhey mhis(epresediad of ddad wil
T Crb“d,t_g’c‘nm, by ¥l Cvnsdd, Tha as o ement oAb opgell anX i3 \\%S’,. .
Condrary Yodhe bovae Cooekr poVing) jihe Wil Yol diag o8 discovacy eidance
Seguasted theouh ?ﬂa_\ A el motion Sor disemtiy;dees Speak fo ik apgriladks
inneance bacossa the bocdea 18 quilt bupad o Cres onve Pl douled juliich
2x15¥s had e Sheda st Taben Kionally Wi\ eked dha cppellante Consi X oy

eAecbad. tiawd of  Fehic Y el by aVoutiag him the VA4 As pleoaSe 6 pfogrs . .
¥ q L Y 1R PR K

dedence (V. . |
_Bx{ g\v‘s!\c' Ahe, defense oM Celaveant & $Co oY Q,o‘.&q,ﬁca.,-{\wiwr\{ ,

L would have besa dbbete I?,(Q(N.c \.1_..‘)uc\x‘_9,_'ﬂ'\<. ,.S‘,*\CMV,;\M of dho Shades .

e along With the e35ed impeachment and o <ffackive d».«\'\w)gh_
Yo al\ i dance p.ce.sm'lul on dhe. 3tedes presalation The defease world
heve had 4l b \’."\s-l-\-a ateadi ot the stades Adim of 4 blosd \a
guast wa foond cathe w_o.s\':u\a' el f\%,w?\\:)'im‘%sr\\\@ WieX o (sew 3 €
4 5AA in a.‘;pa.\\«a-\ beved Tathe Gourd & Spacia) Npgeeds Mo M4 3_«(\ Term.
239 . Sea £X M- DU fegert g,*do&;wkqu,\\mf\ b nefs, tmpas Land,
Wand S Ay "Gakaowsa Ml ) | S
The DNRA feguct Loos su:)m?»c.m’\ becowse iy 1dant fies Ahe un\c-\ad’&c
of 4he DNA on A ickim, as”Unkaown Male 1, “«A,—\\a\m_‘&;r\t baeny bl de s
s, (2oSeanble dsob¥is betn )(.-\ncms:;w\&) e §veks ol v, To viskale c,)_\sn:»-\ieg\r 4



]

laws cnd Lommik MISCON A.O'L.k \)-‘ “\ofin“{f\)(tvbs‘-\q\ (\'{;S‘\Q?(Lm’&-m\,-s'b'ﬂ ﬁg‘ \t'l"\'o.\
blvod ev'idanta deaied “uz; (NQQQX\ anX WHis GostA u\"\af\,«\\\ ?(:»‘\Q,Ao.;l G 03\\\
4s Doe Process cad. Lase\ Tosteakinn Vades A Laws « LA e U1S. ¢ ) The boste

¢aucds Cui&& ,S‘\fu&'\mﬁﬂlfﬁgqt\\qﬁ LA ot eneek A haella ceded ms"ta
Fredhoesh sld coguicrmmends, V A
T s e appeblants assac fiva \?f >Ika ;\\‘»cwc‘)\« e i s A e dlceshy
hold CeRuise mand av el g oo Adioned s ot el cios A -\‘._a\»,\‘
EYIN 5 ¥ Al o) GsXoa\ tanoike 1 P50 Ao L. Rale U-23 . (wus\-&u\;.) ,
ko rels cad coordt GleolaNicas | Qq(}¢\\qn'\ Ve QR (¥ m«\a.\»\s mendhs {s

Bl oo e Kl ance Al e\l discen Uy Wes ¢ edseded adder an Q\L\xq\\ﬁ%\wx)

- doe &Migrace ) Yneews Setered MP LR rexuests. Agpllant wsas ot Ahe mac oy ‘
of Stede m{;?&s oAed uasel Ao oy A fek ovppes) apd woen ‘“\W()\r.\ ,e'wq,\\a.(ﬁ . ;
did aot ek possess The videl winth held Lab $DNR cegorts yihe Knouladsa

of dheiic atsTance Jbecanse & A praseatadion of thase (tgods ab4dial jonly

Ahcgs desiimeng ) 1ed aggeiaed Yo Fegoest diced agpe) abbseney to
bt o he. Bredy vislation do the Coocts. .

C Dired Q‘)‘)mls al "v(\’\ﬂ.}-\ was ynipcoed of tha %fo«\»\ dioledon ,,(Xotﬁo
ol \r»a\fmnl‘.\.-b— Lok cods DNA € '.st"\s b ceSusad o oddress thessoe
e what should v been o moYion S New 1 e\ pursu and Ao PID.
Lol U331 Dy fabiagds do 5o Ldived i issoe wow bpfmp)(,—,,l,\yA“&-\w
bacred (Sa'ro, D -,* pod ):Du-\a shcale 9 ,whi h A oot eShed
ey ettty y Gpg=Waab tses demied Wi Sight 4o & e kCick bacogois
CAiced aggedhs abtecney eithes ks s cotafe of Wis dobyde Tie fera e
- Adal or he i gnared the Ceguie eoneal | Ethis Loar AWIEh S e SGesNive
ostistanee o Geonge) 0ndes SAGAR\d - |
. Due 4o bad cdiii e and ioadag o (Rl sendaXiva by e Caur y




G ppes asked abterney o me¥ion for tew dial s ot pursued by direds

| appml,q{‘lorm\l- Giso P’-:“J‘:ﬁ»ﬂ&»&*\bﬂ.Q‘\'\'@f(\z\(. wes cpale of the

with bl Ceperts Sin ol kion of Deedy y W her cAuiaa %\&S*Q'o&&“j\.\f

 oas {he semesas the Mred appasd X dsen Seliastecd d maving oo
= 9

et @L,__',)asi,.g;rnoﬁn_c\‘._»z_\_._cd:hm\o_\f y i rm\Fnzw‘sac;) the jssum & nm,:\\{

- disevered whidsnce | decided do gp fortdard Lith th post tonvicAien
}‘_mp”\% CSLQ X BRB - Post (.vmxc’{m\ alkernay %‘e-mw\m)&& erwm)

V apqq),\«n% 135985 Nnclodtng Ave Bedy Gio\eXion .ond oy ceedNo Gaolize

_ -Hvz- VHIULS Wwva.ck Céased and wheAber ottt T Ak '\\‘\e.;‘q&%cvt’:&"\@, o

por suet . Dakenuse She dad et mave Sat Qew AS 10 SXesd N Aued e

_post @nuiction heating Posk Gadichion aAker nasq jl i meAs Sate
wdived appeants gt Yo o e il P soank do td. Rl W33} C

- oe3 - Oy ee,\.\.qrt\fs (23 gense SCom public deFendess EFua Loneas .ﬁ«m"\\b_‘
esord aggd sk cddorneys (hosd e (anse meddousisteg & "r?fw\-vv),.. .
| .T.l'u-ﬁ-ﬂﬁkeb}\'f.d‘.s‘r\ g &Qee\\. o due Ay e ‘s;'\(»l“agt‘\a s S
the VsSva of cewly discovesed wldiace 0w Fowdy mannes do be cefused .

b‘"l _C»qucrk____@pp:?m‘\?-é»(@on")m\ v (x?eo\\.cm\ hed vo Tdes ‘\\\L\’Wx Q;ﬁ."Q.Cu.A..D,(&r e

L Las Ao fave, oo neuo Yaal jand oy pa‘:m';»u\ VNS Ly g duuf:.),.,
over dhe adecoek og(e‘it_n‘\ won o, Q?ch\\ o\ 3\9&\ S$e\zd dvae ds.

eSS oo cssistcaee § ouasa). Filore do. cdhace 4o Ao Crguilematts |

of f"lb-__lu\e}{."b'b\ was o ‘m'\a,\mc-)m‘“j andl me‘m;l\‘ 'c_loﬁb.b\i.‘“\:— .

ap Po.LL and + T st $or \ne§feNve assisVance of ouax) ,.@99&\\;«;\ werld

hese mad the Thresh hold .;‘,m 6n by dhe Vowar caveds,

“The lower coocts did ncd m@knsw\m&ﬁm. the §ocd Yhed Lndec e PR
& Manifesd Tnjustice jthe & bets vl have of coded (el | Ta The Trdecasts




0§ TJuskica JorCowse e dence 0 sV et el dis s Uy Lies WA \vb\&u;ia

visletioa of Brady, Os Shou? 0 \"‘! (2 fecenees Ykra Scam *S‘“\a\‘mc\s(,c\qkf

Vited Ldo fsz.qo(\ Wwes_ s Cv.,gcx,smk& od A el Lw&sr\c) 110 eCal\e. bub
fenas suble c\.o.mwf. (S o DS ?(3 % under DR %Qc)‘o ‘I)

To suppoch awe.,\\cm‘k’ \ o)\\’c- o d,«ﬂ)«.\\,qn’\ ?(g,su\’cz,& o deuee. of
Wids. Spread Coctugtion bydhe Bt imole CAq pe\\ou_ ad C2Nosiva LRk Ahe
State ol ween the o551t aat ShdiRs addoraey | Bean Figh oo dekecivaz
Meret ek bt e Goorte folad jt Lot ed shadiag’ P Blake did nsb faise g
issve related ¥, c\du.-\ se et s ‘lm&\;mw\\( in his peddioa Ser Witk of
Actvel 'mem&f O.we.\lan\ essuls thad Saotder 4o 2s¥ablish cgwr\&s
Fhed Yhs t’U\\f\c\ wes Lo f et ) Dk ecliol Mt des Aeshlionsny Los cddsd
%krwc)'h exhibid ,M\q,ﬁu cdoi s5able Yo plove Yhe vscu setivn made
bul“tk..'o*b:h. Hhat o ovrr Lod o m\r\x) cconoual & l(\Cu\?i"ofx‘ ehdance existed
o prove guil 6 TH wes et axcufcde) bt dhe bocdea of grosl Vays

it iha f P“‘“““{ Yo Cehise Yha accusadion of s Condock that leddo
appeMants false adietion Jfoson o bald q\u_?ac\‘.on e proven -chs)
and it 4ok tha ‘)o.r")u(uL Yo st o Y &.*%{.QQ,.M(SO Jey Lhe Undes
oakh cfeeked a B ey dnarader, cnde vsed ks pAS o Ahed
dowsat ohst o bol e dhas shedws Falia Gasub stan ¥ &d dadans,
to do thns.(See ©F D3 Mokionds fesgen Post Contichion )
Cnca 4ho pelikion Sor Y»ch ConGiewn Loas mea¥ sard by e Sehe.
. : s
and eleced idle evidance Undec Rox. -4 with Goe 520U Memstaadon,

’ 0()‘:.1‘;5:\, . 0CSes c\.c_nw\w\nl Pﬂ:\u‘\t\ on Yoo ’\)05‘\ (s o\“‘son )'“w- stake oQenge

Phe oo r For feties of s memoraadum tad ofdes  Lhide Gaedaias the

) ?Q;'SO(,_A, A \S oy & dedockive Miece AN The ke e sneted i m it )

iidenceAhd eoddined ded eaior Tee Gidbs AesKioreay (Aed inadaigscdda



byAhe lewer couebs | mating Aek tol o an aou o} Siscselion and the
) N N \

- prosended e dence far game cad ohewabe: Pehilivass sEW mainidas
actval 1ano<anca cad ‘J(wSm‘\u& Weth pediion of adva) Ynnotants
cnd. subsequent agpesl jCeon \w in Suggect o Ciget 4o (e\vef. (s

- ex- Db §D7 ia “pped o darel o Gtodd Tanvianc-inThe oo
Spesial Gppecs Noutdqg ‘Sv.f\.Tcxm\'l_'D’Lo\) |

o Respect Selly phhe only Censen Fos Voo demi o) hes bren Yime bacred,

The appallent presuits o Qear "Manifot oy’ duededhe esndichion,

ard weiuke F Vi gerate @ inn Kok tan . L S Cas ¢ oo & ‘)'os{\u.‘ oS .

Cdasashi A ia Sgus'~\9.( N &3?}?\5\?—&\.; The Savqur \!.U‘\';"\.\&“\ Case W‘s&(f‘f\.i‘&l

Abs- chscs fioeg Aotica Ahad Gas M cesuliia Ahe execs¥ion ageemN
L g _r»s;\q.cx\\»\“\s-no‘vm\ L 60t e onp Qz\&e@’k oSSz Ahefe s %i‘n\.o\dmﬂ\m\\s‘ |

0o &d&creac @hen Jou e o men ot Seede e Nonde Ve, cihea bls

adoally lrocaal. (s of PO IB i Regwel & damued of oed inhaatse.

L Gt § Sprdad aggrels Yo MRS b e m 1%29)(5@\\ wood V. 5—39&’%5(_
M4, 28D 33 (’Z.b\fl)) G5 e Vouser Loue quated “octosd fannentt mesas Ahd.
e deltndatt 314 nek e tnontd dle <o sl offznse Sor wlmidn st ke Lo

oeeanidkRd e L S

Tqneticy the praitn foek Ahnd Aba, sheie presniled Foma-humsn ' Dol os

b Vidhime blood Lin o ke o\ Ak f_.}:?'\ iy QQQ%\\M’\& a.\'-flt Seartence ,c\dc\; w’ﬁ\_g

e DHA i deora A (dandilies A foon Qe ?a_*\.t «Xot )”\i.«\'@rmb;%? Mede ;.

b courts odds ¥ He Moalesd Teyosion (e o o D, M3 AR, b3EB)

Gl e dure odetdiRd A g prost of WAL held g cnd sty mserded
(el blood £ DNA et Ths s ci)a‘\& oy standasd med b b endidlad

. appMact considec aion oF ke mertds. of actuel (nnscane bresose v L

Standasrd ot VL adk Yo Muerey v Garmies s bran et G ia Schlop



apgladl cleatoms Al Gonsd Gotionel erens dagdhiund Mo :)U\"--\ & eoifial
Quidunes es\f-a\v\\s\mnc) s taasence o Gope et g demsnscedied thad it
is mofe bkely Yaa ot Ahed e ceagmndble Yurar Lonu\d have Soord ?L,\,"\\Q':&f
opilty bupnd @ Cessonable Saubd, (senlug o Dol S 5,298,321 IS ST,
35U 130 L €A, 24, 89 (555)) (San e Dot m)

L ¥ D5 wies Wdbesy Lorgas Ceushas, e v\ Vonsetke Indhe
beder denying (el Ao yodop sheles absed o8 e & Trqud)bed Saith,
o Gailusion Wk fhe stake | ineffecdive wsts{qmm S Gunsel daim S ase
im pec plissable o hebeas Grgos groctadings " (lomd v Gaidan & oD, s
8 Careny 1S A Lin bz 13T 4280115 Ve (xosﬁ) Agrelarl aisseets A
by cet czu%s’nemmh st S ORI ced Plood st piesased in a\\s@;»‘u\\ JE el

Cauas) showed bed Suidlh cod e GeWasion o §raud con be oy ibated

fo Yo\ Counse)s Yast' S & BosX Gooniicdan ‘u‘h&a We dedied Lcw\o.&:\u
oM e U § Dk & A\ )u\\w ‘X (...\Q&,S‘\v\ wos ustd oad Counse) Spr A
e tades o‘o\yuﬁtﬁ C o S P9 S, Qcﬁ‘\ Te. %32 Yaes \1- 24 éq &
o s S )’(fu-».,\ odi‘\ocf\w\ \rnod e Gdae Brosd use ok \v\m\ oS Vi A ms
L bxs vt e oenea, (ExX® S 79 | )

The Voont. coocks fokionad Sor iXs daaiol Led Prsed on Smdh v, SHeke ,

233 f‘l)l,.ﬁq?e?f\l» ;4 Lq.;(ﬂ. 4o u‘guu\\%»\ (xS (\;.u\-\ du.s CoNg s ad .,-tmn\!uwe, must
A bene baea distegeczd &F Foautn Yo %z*‘ Xeorns od Adu) | G\QQ:@,\\M& s

e AW borden aod s shee e Ancew el cdter g fes ks AEANY Ir ey enanied
in p—w‘b csauicdiep feaosad, q\: Ok Vil c»{:;t'-\s onuXe il 4 Fro Sfange

arce O\ G o o et belele o A\.\hm)-\ AN CPA cAAntny
sl ’i\q,é» ol & siake LNnese s AW %c@.‘\ (Sex ‘U&* >3 £55 ?c»:.J(/ T g
fioes 121 g 3> Uoes 436, po & of &7D5 | 68 D3 g 3)(S1e oo o
Sopoh. Pubiding i Geduad innocenca ) Agpalend s ool Reccesarily Celyine

o



andls Honefabla Caur) 4o itz AheAbreshhold cequicemard s Gppellant s

. ms.ca\.\ ?ruw-\‘. (\:,)_zu‘u\mu_._‘\g.uufmf\hm Frones B0 6F vl | So‘r ofom\ b
INTRE INTEREST of JusT1LE. S
Sc.h\uQ Mode. & gq\\m)‘é Cécxmm'\ Qu i ?1 celief by sheutt s\.)

whads reguiced do st ealy meka A dhiew dhe (}“\tv-‘u‘\ A 6l o estaloighas
qpod cast for Cudiaw daspike oy procaedutol dafawlt & Ve bor . The
imec,c{omq,ﬁ Abe b heldy gad s fxg_{‘um’m\ DN god Lab c-pgad.‘. afe .
Veey. s‘tcsr;.fsﬁ sl bressse Lt el dhe lood bi'f\c) eS¢ a.gms.m'\u\ o.sh_b\w%wa) _
b G, b wihdance ot o) 2dists o tosboradathe Coeesed fuls Aoy
) SY7\ oy @ defendadt + Qude di w;fir.» o op ety N, SdXe A coorde culed,
4 Al wAvGeopet oied Aeshy Moty of & Co dhendany wos osh {mo«t}\ Yo oad s,
Tathe appellonts ose e chate usd o cndedandort 4o naborcie anether G
Cddendest hen used A desdl Prniv Ao b okt eizd b'_-l\)"‘.?; { reoad & \de
C2gocts & P Vicions Plood kel rey OO S\ b&:&\q\m) toedning. Thedl Joraed 6l
4o Lo ol ¥ron A" c\o\ﬁ‘@;)\ r»3;‘\o A VR qase doe X ﬁh‘\CMﬁYm\\\b \mg&sdﬂ
brecest \olo, Cegenhy was. A vl s fio\dien & Dedy.

T4 4be shdes cse wies soHi Q&ﬁ& emqt:}n % c@:\ adawt ol odicdien Ao

4he State Laoold ol .\rrw\ﬁ-\wz\'\o cesock Yo unedhicd YaXies Sudnes ) ke eris—

Cepfe sent oo o \ob ce,gcﬁ(s Loih bel Qi 7 "o DNQ Q,Q-ar'\ ihet excludes 4ha
| .019(;@\\00‘& ,3-\JN\°) Ay Jory wa altarnetive susgedt “Ontaas Mede 4 )(m»‘vxm)
 roomaabla doly GodAle tst hehous of D 6\l presenty voy grywred
festiocony o dal ot NerRIKE o) o 3 dioe Annosd e b detmad
Gxd on WY s Ao bebshee Avu stalies. folsa Aetvos coml nsX .Qegi\\eﬁbﬁ e
Gssitterd DR Sl st oowes A W daows iy aass” Kida eisd
 hresos dthactint Wee ey JE shaed IndLr edth Qs B0 uEs W S eo\’\m. :

_ Q\..a"m‘r\}\ QQY (AR 1Y f(’,\e\\’{;\ (_)Q;W\L\G\,(\& (VN2 \f\-\\, \')Q_(\ (T \)\AQ.&. Cb(mh;m) .



A, (;«Q' Qm\\,c-v(\* s Wides wou\d brcsnsidarzs) .”UEM\).?N%\&P]\‘} o SQ\SQQL‘»\‘ Yo
 Cross ot aedinn g, el A Mot Lrug daclved aconse AVie A ress

xS e PFodunad Y Cot ac GRS Foc A Ggeiet e Ques Yion & Fo
Cevizes this Vides (xrdad inlrr ginsd The mistondudt budhe skedie as

Drcsosse AN yiden CL8as bl Tatler Wid dots el ani s qed A% Stale

DAt it @ Ade) whes dadedtne Masride Xestilied v s 0 shanathe

Prmasiee Ll et edde Couea A idas @0d 20l B %5 pden
Sor Pbues Gurpus o0 gy V0 ;e eeNlant ouat A eut) @ x el R W
felal teans et gle Ghary "w».c\&\m)‘\\m Protuintat Stedes e dores Vot
Yoo Fa%u'ém)‘-\»‘\\\\s fiuhidiens and o o crudt daclosadt b Ak grablam
brsidas HWis peoson ot STARIEVRTLN Aoy b Vo peas 08\ W Grord (S he
A Yo m'\\i"-:u)a To ce i M et oie b Selse. dadien e "o-'\ & da Culians
¥ wiinasg oivesa e stons Wivs wiad Sor duel gaQasiVy (oS an

2x ;{o,c‘g Wil fass oed o WX aRSs e Ak S s a ek yiha stk
mx'c:.v\u\‘kﬁwu\«\u [REATTRS S\s':.\“\‘ w..'&\\%?\\-\ Yo ks fauae LSk c-;)\f\‘-‘ o

haod 46 s “are nat pae oSSl only e s sy and \f‘,csor ¢us persiit

oY Susk‘\"’v Thase s e 5@9{\% Hhen Ay stale Uias enzdic) faeXic ogd
. d.uag-\‘xon As, c3;)( o o0\ Ko, Raotrse §s ¢ Q,Qq\':‘e.é»

Tha oorts bosed (ks derial on Whel ¥ called o Saluredo erend i

Aheesh hold cequiitument's Thae states “The widan of ehal esfublished
had A wict o wes mutred to Al begemuat oF M2 paSion shredt apd
Al e Blaka was preset ot A Kiea indidenl andol ded L Tl W e biks

bese \ar QSL\"\ on e ’t{,s.J\‘\cmm\ s fun wue Wy rwSe_S..t.‘ Nooe, A\ —\w«ww N

- eRCU G ually prowtn y becruse Al anly Vinkasy auidane was Aha blood
CSead 4s W\Qsobf\(h_'\\&,x G A Soood \n s c«\\w\ g ke e Pl shate,
. oegpad Ansd A, Vidiee s Blood wes Sagnd onfhe Gughl w):m(&\lum b




e ‘“'u. O\(Lq»\\m\ b&; oo g, r\(aq\m\’\w& '\\wc\ \v\», - ﬂbu -\\&o:\ fha Q’\\‘-‘

Sum* Sie caidrece n\(-\t\s:)‘\\u\ ViAot @ Rrllen is odwin Yo ba .

a_homsa | q. onsm . ‘Hru., *{c’\q, fes B su %J\ utﬁ\ L3N Amug\g Cp(wsb"\

The courds tedeced & o_:&h&_g—}!ﬁ-_ Wirasss" ag i hasg Lo € ..Q-_..‘,\.E\A.Lg_mm‘\ .

_ Gskansses od Gonn ecked 3B AR cove by neceps 8 Caaspie S-SR
____ngggs.lq_c_ﬂ__..i\"_hghcp_usi__ deenidishes theie_culpq bl._.\_'-_’_\i\(- _<s)‘a_\;§r\s>if_\h lepression . L
thet one, L aesS Soebarars. dhe S, This s re_Corredh  iihs abouSe B

_ discrediva beceuse Y Coucls_aen aware e dwo GBaesses wtte om
o defandedds cad undec stands s o diSfruneandoe difirsaal standasd L
_ Uﬁ_fcl_u\'\an_“)u i w\‘\&-\i erasviy sh Al Arsd e cm&.}\s____s‘tcgm Nenoa BN oo
- Abe Bq.s;-«\_ c-&&,_.f\.chQ_ Qg,:\e\,f\n\é, AR Abese Glnesses afe psb Co dadendsente o
~adhvally skatiney. W s Wooyn e sus _nwm_d\t«?é&péx cretes Vs eotise
conlecd by shedie aod abur 6f A salion Uy Jodsyg an a@pual brcante
__ebﬂskm_u\iﬁS_Can\wé_\&m . _?_f.}?z S&cﬁm__’é_\f\s_ﬂ\-;@:ﬁ_méS &:msaw LS (.»\\S»S‘Bu\
S e oeszs 5o gad Anssy L\(&ﬁﬁw UL A\ N\Q_Sucs.&iu\ O\ Ao wenks
_Cwsi’\tf?x\b\:w(\s&“_‘\c\-_‘:v\_‘\gQ.fs&d fe s toas2d 0 Q.Q.,S.Sax_'s.ﬁ_f‘)_-. e
o Example M0 Tones o Mqhbol juadnessed A oo, God Cegacts i,
_hee oqa ordanss_aconak can b Usdde Stand chone (08 ogostdte ..

%Gmoa"‘ S G deSendend s .,i\_n_s»vws;_c&f\st Aot Gucls _Co\t-_ma\j} o

____mqs\_i,sae. NS Slade. G codes cndsats Yaolh thoav st be ooberadnd
- ,.b:,:‘\_a depen dém‘z\_il&‘_s)*&rm et G Y Rendsol . T gis phscondash S
_ Ao shde te mislesd Aoty and a2 Hedihen Gssistena i@i__o\%gsi-.\-\;m%é_,__
AT RS Yo dye. I ‘
L Exh, bit *D3 (es ‘nfaﬁm’\v«k‘l ‘“‘\p € S’L shew <. QW\'\ G-Y__ R
v thed kdde e Tnnpcant maa bur\nL Coadished LSQ& e¥D3ia go\\)




QArii 55l for (adians in ofder 4o 5ub sAaokiwke datms & aciual
| im\vumu,\cmckgq\s@ CoaiAhon A 4o usendyd Rt\cX oboust s Glse Al
ERECRLEELY Goucd Ya ke JemioN & Qo & caluel Nanote s, metely plece
appllent @b arladidedt Gahed gerdics galion does el mete, opgeliat

ooty & @ e - Mere prussnch, e Frww\s b St feomm caoun Al vy i
basosfin G QarSon wies EJ'*%S&W\ A v eyt ARG A w e cnd B ) W;gmf\
RN TG CLWQ,\K ai Scpen Ahe bagi n.r\‘mb)‘l'a%vﬂ\m\c\\m o\t dhedd b ies ot wod
Foe pracd o K2\ Dhdision Seash (b ATRERSS mododaiand fnnosecr |, The (ot
N S(;s»_é‘o.\ (ugqm\s ho s daaial of adival Yaasance o g auRs c‘mQ‘\‘i cated
C\QQA,\\G&\\ to A e bk mesely s\odes ' e P toes plesatl of i At ona
the facident oA\ dadl! So eurn’iS Al Court did o) excaph tha Secht Hhsd o B
steded dbed Al LA he\d € M{M‘k‘ “do et qufm\z ex c.u\Q‘r\t:hi widenc (e
e hiat od Al pogh \ol\:f\\\ e W Blaka ey ol vally \onetan & Avs
lees” also cadthad Aha e e cesetedion F Blosd duioud 4o balore, fo Al
Vickion AhA e 000 forhman ) dors Mk suncpsk et Mc Blaka fs Yonoordy
& the i mas Ser Cdh W (s GeadiaRd Rppe.\km% envo Xag and Calies -
oa 1his Honacads, Gue¥ \adar QS%\Q'{‘ en © A cse PFR8xncs \ows fo
QUW\\&-\ For ¢\ A Csee o\ K »gg as\s o?“m‘,m § ‘Sqn.ls\u"’—?->
The CouNs 4o dha Suma opitien mesYisaed o eisiater ?.fef\-lA- 185ue.

of A o.qqo.\\ Qe;\ Jwhch &&\%u P eadice iSsue opd ey et Thee ol
s Yakenly Savgs “Thudack dhat e Bludees blood wrs vioh feond tnthe buges
meal ¢ meadh ofder dhe Wwv&f‘(mck 4hs bload feond en o LJGS\\\'\Q) Mechinsg
bxs Nt & homsn 6%"‘ar5m (oS5 N Sur-ﬁe.‘»\ dhd Me Blake s tnnetartt of Ak
Crionss §or Libich he 50 Gadidiad)
The cppe\ ant esp ed flly prwm-\ s do AW Homrable Coush Ahed ey &
SO Vg, ek C\QQQ-\\W\)\ GIREC m\\\ on Ahs Seed ke e Plod Lz et 4he



Bloo) Soom o Prussat oAb Seae, Naowr (vus A, U\er_,\\nf\'\‘ Voo Qusian,
So 4 ourt vind et ted infut oot 4o canchude ca\ied g onearreied.
THis alose cegu 1€es AWe Poto falble taur 4o ongidas 4k dumosy Avee Te ke
o,egu.\kmﬁ doe Vs Mis m'\&r Qf%‘\c\,\\er\ ol imgu\“\ m\AX issass cmx\ ’.gkd\“ Qf Q.sux’\”«&-
gQQm\\c\n‘\ \s Su\.\,m)c\ R sevitace Lith o A Saiardy , 3o - ‘anoﬁw@, §
IR TR \\\ )uAC‘x\..)Jc\w GO cctnurt qad 155ues Cohisad s eeudal qnd
¥ Al h.c«}w;\ len goc fane , 0 to S(.}f\\ue 1c:\(>(§>'e.\\n4*~)i’ CoaviuMen dad Sarfvnct
is o {ateleradle votat™ dutde s San ones - | |
The el 1 550a wes dhe fack A Yhe, S*JL‘lm@km{swl Ahe Fad Ahis s
e hecrible gnd weey Violead bﬂ—‘a\\r\a) \co—d‘a-\e.l‘to'}\'t;s pwecdes; and it weutd
los. ol posd \tm‘)ésvn\als., fo dhe ps sz{(a:\gf. do 0ed \ewe DNA J,lw‘\ “\1«5 DR
oh She cbpp@\,\c.w*\, s Mol thate « Thadrsa PUFR:\( Ao | Vakapon Ml
{4 Preny %Mq)lsui & his DOV gadldhgts o S‘w)h-?‘umr\‘\ A5 d felence
Padha Coucds “m"‘wrpfaa-\wf\o:\ @vx‘)(c&m&‘m 15 denial .

- Tha ceudls danizd q{;?g,\u,n} 3 Ceguast fera kwﬂz\g) sid‘{mz'
C{?Q(L‘ltqfﬁ_ hed Jailed 4o assect c\fww upen whadh celved e \d ke
5(:,&«). Ao failuee Yo file o Mo Tion for W{C“%\.Pu( suand b MD Rl
y-d3( , A??@“-‘»ﬂ'lf Sl W sure came ang cnde oW Hme bactiass
Whea the oucds 1s50ed coshps oSt ecdar dated Dacem bre 360D
ande Ak Coocts Lsare SeXisfval \Ssob\w)'\\w QeVick & Ggoal . (Sen.
A (b C23gonm fo shew Causz, & ud\r) | |
Glang AR Taed Sertue assistanca W couased | ag giladt w&r\s st
 Gadarseen s T aKes a\se e e 6QQ = Mt Seam (pm%\u\ mf\q N,
e 35 L During Al sneme W ire, A, Gongets S Yol et hnod de
Pl Sor nmsa A dov Ko Ol Al Stmaesad Vo AR c,\Q Qa.,\\u;{\ Was



Yrans Sz Q\ads\on\us‘\\v\ s S W\M\\\c\ﬁﬁ\;\ No {endus Dzs(\.ﬁ;\‘ Coe (e n0s
o o jokee shde Coc Cedions (»ch&i\ deeesdaf, Sh»r&\-\ o&as Aha maedadly
feaen ‘?»ng\\m‘\-‘ diced C\QQm\ oS LsSurd S QRION) mof\m\\\ ?&_Bf-@d\ io,
C\ng\\ ad fl\oeedxd ot side dha 3\,; fsdichien € W oo \s\c)\'\ of ,t...a::\\». 1PN
qb;\‘.'\\\%m (esesech tv\;\w\\wx Lo Surtbar cefANes Q‘\\(‘%‘\\r\m foed At
QQ@&\\ ool Ll ad e kocf\@sz\{ s & ot o N oT\ed adY e NI
Ao b shin &er gosd & WA N L This uedel Sern iy fanra ShedW
Qualiy RNy sg‘;xci-.e\\ ¢ Qoo™ SHend 1o Qcm\ NN Q.ku\.%\‘« o0 4 Ao
Uisledion & 00 Lole A-330"% san MRS CULsetmant- To nute, ondes
Hhe T plovivion esta s by \ew ke pliseare most e Su\\vl
2xhavsted all qﬂyuls 1o quabify for Yaastss,
The ap{)e_,\kqn-l LS ‘m\m\un‘kcf.\-»—l ?\;-_cut‘m onditions Yhel mede

compliance e 01D Rules UB31 N, dasdazimpesible , Gppule it
assets o kug‘u\_c,) e (aRuesNedl cak (equicrd under LR § §-30)
Lo ld hava cdageadl all G590t Uy \\szs».a.\f'u\;\ ceqotsiad c\ved fha
00\\.7 SEY 09'\".@'\ Yo unds A\ Maadesd 'lm‘bos N CF 8 R3p1(e)
feguices cout 4o old & hascing LS by csedider y \ursgeop of “prgsh e M, i
. hasel oy 66 WENRS ond ost el o Yiad oy o Sose o8t whe s

Qee\i com Lkl m\\\.\ and Coeut w:b\\.\ wened Ws (ar\;’c'.‘\ o¥ysnel Q'i:og\w’%s
<C.o.??(\(9-\\t..\ v bes\ew 308 1,50 pp.20% (o mu. o)) wawts shall o

excoss i {m\‘\\'\gm&* TR A [PV ix\s'\mn@_ « S.QQ&:\(.\\ CAE Cuen S Kot
(o'en ¥, ShXe 343 md, 256 &8 .23 20 Q66 ) (See Rasgunisn bted o
the C\Q.@)«\\,Q\{\ No. R Sk Tes o 7_%’?-0) (See Stefe v €bb Sor o\?.QYiggﬁ\m
R 7.5 8-200 «pghies Yo agrllant )

Gpgall at tefess %o C.0Y %"'50\ “Thoe Gots Sl Ysldvoy, Ve \3; his
meaditery Vanssaog thao celers Yol cradiwtonast w5 s oneediiary




\ g.c_«rin_:\.g‘ ) sul Rebon () cnd a \uzfm:z_'_;,gg CemoasXad , G\ A

Ceguilements ere med aod o kq“"ﬁ"“pi 20 ftouu*t& MU\ A \s

den e d Yha he o u\o Clopd,l;m{ ey, ot cu\m() Vmc)\aug&_a__mo\_{\\r\\ bs

on faenc A o‘\'\uv o) S Sprdd o c\ﬁm\s_pm_g@%mrmm____

3 of odued Yanoeenta, ke (onsidarzd o So\\ |

Reaseas doc Granll g, e \Nai X

\r\\é Hof\v(q,lo\:_ Q‘NC* '5\‘\,@0\4%( qn\, j\lﬁ__qz.\ \_sr\ \30-(( LIS bg *nn.z

. C,r;{\ﬁk \u\\g’\ﬂu\ C,L\;v LLz.n,(iﬁ;_;s . ..L%SOQ.; eg ‘%\'\.L Cm.'\&“, f\u‘\\oi\%\_&&a{\\'\\{)& .

"Hv\c.cuﬁ_l’ﬁ qlwoﬁ,S ‘ eonsidacs eq vhs mas U3 Tn The Takre o\gj\s__

of Jus¥ico The o’f\\aw e = S=ivey "bus_)f_eu.« tad. ONde Alg

Mens gmﬁ%ﬁ.&@ﬁ&mﬂ&h@f\ ok cifqa’kA\'ﬁS e

) N C’-M_‘?bu.aml (’\&,\\%S a5 K3 (q) w\r&r%‘r} S\éﬁ\ﬂ}uo\

» (;m.f x5 LJ’\.C.(‘ ¢]9~J~ _(UAQLL__\"_"\U_V_\_()C U‘_ﬁ_"fu \f\('—.‘_f\f_\.. D\;@.‘u_nl _ca,_U_ﬁmsz.__.._._.L

'\n QIQL_ lf'L_C/o C-U_Lf' (‘JDUC“\ 50 "u’\,s»‘:l_(}‘_u_ _‘&‘q_\_&&:&*ﬁh\_‘\Lm&-_&;_&__Q_‘zU\”&m e

$or W AL Gl vad Vanoeen @ dadha Goed A Coved Sor A (.004'\'-\4 Lo

PR

b da Ahse CaodicNiea uwjggag e pesien chaions_ b Shoss! is__m\u\_ ——

. dn sesuRiR ) RN _gk\x m@i&\gi__h_g}h\_ﬁﬁ_&'\ﬂ G Sub S)‘ Q(\‘\ n..\ _CSY (\‘ﬁ\ Shc S&C\*

—_pasi ibe\s ANE L —\)ra.;zs_u\i_mas\l&__bumaﬁ&u&g‘\ <. ~\\m\ shondard, Vs

B %) U‘X&JQAE\__AQ%Q&‘A__)&'\A&Q Q_@Aéx (\@j_\u&ﬁ- oaxa @s aalfed.

N £ v ‘*s:_\m&_ NLOAMRL QL_(,\ AVIT I ‘\‘-" s uedgr OND. Bols, ‘-\ SSAVE

_Ta Closing the appellast PRAYS THLS WONORABLE (VLT

e «)(Cﬂ‘\—‘k "u\a—%\Lw\u\gr("el? e

I, Reverse QQL_BQMLQ@_(;@\\Q ,;\s (52
., Uq,(..c:h-*- 4 Lau ")Q.;w"\ﬂ.r‘)-w an Can \,-\. c.,\\\cat\

3, @rﬁf‘-\{ CJQ—P*\Q(R(\-‘,




q_-“_._O_Lqu:LCA,__M_;_(\L)_bW M et ds o e, Aladins

5. Oc g g M'I,M}ﬁog_‘:\hy_wdxu&c
_ . A madky ads Calease
b Gy and gl Calhed *!-\\,\_s.__’\‘&%_’\o(s}?l&» Coust Jogm Sair
C@Jy_\by_S‘{.

Respeat ol Sebmidded,
Sheidon B lake #9103
EDCE o e 3l

Ev Decads s, baoML

\\7\\5 Od 1 ¢ *(u &e\a "\-Lr_ b,aé'*- . V\f\‘—) b\{w\.q,}\vg UQM e e
) Vi ()meJ4 ves of geg] M e

M@LI& - 1222
Cectificgle of Sesie
3 cecdr éwx Ahat o Cofy- SAks et was masled '10"‘L
Y /YO VO «,M@c% Gone (ol ‘He:s,_\ﬂ‘_&g.\ o Macdh o2
ol 200 D ad ew\ Place, Ded £ onate, Mb LoB1 52
‘CactsSicate o 5.\.m~,' mws Rele -3

T Shaidon Dlake ur\'\S:L_‘\ha‘\ T am ll»(\.\'b\:u-'\'\cu‘:t-_\b} (=ads agh

N EOCE { T have ne M(ed) acenss o dha LS. Postal Secvice orb

e pag mitdelwmesns o E-{1 g < Ao H%Mf\.v\,&\ AoaMerda iy

;pms ad ppEX N RMT 0o Secalle dagesidshdhe q\\«d\x& pk..c»&m]_____

f2C va’, \‘n\% dedivac= A ¥ an %ﬂ@&_xsu:_ai_ﬁ_b&_‘f_m\\mgm {e
o CaNeA 0V c)q\«s} e )_cod e 1 X wer i a_peatlably %ermﬂ_&i{ 4he GiSgedy,

1'7D5k(\%k_‘ an -ngﬁg C __“uq&x{r ?;L_qq,t'l\u o QA oy Al S, ‘\(Q
)




¢t 11:18:30 Monday, June 03, 2013

Case 8:13-cv-01160-AW Document 17-1  Filed 08/29/13 Page 16 of 29

06/03/13 CRIMINAL COURT OF BALTIMORE CASE INQUIRY 11:18
CASE 106177029 DCM TRACK A DATE 071906 FELONY DRUG INIT
CASE 106177029 STATUS C DATE 022713 PREV ST P 082611 CODEF NO CHANGE 022713
DEF BLAKE, SHIDON 1D 984362 SID 002203362 R: B S: M DOB 040372
ADDRESS 2323 WHITTIER ST BALTIMORE MD 21217

DOA 000000 CMPL 61D6273 PHYS LOC DOC 030310 CASE LOC JAL 040372
DOF 062606 TRACK NO 06-1001-28874-0 DIST CASE 4B01755310 WAR 00 CJIS R RI 1

001 000 C USER MUROl CODE 2C0900 CON- 18T DEGREE MURDER DISP SENT 053007
ARREST/CITATION NO O
PLEA NG DATE 041307 VERDICT G DATE 041307
SENTENCE TYPE T DATE 053007 TIME LIFE BEG 051606 SUSP
PROBATION TIME TYPE COosT FINE

EVENT DATE OPER PART TIME ROOM REAS / EVENT COMMENT
CASI 062606 CGU COPIED FROM 106177028 THRU Q348 oW 06/29/2006 BY CGU

COMM 062606 CGU INDICTMENT FILED

coMM 062606 CGU FILED ASA - FISH, BRIAN : , ESQ 257574
CCPH 062706 S8T COMMITMENT PENDING HEARING-BAIL SET NONE

coMM 062906 CJP CSET ARRG; P18; 07/19/06; CJP

coMM 071906 CEM CSET JT ; P04; 09/11/06; CEM

TRAK 071906 CEM ASSIGNED TC TRACK A - 60 DAYS ON 07/19/2006
HCAL 071906 1 CGU P18;0930;228 ;ARRG; ;TSET; ;WELCH, MARTIN P;B8A2

comM 071906 CGU TSET 098/11/06 PART 20.

NEXT PAGE P/N PAGE 001
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v 11:19:30 Monday, June 03, 2013
Case 8:13-cv-01160-AW Document 17-1 Filed 08/29/13 Page 17 of 29
06/03/13 CRIMINAL COURT OF BALTIMORE CASE INQUIRY 11:18
CASE 106177029 ST C BLAKE, SHIDON ‘ 984362 COD N DCM A 071906
EVENT DATE  OPER PART TIME ROOM REAS / EVENT COMMENT
MOTE 072106  S8T ENTRY OF APPEARANCE ,
MOTE 072106  S8T STATE'S REQUEST FOR DISCOVERY
MOTE 072106  S8T STATE'S DISCLOSURE
MOTE 072106  S8T MOTION FOR JOINT TRIAL OF DEFENDANTS AND OFFENSES
MOTE 072106 S8T NOTICE OF PLEA BARGAIN POLICY
coMM 072106  S8T MOTION TO DISCOVERY AND INSPECTION FILED BY SHAIDON BLAKE
CoMM 080106 CGU NOTICE TO STRIKE APPEARANCE FILED.
FILE 080106 CGU FILED APA - LAYE, DENNIS , ESQ 476116
MOTF 080706  S8T MOTION FOR SPEEDY TRIAL
MOTF 080706  S8T MOTION TO PRODUCE DOCUMENTS
MOTF 080706  S8T REQUEST FOR DISCOVERY
MOTF 080706  S8T MOTION TO SUPPRESS PURSUANT TO MD 4-252 AND 4-253
MOTF 080706  S8T MOTION FOR GRAND JURY TESTIMONY
MOTF 080706  S8T DEMAND FOR CHEMIST
comy 081006 S8R STATE'S SUPPLEMENTAL DISCLOSURE FD
COMM 082406 S8 STATE'S SUPPLEMENTAL DISCLOSURE FILED BY BRIAN FISH
COMM 083006  S8T STATE'S SUPPLEMENTAL DISCLOSURE FILED BY BRIAN FISH
CoMM 083006  S8T STATE'S SOPPLEMENTAL DISCLOSURE FILED BY BRIAN FISH
HCAL 091106  CTJ P04;0900;400 ;JT :POST; PS5; SCHWAIT, ALLEN ;8B2

NEXT PAGE ) P/N PAGE 002



. 11:18:30 Monday, June
.CASE 106177029 ST
EVENT DATE OPER
HWNO 091106 S8T
coMM 091106 S8T
COMM 091206 CTJ
comMM 092206 CGU
coMM 100206 CBD
coMM 101106 cCcJ
COMM 110206 S8T
HWNO 120606 S8T
COMM 120606 CBS
HCAL 120606  CML
COMM 121206 CML
CcOMM 121806 CML
HCAL 030507 CEM
coMM 030507 CCJ
HWNO 030607 CGU
COMM 030607 S8R
COMM 030707 CEM
coMM 030707 CHNR
coMM 031407 CNR
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Case 8:13-cv-01160-AW Document 17-1 Filed 08/29/13 Page 18 of 29
06/03713 CRIMINAL COURT OF BALTIMORE CASE INQUIRY 11:18

PAGE

C BLAKE, SHIDON 984362 COD N DCM A 071906

PART TIME ROOM REAS / EVENT COMMENT

POSTPONEMENT FORM FILED; HICKS (MD RULE 4-271) NOT WAIVED

REFERRED TO ADMIN. COURT

CSET JT ; PO4; 12/06/06; CTJ (P.P.9-11~06)}

STATE'S SUPPLEMENTAL DISCLOSURE FILED.

STATE'S SUPPLEMENTAL DISCLOSURE FILED

STATE'S SUPPLEMENTAL DISCLOSURE FLD

STATE'S SUPPLEMENTAL DISCLOSURE FILED BY BRIAN FISH

POSTPONEMENT FORM FILED; HICKS (MD RULE 4-271) NOT WALVED.

TO ADMIN COURT. HICKS REFUSED.

P04;0900;400 ;JT ; POST; PIV; SCHWAIT, ALLEN ; 8B2

CSET JT ; P46; 03/05/07; CML, PER PP

CSET JT ; P46; 03/05/07; CML .

P46;0930;540 ;JT ; POST;CC ; HEARD, WANDA KE;8B7
CONTINUED TO 3/6/07 PART 46,

POSTPONEMENT FORM FILED; HICKS (MD RULE 4-271) NOT WAIVED

REFERRED TO ADMINISTRATIVE COURT

CSET JT : P46; 03/23/07; CEM; PER POSTPONEMENT 3/6/07

STATE'S SUPPLEMENTAL DISCLOSURE FILED

STATE'S SUPPLEMENTAL DISCLOSURE FILED

P/N PAGE 003
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06/03/13 CRIMINAL COURT OF BALTIMORE CASE INQUIRY 11:18
_CASE 106177029 ST C BLAKE, SHIDON , 984362 COD N DCM A 071906
EVENT DATE  OPER PART TIME ROOM REAS / EVENT COMMENT
COMM 032607 CBD STATE'S SUPPLEMENTAL DISCLOSURE FILED
COMM 032607  CBD STATE'S SUPPLEMENTAL DISCLOURE FILED
HCAL 032907 S8R P46;0200;540 ;JT ; (XFER;  jHEARD, WANDA KE;8B7
HOAL 032907  S8T P01;0900;528 ;JT ; iCOWT/ ; PREVAS, ;847
coMM 032907  S8T DEFENSE MOTION IN LIMINE TO SUPPRESS TAPED STATEMENTS HEARD
COMM 032907  S8T AND DENIED - CASE TO CONTINUE ON 3/30/07 IN PART 1 - JAIL
COMM 032907  S8T CARD ISSUED -~ FILE IN COURT
ComM 032907  S8D STATE'S SUPPLEMENTAL DISCLOSURE FILED
ComM 033007 S8R CSET JT ; PO1; 03/29/07; S8R _
HCAL 033007 1 SBT P01;0900;528 ;JT ; ;CONT; ; PREVAS, ;847
CoMM 033007  S8T DEFENSE #'S 2 & 3 (JERMILE HARVEY & JANET JOHNSON) MOTIONS
GOMM 033007  S8T FOR SEVERANCE HEARD & DENIED - DEFENSE #'S 2 & 3 MOTIONS TO
CoMM 033007  S8T SUPPRESS CERTAIN PORTIONS OF TAPED STATEMENT HEARD & GRANTED
cOMM 033007  S8T AS TO PORTIONS OF PAGES 13,22,23,24 & 25 & DENIED AS TO
COMM 033007  S8T PORTIONS OF PAGES 15 & 21 - CASE TO CONTINUE ON 4/2/07 IN
GOMM 0330607  S8T PART 1 - JAIL CARD ISSUED - FILE IN COURT
covMM 040207  S8T CSET JT ; POl; 03/30/07; 88T
HCAL 040207 1 S8R P01;0800;528 ;JT ; jCONT; ; PREVAS, ;847
coMM 040207 S8R STATE'S MOTION TO COMPEL TESTIMONY WAS HEARD AND

NEXT PAGE P/N PAGE 004
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06/03/13 CRIMINAL COURT OF BALTIMORE CASE INQUIRY 11:18
CASE 106177029 ST C BLAKE, SHIDON 984362 COD N DCM A 071906
EVENT DATE OPER PART TIME ROOM REAS / EVENT COMMENT

coMM 040207 S8R HEREBY DENIED; CASE CONTINUED TO 4-3-07 PT.1; JAIL

GoMM 040207 S8R CARD ISSUED; FILE IN COURT PREVAS,J

COMM 040307 S8R CSET JT ; POl; 04/02/07; S8R

Henl, 040407 1 S8R P01;0900;528 ;JT ; ;CONT;  ;PREVAS, ;847

COMM 040407 S8R VOIR DIRE OATH ADMINISTERED; JURY PANEL SELECTED AND SWORN;
COMM 040407  SBR STATE'S RENEWED MOTION TO COMPEL TESTIMONY WAS HEARD AND
COMM 040407 S8R HEREBY GRANTED; CASE CONTINUED TO 4-4-07; JALL CARD ISSUED;
COMM 040407 S8R FILE IN COURT PREVAS,J '

COMM 040507 S8R CSET JT ; P01l; 04/04/07; S8R

HCAL 041007 1 S8T P01;0900;528 ;JT ; ;CONT; ; PREVAS, ;847

COMM 041007 SBT JUROR IN SEAT #2 WAS EXCUSED & REPLACED W/ALT #1 - STATE
GOMM 041007  S8T RESTS - DEFENSE MOTION FOR JUDGEMENT OF ACQUITTAL HEARD
CoMM 041007 S8BT & DENIED - DEFENSE RESTS - DEFENSE RENEWED MOTION FOR

CoMM 041007  S8T JUDGEMENT OF ACQUITTAL HEARD & DENIED - CASE TO CONTINUE
coMM 041007  S8T ON 4/11/07 IN PART 1 - JAIL CARD ISSUED - FILE IN COURT

BCAL 041107 1 S8T P01;0900;528 ;JT ; CONT; ; PREVAS, ;847
coMM 041107 S8T CASE TO CONTINUE ON 4/12/07 IN PART 1 - JAIL CARD ISSUED
HCAL 041207 1 SCJ P01;0900;528 ;JT ;7 iCONT; ; PREVAS, 1847

coMM 041207 $CJ CASE CONTINUED UNTIL 4/13/07 .IN PT 1. JAIL CARD ISSUED. FIC

NEXT PAGE P/N PAGE 005
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06/03/13 CRIMINAL COURT OF BALTIMORE CASE INQUIRY 11:18
.CASE 106177029 8T C BLAKE, SHIDON 984362 COD N DCM A 071506
EVENT DATE  OPER PART TIME ROCM REAS / EVENT COMMENT
COMM 041307  S8T CSET JT ; POl; 04/10/07; S8T
COMM 041307  S8T CSET JT ; POl; 04/11/07; S8T
COMM 041307  SCJ CSET JT ; P0l; 04/12/07; SCJ
HCAL 041307 1 CCJ P01;0900;528 ;JT ;JT;SUBC;  ;PREVAS, ;847
CoMM 041307  CCJ DISPOSITION HELD SUBCURIA UNTIL 5/29/07 PARRT 1, ISSUE JAIL
COMM 041307  CCJ CARD.
COMM 041707 CCJ CSET JT ; P01l; Q4/13/07; CCJ
GomM 041707  CEM CSET DISP; P01; 05/29/07; CEM; PER CT. CLK. 4/13/07
cOMM 042307 S8T MOTION FOR NEW TRIAL AND REQUEST FOR HEARING FILED BY
COMM 042307  S8T DENNTS LAYE CC:JUDGE PREVAS
HCAL 053007 1 S8T P01;0930;528 ;DISP;DS;JUDG;  ;PREVAS, ;847
CCAS 053007  S8T CASE CLOSED - ALL COUNTS DISPOSED Q326
_CcOMM 053007  S8T MOTION FOR NEW TRIAL HEARD & DENIED
COMM 053107  S8T CSET DISP; POl; 05/30/07; S8T
APPL 060107 CKS APFD;APPEAL TO COURT SPECIAL APPEAL FILED
 COMM 060107  CKS **#*****ASSIGNED SBJ*****¥**DUE 7-31-07
CoMM 060107  CKS ***+FILE IN CABNET DRAWER IN APPEALS. *¥**#¥iawiwwiws
COMM 060107  S8M MOTION TO MODIFY SENTENCE FILED. CC J. PREVAS
COMM 061107  CBD MOTION TO MODIFY SENTENCE FILED, CC JUDGE PREVAS

NEXT PAGE P/N PAGE 006
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06/03/13 CRIMINAL COURT OF BALTIMORE CASE INQUIRY 11:18
. CASE 106177029 8T C BLAKE, SHIDON 984362 COD N DCM A 071906
EVENT DATE OPER PART TIME ROOM REAS / EVENT COMMENT

coMM 061207 CBD MOTION TOMODIFY SENTENCE FILED, CC JUDGE PREVAS

cCoMM 061407 CSG REPORTER NOTIFICATION FILED.

CcoMM 072307 CSG APPOINTMENT OF GERALDINE K. SWEENEY, COUNSEL FOR APPELLANT.
coMM 080807 c8J MISSING STATE'S E¥HIBIT #'S 12, 13, 14, 34, 36, 37 & 38,
coMM 081007 CSJ ORIGINAL PAPERS FORWARDED TO COSA VIA CERTIFIED MAIL $'s
coMM (81007 csJ 7005 1820 0002 7872 1598 & 7005 1820 0002 7872 1604

coMM 081007 CSJ (2) BINDERS, (1) EXNV, EXHIBITS & (3) BOARDS, NO TRANSCRIPTS
coMM 081007 ©SJ TRANSMITTED WITH CO-DEFENDANT'S JANET JOHNSON 106145002-3
CoMM 081007 CcSJ BND JERMILE HARVEY 106200024-25.

coMM 082707 CKS ****+*POSSIBLE EXHIBIT (CD) HAS BEEN PLACED IN THE ORIGINAL
CcoMM 082707 CKS FILE AWAITING A MOTION TO SUPPLEMENT THE RECORD.

CcoMM 092407 CSG RIGLER AND O'NEILL COURT REPORTERS, INC., TURNED IN

coMM 092407 CSG SUPPLMENTAL TRANSCRIPTS OF PROCEEDINGS DATES, 03-29,03-30,
coMM 092407 CSG 04-02,04—03,04-04,04-05,04”10,04-11.04-12,04-13,05—30 AND
coMM 092407 CSG 06-01, ALL OF 2007.

coMM 120307 CSJ ORDER DATED 11-26-07 THAT THE CLERK OF CIRCUIT COURT FOR
COMM 120307 CSJ BALTO, CITY BE, AND IS HEREBY DIRECTED TO TRANSMIT TO COSA,
coMM 120307 €SJ FORTHWITH, THE TRANSCRIPTS OF 1-8-07, 1-9-07 & 1-10-07, IN
CoMM 120307 CSJ THE CASE OF EDWIN SHERIF BACON V. STATE OF MD., NO 807005001

NEXT

PAGE
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06/03/13 CRIMINAL COURT OF BALTIMORE CASE TINQUIRY 11:18
_ CASE 106177029 ST C BLAKE, SHIDON 984362 COD N DCM-A 071906

EVENT DATE OPER PART TIME ROOM REAS / EVENT COMMENT

coMM 120307  CSJ AND THE UPON RECEIPT IN THIS COURT THAT THE SAME SHALL BE

GOMM 120307 CSJ MADE PART OF THE RECORD IN THIS CASE.

GOMM 120307  CSJ ORDER DATED 11-26-07 THAT THE CLERK OF THE CIRCUIT COURT FOR

CoMM 120307  CSJ BALTO, CITY BE, AND IS HEREBY DIRECTED TO TRANSMIT TO COSR,

CoMM 120307  CSJ FORTHWITH, THE TRANSCRIPTS OF 3-29, 3-30, 4-2, 4-3, 4-4, 4-5

couM 120307 CSJ 4-10, 4-11, 4-12, 4-13, 5-30 & 6-1 OF 2007, IN THE CASE OF

CoMM 120307  CSJ SHATDON EMANUEL BLAKE AKA SHIDON BLAKE AKA SHAMVOY BLAKE V.

Gomm 120307 CSJ STATE OF MD, NO. 106177028-29, AND THAT UPON RECEIPT IN THIS

CoMM 120307  CSJ CASE THAT THE SAME SHALL BE MADE PART OF THE RECORD ON

COMM 120307  CSJ APPEAL IN THIS CASE. NS

GOMM 120707  CKS ORDER TO SUPPLEMENT, DOCKET ENTRIES, (12) TRANSCRIPTS

CoMM 120707  CKS FORWARDED TO COSA VIA CERTIFIED MAIL 7002 0860 0006

COMM 120707  CKS 6078 2767.

COMM 041709  CSG PETITION FOR WRIT OF CERTIORARI FILED IN THE COURT OF

coMM 041709 CSG APPEALS OF MARYLAND, BESSIE M. DERBER, CLERK, COURT OF

COMM 041709  CSG APPEALS OF MARYLAND.

COMM 042309 CKS **-ﬁ****************‘k****\k*-k***-k********i******************sl-*

COMM 042309  CKS COURTSEY COPY OF MANDATE PLACED IN ORIGINAL FILE, RECORD

CoMM 042309  CKS STILL WITH THE COURT OF SPECIAL APFPEALS, KAS.

NEXT

PAGE
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EVENT DATE

COMM
COoMM
COMM
COMM
COMM
COMM
ARTN
CCAS
COoMM
COMM
COMM
COMM
PCFD
COMM
COMM
COoMM
CcOoMM
COoMM
COMM

NEXT

042309
062409
062409
062409
072109
072109
072108
072109
072808
072809
091609
091608
091609
0381709
091708
091709
091809
092109
092109

PAGE

OPER
CKS
CsG
CSG
CSG
CsJ
CcsJd
CKS
CKS
CSJ
csdJd
CKS
CKS
CKS
CKS
CKS
CKS
CJp
CsJ
CSJ

IRY 11:18
984362 COD N DCM A 071906
PART TIME ROOM REAS / EVENT COMMENT

****-k-k*i-****i******************************'k****************

ORDERED, THAT THE PETITION FOR WRIT OF CERTIORARI, IS HEREBY
DENIED, PER ROBERT M. BELL, CEIEF JUDGE, OF THE COURT OF
APPEALS OF MARYLAND.

PETITION FOR POST CNVICTION RELIEF FILED PRO-SE. PETITION
FORWARDED TO JUDGE BERNSTEIN RECAUSE CASE IS PENDING APPEAL.
AJAC; APPEAL RETURNED-JUDGMENT BAFFIRMED

CASE CLOSED Q327

ORDERED THAT THE PETITION FOR POST CONVICTION RELIEF BE
STAYED PENDING FINAL RESOLUTION OF THE APPEAL. BERNSTEIN, J.
POST CONVICTION NO. 10319

DOCKET ENTRIES FILED

POST CONVICTION FILED

PACKET HAND DELIVERED TO TRAVIS.

FRONT SHEET HAND DELIVERED TO JULIE.

RECEIPT FROM SAO-TRAVIS.

ASSIGNED JUDGE GAIL RASIN JP.

MOTION TO DISMISS POST CONVICTION PETITION & RESPONSE

FILED BY STATE.

P/N PAGE 009
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06/03/13 CRIMINAL COURT OF BALTIMORE CASE INQUIRY 11:18

CASE 106177029 ST C BLAKE, SHIDON

EVENT DATE

COMM
FILE
COMM
CoMM
COMM
CcOoMM
COMM
COMM
COMM
COMM
coMM
COoMM
COoMM
HCAL
CcOMM
COMM
COMM
coMM
HCAL

NEXT

092309
111809
010410
051710
051710
051710
051710
052110
052110
052710
052710
052710
052710
060110
060110
082410
082410
100610
032911

PAGE

OPER
C8d
Ccsu
CTL
CRJ
CSJ
CsJd
CSJ
CFRH
CFH
CFH
CFH
CFH
CFH
CEM
88T
CcsU
Csu
CML
CRBS

984362 COD N DCM A 071906

PART TIME ROCM REAS / EVENT COMMENT
ORIGINAL & POST CONVICTION FILE DELIVERED TO JUDGE RASIN

FILED APD - JONES, JUDITH B , BESQ 343590
CSET PC ; P19; 06/01/10; CTL PER ADD~-ON
FILED ASA - BLOMQUIST, CHARLES , BESQ 69937

STATE'S SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE IN QPPOSITION TO PETITIONER'S
AMENDED PETITION FOR POST CONVICTION RELIEF FILED &
FORWRADED TO JUDGE RASIN.

PETITIONER'S REQUEST FOR CONTINUANCE OF HEARING ON

POST CONVICTION FILED AND FORWARDED TO JUDGE RASIN.

ORDER OF THE COURT: HAVING READ AND CONSIDERED THE FOREGOING
REQUEST FOR CONTINUANCE OF HEARING ON POST-CONVICTION IT IS
BY THE CIRCUIT COURT FOR THIS 25TH DAY OF MAY 2010, ORDERED.
THAT THE CONTINUANCE IS HEREBY GRANTED PER JUDGE RASIN.
P19;0200;509 ;pPC ; ¢ POST; CAN; RASIN, ;8203
POSTPONED, TO BE RESET BY THE COURT -
SUPPLEMENTAL PETITION FOR POST CONVICTION RELIEF FLD. AND
FORWARDED TO JUDGE RASIN.

CSET PC ; P19; 03/29/11; CML

P19;0200;509 ;PC ; ;OTHR; ;RASIN, GAIL ;919

P/N PAGE 010
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06/03/13 CRIMINAL COURT OF BALTIMORE CASE INQUIRY 11:18
. CASE 106177029 ST C BLAKE, SHIDON 984362 COD N DCM A 071806
EVENT DATE OPER PART TIME ROOM REAS / EVENT COMMENT '

coMM 032911 ¢BS PETITION FOR POST CONVICTION RELIEF IS HEARD AND THE COURT
coMM 032911 CBS WILL ISSUE A WRITTEN OPINTON. RASIN, J. (FILE W/LAW CLERK)
COMM 033011 CFH BINDER, TRANSCRIPTS AND FXHIBITS DELIVERED TO JUDGE RASIN.
COMM 040811 CFB MEMORANDUM PURSUANT TO PETITIONER'S HEARING ON POST

coMM 040811 CFH CONVICTION FILED BY DEFENDANT ATTORNEY AND FPORWARDED

coMM 040811 CFH TC JUDGE RASIN.

PCDN 080911 CSU FOST CONVICTION DENIED

CCAS 080811 CSU CASE CLOSED Q327

coMM 080911 C5U MEMORANDUM OPINION & ORDER: IT IS HEREBY ORDERED THIS 5TH
cOoMM 080911 CcSU DAY OF AUGUST, 2011 THAT THE PETITION FOR POST CONVICTION
coMM 080911 CSU RELIEF IS HEREBY DENIED PER JUDGE RASIN. ORIGINAL FILE,

coMM 080911 CSU BRICK BINDER CONTAINING (1) ENVELOPE WITH EXHIBITS,

comMM 080911 CSU (3) SMALL POSTERBOARDS, (2) BINDERS WERE RET'D TO FILE ROOM
coMM 080911 CSU PC FILE WAS RET'D TO FILE CABINET IN THE BACK OF ROOM 200W.
coMM 081011 CFH BINDERS(3) TRANSCRIPTS (11) RETURNED TO FILE ROOM. -

APPL 082611 CSU APPC;APPEAL FOR POST CONVICTION

coMMm 082611 CSU APPLICATION FOR LEAVE TO APPEAL THE DENIAL OF POST CON-
coMM 082611 C8U VICTION RELIEBF FLD. DUE TO TRANSMIT ON 05-26-11.

CQMM 082611 CSU *****'i*-k**v‘xk*********ASSIGNED TO I.Hi"k'k*k***i****************
NEXT PAGE P/N PAGE 011
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CASE 106177029 ST C BLAKE, SHIDON 984362 COD N DCM A 071906
EVENT DATE OPER PART TIME ROOM REAS / EVENT COMMENT
cOMM 090211 CSU ORIGINAL PAPERS FORWARDED TO COSA VIA CERTIFIED MALL #7002-
COMM 080211  CSU 0860-0006-6076-5319. (1) BINDER, NO EXHIBITS, AND NO TRANS-
coMM 090211  CSU CRIPTS.
CCMA 012813  CSU COURTESY COPY OF COSA MANDATE ; TICKLE DATE= 20130314
CoMM 012813  CSOU MANDATE: COURT OF SPECIAL APPEALS NO. 1386, SEPT. TERM 2011
COMM 012813  CSU OPINION: APPLICATION FOR LEAVE TO APPEAL DENIED
COMM 012813  C€SU MANDATE ISSUED: 01-22-2013
COMM 022713  CSU MANDATE RETURNED/RECEIVED
ARTN 022713  CSU PCAD;APPLICATION DENMIED - POST CONVICTION

CCAS 022713 CSU CASE CLOSED Q327
coMM 022713 CSU PC FILE & BINDER WAS RET'D TO POST CONVICTION SECTION.

CON FULL NAME/PHONE NUMBER IDENT ADD/FILE STREET/CITY STATE ZIPCODE V/W
AKA 070506 2223 WHITTIER ST
BALTIMORE MD 21217
AKA BLAKE, SHAIDON EMANUEL 070506
AKA SMITH, SHAMVOY ' 062906
ADS ZEIT, LINDA B 918835 080206 201 SAINT PAUL PL

BALTIMORE MD 21202

NEXT PAGE P/N PAGE 012
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06/03/13 CRIMINAL COURT OF BALTIMORE CASE INQUIRY 11:18
CASE 106177029 ST C BLAKE, SHIDON 984362 COD N DCM A 071906
CON FULL NAME/PHONE NUMBER IDENT ADD/FILE STREET/CITY STATE ZIPCODE V/W
AFPD JONES, JUDITH B 343500 111909 7500 GOV RITCHIE HGWY STE 111
410-412-7112 111809 GLENBURNIE MD 21061

APA LAYE, DENNIS 476116 080206 38 WEST 25TH STREET
410-235-6868 080106 BALTIMORE MD 21218

ASA FISH, BRIAN 257574 0629506 110 N CALVERT ST
410-396~1757 062606 BALTIMORE MD 21202

ASA BLOMQUIST, CHARLES 69937 051710 120 & BALTIMORE ST #1018
443-984-6019 051710 BALTIMORE MD 21202

WIS OFFICER, BOLLING 062906 1034 N. MOUNT ST

BALTIMORE MD 21217

PO MCLARNEY, TERRENCE P C303 062906 NORTHWESTERN DISTRICT

PO PETREY, RICHARD H II D530 062906 CENTRAL DISTRICT

PO BAKER, SCOTT 8 E026 062906 DET DIV HOMICIDE SECTION

PO HEATH, ROBERT R E41l7 062906 DET DIV HOMICIDE SECTION

PO JONES, SEAN P E782 062906 DET DIV HOMICIDE SECTION

NEXT PAGE P/N PAGE 013
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06/03/13 CRIMINAL COURT OF BALTIMORE CASE INQUIRY 11:18
.OASE 106177029 ST C BLAKE, SHIDON 984362 COD N DCM A 071906
CON FULL NAME/PHONE NUMBER IDENT ADD/FILE STREET/CITY STATE ZIPCODE V/W
PO DOHONY, ROBERT L £004 062906 DET DIV HOMICIDE SECTION

062906 DET DIV HOMICIDE SECTION

PC FATA, ANTHONY N G106
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Case 8:13-cv-01160-AW Document 17-1
06/03/13 CRIMINAL COURT OF BALTIMORE
CASE 106177028
CASE 106177028 STATUS C DATE 022713 PREV
DEF BLAKE, SHIDON ID 984362 SID
ADORESS 2323 WHITTIER ST

DOA 000000 CMPL 61D6273

Filed 08/29/13
CAS

DCM TRACK A DATE 071206

ST P 082611 CODEF NO CHANGE 022713

002203362 R: B S; M DOB 040372
BALTIMORE MD 21217

PHYS LOC DOC 030310 CASE LOC DOC 030310

Pa%e 10of 29
E INQUIRY 11:18

FELONY DRUG INIT

DOF 062606 TRACK NO 06-1001-28874-0 DIST CASE 4B01755310 WAR 00 CJIS R RI 1

001 000 C USER MURO1 CODE 2 0800 MURDER-FIRST DEGREE DISP NG 041307
ARREST/CITATION NO 0O
PLEA NG DATE 041307 VERDICT NG DATE 041307
SENTENCE TYPE DATE TIME BEG sysPp
PROBATION TIME TYPE ‘COST FINE
002 000 C USER DW CODE 1 5202 DEADLY WEAPON-CONCEAL DISP NG 041307
ARREST/CITATION NO O '
PLEA NG  DATE 041307 VERDICT NG  DATE 041307
SENTENCE TYPE DATE TIME BEG 3USP
PROBATION TIME TYPE COST FINE
003 000 C USER DW CODE 1 5200 DEADLY WEAPON-INT INJU DISP NG 041307
ARREST/CITATION NO O
PLEA NG  DATE 041307 VERDICT NG  DATE 041307
SENTENCE TYPE DATE- TIME BEG SUSP
PROBATION TIME TYPE COST FINE
NEXT PAGE P/N PAGE 001
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Case 8:13-cv-01160-AW Document 17 1 Filed 08129l13 Page 2 of 29

06/03/13 CRIMINAL COURT OF BALTIMORE ASE INQUIRY
CASE 106177028 ST C BLAKE, SHIDON 984362 COD N DCM A 071906
604 000 C USER MURO5 CODE 1 0999 MURDER-2ND DEGREE DISP SENT 053007
ARREST/CITATION NO 0
PLEA NG  DATE 041307 VERDICT G DATE 041307
SENTENCE TYPE T DATE 053007 TIME 30YOQMOODCC BEG 051606 SUSP
PROBATION TIME TYPE COST FINE

EVENT DATE  OPER PART TIME ROOM REAS / EVENT COMMENT

CASI 062606  (CGU CASE ADDED THROUGH ON-LINE ON THIS DATE 20060629
COMM 062606  CGU 617702SENT FILED

COMM 062606 CGU FILED ASA - FISH, BRIAN , ESQ 257574
CCPH 062706  S8T COMMITMENT PENDING HEARING-BAIL SET NONE

COMM 062906  CJP CSET ARRG; P18; 07/18/06; CJP

coMM 071906 CEM CSET JT ; PC4; 09/11/06; CEM

TRAK 071906 CEM ASSIGNED TO TRACK A - 60 DAYS ON 07/19/2006
HCAL 071906 1 CGU P16;0930;228 ;ARRG; ;TSET; ;WELCH, MARTIN P;8A2
coMM 071906 CGU TSET 09/11/06 PART 20

MOTE 072106  S8T ENTRY OF APPEARANCE

MOTE 072106  S8T STATE'S REQUEST FOR DISCOVERY

MOTE 072106  S8T STATE'S DISCLOSURE

MOTE 072106  S8T MOTION FOR JOINT TRIAL OF DEFENDANTS AND OFFENSES
MOTE 072106 S8BT NOTICE OF PLEA BARGAIN POLICY

NEXT PAGE P/N PAGE 002
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Case 8:13-cv-01160-AW Docuinent 17—1 Filed 08/29/13 Pag% 3 of 29

06/03413 CRIMINAL COURT OF BALTIMORE CASE TINQUIRY 11:18
CASE 106177028 ST C BLAKE, SHIDON 984362 COD N DCM A 071906
EVENT DATE OPER PART TIME ROOM REAS / EVENT COMMENT

coMM 072106 S8T MOTION TO DISCOVERY AND INSPECTION FILED BY SHAIDON BLAKE

coMM 080106 CGU NOTICE TO STRIKE APPEARANCE FILED.

~ FILE 080106 CGU FILED APA - LAYE, DENNIS , ESQ 476116

MOTF 080706 S8T MOTION FOR SPEEDY TRIAL

MOTE 080706 S8T MOTION TO PRODUCE DOCUMENTS

MOTE 080706 S8T REQUEST FOR DISCOVERY

MOTF 080706 S8T MOTION TO SUPPRESS PURSUANT TO MD 4-252 AND 4-253

MOTF 080706 S8T MOTION FOR GRAND JURY TESTIMONY

MOTF 080706 S8T DEMAND FOR CHEMIST

coMM 081006 S8R STATE'S SUPPLEMENTAL DISCLOSURE FD

coMM 082406 S8T STATE'S SUPPLEMENTAL DISCLOSURE FILED BY BRIAN FISH

COMM 083006 S8T STATE'S SUPPLEMENTAL DISCLOSURE FILED BY BRIAN FISH

COMM 083006 S8T STATE'S SUPPLEMENTAL DISCLOSURE FILED BY BRIAN FISH

HCAL 091106 CTJ P04;0900;400 ;JT ; POST; PS5; SCHWAIT, ALLEN ;8B2

HWNO 091106 $8T POSTPONEMENT FORM FILED; HICKS (MD RULE 4-271) NOT WAIVED

coMM 091106 S8T REFERRED TO ADMIN. COURT

COMM 091206 CTJ CSET JT ; P04; 12/06/06; CTJ (P.P.9~11-06)

coMM 082206 CGU STATE'S SUPPLEMENTAL DISCLOSURE FILED.

COMM 100206 CBD STATE'S SUPPLEMENTAL DISCLOSURE FILED
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EVENT DATE

COoMM
COMM
HCAL
HWNO
COMM
COMM
COMM
HCAL
COMM
HWNO
COMM
COMM
COMM
COMM
COMM
COMM
COMM
HCAL
COMM

NEXT
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110206
120606
120606
120606
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030707
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S8R
CEM
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CNR
CNR
CBD
CED
CEM
CLS

984362 COD N DCM A 071806

PART TIME ROOM REAS / EVENT COMMENT

STATE'S SUPPLEMENTAL DISCLOSURE FLD

STATE'S SUPPLEMENTAL DISCLOSURE FILED BY BRIAN FISH

P04:0900;400 ;JT ; ;POST;PIV;SCHWAIT, BRLLEN ;B8B2

POSTPONEMENT FORM FILED; HICKS (MD RULE 4-271) NOT WAIVED

TO ADMIN COURT. HICKS REFUSED.

CSET JT ; P46; 03/05/07; CML, PER PP

CSET JT ; P46; 03/05/07:; CML

P46;0930;540 ;JT ; ;POST;CC ;HEARD, WANDA KE;8B7
CONTINUED TO 3/6/07 PART 46.

POSTPONEMENT FORM FILED; HICKS (MD RULE 4-271) NOT WAIVED

REFERRED TO ADMINISTRATIVE COURT

CSET JT ; P46; 03/28/07; CEM; PER POSTPONEMENT 3/6/07

CSET JT ; P46; 03/29/07; CEM .

STATE'S SUPPLEMENTAL DISCLOSURE FILED

STATE'S SUPPLEMENTAL DISCLOSURE FILED

STATE'S SUPPLEMENTAL DISCLOSURE FILED

STATE'S SUPPLEMENTAL DISCLOURE FILED

P46;0200;540 ;JT ; ;POST;CC ;HEARD, WANDA KE;BB7

CASE SENT TO PT 1~ J PREVAS, PER J HEARD. LS
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'‘EVENT DATE OPER PART TIME ROOM REAS / EVENT COMMENT

HCAL 032907 S8R P46;0200;540 ;JT ; ;XFER; ; HEARD, WANDA KE;8B7

HCAL 032807 S8T PO1;0900;528 ;JT ; ;CONT; ; PREVAS, ;847

coMM 032907 58T DEFENSE MOTION IN LIMINE TO SUPPRESS TAPED STATEMENTS HEARD
coMM 032907 S8T AND DENIED - CASE TO CONTINUE ON 3/30/07 IN PART 1 - JAIL
coMM 032907 S8T CARD ISSUED - FILE IN COURT .
coMM 032907 38D STATE'S SUPPLEMENTAL DISCLOSURE FILED

COMM 033007 S8R CSET JT ; PO1l; 03/25/07; S8R

HCAL 033007 1 S8T P01;0900;528 ;JT ; ;CONT; ; PREVAS, ;847

CoMM 033007 S8T DEFENSE #'S 2 & 3 (JERMILE HARVEY & JANET JOHNSON) MOTIONS
COMM 033007 S8T FOR SEVERANCE HEARD & DENIED - DEFENSE #'8 2 & 3 MOTIONS TO
coMM 0330607 S8T SUPPRESS CERTAIN PORTIONS OF TAPED STATEMENT HEARD & GRANTED
comMM 033007 SET AS TO PORTICNS OF PAGES 13,22,23,24 & 25 & DENIED AS TO
COMM 033007 ° S8T PORTIONS OF PAGES 15 & 21 - CASE TO CONTINUE ON 4/2/07 IN
coMM 033007 38T PART 1 - JAIL CARD ISSUED - FILE IN COURT

CoMM 040207 S8T CSET JT ; BOl; 03/30/07; S8T

HCAL 040207 S8R P01;0900;528 ;JT ; ;CONT; ; PREVAS, ;847

coMM 040207 S8R STATE'S MOTION TO COMPEL TESTIMONY WAS HEARD AND

coMM 040207 S8R HEREBY DENIED; CASE CONTINUED TO 4-3-07 PT.1; JAILL

COMM 040207 S8R CARD ISSUED; FILE IN COURT PREVAS,J
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EVENT DATE  OPER
COMM 040307  SBR
HCAL 040407 1 S8R
COMM 040407 S8R
COMM 0404067  SBR
CoMM 040407 S8R
COMM 040407  S6R
COMM 040507 S8R
HCAL 041007 1 S8T
COMM 041007  S8T
CoMM 041007 38T
CoMM 041007 S8BT
COMM 041007  S8T
COoMM 041007  S8T
HCAL 041107 1 S8T
COMM 041107  S8T
HCAL 041207 1 8CJ
COMM 041207  SCJ
COMM 041307  S8T
COMM 041307 88T

NEXT PAGE

PART TIME ROOM REAS / EVENT COMMENT

CSET JT ; POl; 04/02/07; S8R

P01;0900;528 ;JT ; ;CONT; ;1 PREVAS, ;847

VOIR DIRE OATH ADMINISTERED; JURY PANEL SELECTED AND SWORN;
STATE'S RENEWED MOTION TO COMPEL TESTIMONY WAS HEARD AND
HEREBY GRANTED; CARSE CONTINUED TO 4-4-07; JAIL CARD ISSUED;
FILE IN COURT PREVAS,J

CSET JT ; P01l; 04/04/07; S8R .

P01;0900;528 ;JT . ;CONT; ; PREVAS, ;847

JUROR IN SEAT #2 WAS EXCUSED & REPLACED W/ALT #1 - STATE
RESTS - DEFENSE MOTION FOR JUDGEMENT OF ACQUITTAL HEARD

& DENIED - DEFENSE RESTS - DEFENSE RENEWED MOTION FOR
JUDGEMENT OF ACQUITTAL HEARD & DENIED - CASE TO CONTINUE
ON 4/11/07 IN PART 1 - JAIL CARD ISSUED - FILE IN COURT

P01;0900;528 ;JT ; ;CONT; ; PREVAS, ;847
CASE TO CONTINUE ON 4/12/07 IN PART 1 - JAIL CARD ISSUED
P01;0900;528 ;JT ; ;CONT; ; PREVAS, 1847

CASE CONTINUED UNTIL 4/13/07 IN PT 1. JAIL CARD ISSUED. FIC
CSET JT ; P0l; 04/10/07; 88T
CSET JT ; POl; 04/11/07; S8T
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EVENT DATE OPER PART TIME ROOM REAS / EVENT COMMENT
COMM 041307 SCJ CSET JT ; P0Ol; 04/12/07; SCJ
HCAL 041307 1 CCJ P01;0900;528 ;JT ;JT;SUBC; ; PREVAS, ;847
COMM 041307 CCJ DISPOSITION HELD SUBCURIA UNTIL 5/29/07, PLEASE ISSUE
COMM 041307 CCJ JAIL CARD.
coMM 041707 CCJ CSET JT ; POL; 04/13/07; CCJ
COMM 041707 CEM CSET DISP; PO1; 05/28/07; CEM; PER CT. CLK. 4/13/07
COMM 042307  S8T MOTION FOR NEW TRIAL AND REQUEST FOR HEARING FILED BY
COMM 042307  S8T DENNIS LAYE CC:JUDGE PREVAS
HCAL 053007 1 S8T P01;0930;528 ;DISP;DS;JUDG;  ;PREVAS, ;847
CCAS 053007  S8T CASE CLOSED - ALL COUNTS DISPOSED Q326
COMM 053007  S8T MOTION FOR NEW TRIAL HEARD & DENIED - SENTENCE TO RUN
COMM 053007  S8T CONCURRENT W/SENTENCE IN CASE #106177029
COMM 053107  S8T CSET DISP; P01; 05/30/07; 88T
APPL 060107 CKS APFD;APPEAL TO COURT SPECIAL APPEAL FILED
COMM 060107  CKS **+#**+ASSIGNED SBJ**¥* ¥+ +*+DUE 7-31-07
COMM 060107  CKS *¥+*CASE FILE IN CABNET DRAWER IN APPEALS****aixiix
coMM 060107  S8M MOTION. TO MODIFY SENTENCE FILED. CC J. PREVAS
COMM 061107  CBD MOTION TO MODIFY SENTENCE FILED, CC JUDGE PREVAS
COMM 061207  CBD MOTION TOMODIFY SENTENCE FILED, CC JUDGE PREVAS
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¢ 11:16:15 Monday,

June

03, 2013

Case 8:13-cv-01160-AW Document 17-1 Filed 08/29/13 Page 8 of 29

06/03/13 CRIMINAL COURT OF BALTIMORE CASE INQUIRY 11:18
CASE 106177028 ST C BLAKE, SHIDON 984362 COD N DCM A 071306 ‘
EVENT DATE  OPER PART TIME ROOM REAS / EVFNT COMMENT L e
COMM 061407  CSG REPORTER NOTIFICATION FILED. Vel € q};>2ff
COMM 072307  CSG APPOINTMENT OF GERALDINE K. SWEENEY, COUNSEL FOR APPELLANT. W7
COMM 080907  CSJ MISSING STATE'S EXHIBIT #'S 12, 13, 14, 34, 36, 37 & 38.
COMM 081007  CSJ ORIGINAL PAPERS FORWARDED TO COSA VIA CERTIFIED MAIL #'S
COMM 081007 CSJ 7005 1820 0002 7872 1598 & 7005 1820 0002 7872 1604
coMM 081007 CSJ (2) BINDERS, (1) ENV, EXHIBITS & (3) BOARDS, NO TRANSCRIPTS
COMM 081007  CSJ TRANSMITTED WITH CO-DEFENDANT'S JANET JOHNSON 106145002-3
COMM 081007 CSJ & JERMILE HARVEY 106200024-25.
COMM 082707  CKS **+**POSSIBLE EXHIBIT (CD) HAS BEEN PLACED IN THE ORIGINAL
COMM 082707 CKS FILE AWALTING A MOTION TO SUPPLEMENT THE RECORD.
COMM 092407  CSG RIGLER AND O'NEILL COURT REPORTERS, INC., TURNED IN
COMM 092407  CSG SUPPLMENTAL TRANSCRIPTS OF PROCEEDINGS DATES, 03-23,03-30,
COMM 002407  CSG 04-02,04-03,04-04,04-05,04-10,04-11.04-12,04-13,05-30 AND
comM 092407  CSG 06-01, ALL OF 2007. ’
COMM 120307  CSJ ORDER DATED 11-26-07 THAT THE CLERK OF THE CIRCUIT COURT FOR
COMM 120307  CSJ BALTO. CITY BE, AND IS HEREBY DIRECTED TO TRANSMIT TO THIS
COMM 120307  CSJ COURT, FORTHWITH, THE TRANSCRIPTS OF 3-29, 3-30, 4-2, 4-3,
COMM 120307 CSJ 4-4, 4-5, 4-10, 4-11, 4-12, 4-13, 5-30 & 6-1 OF 2007, 1IN THE
COMM 120307 CSJ CASE OF SHIDON BLAKE NO. 106177028~29, AND THAT UPON RECEIPT
NEXT PAGE B/N PAGE 008
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BEVENT DATE OPER PART TIME ROOM REAS / EVENT COMMENT v
COMM 120307 CSJ IN THIS COURT THAT THE SAME SHALL BE MADE PART OF THE RECORD

coMM 120307 ¢SJ ON APPEAL IN THIS CASE. NS . .

‘COMM 041709 CSG PETITION FOR WRIT OF CERTIORARI FILED IN THE COURT OF

coMM 041709 CSG APPFALS OF MARYLAND, BESSIE M. DERBER, CLERK, COURT OF

coMM 041708 CSG APPEALS OF MARYLAND.

COMM 042309 CKS *‘*‘*k*\\-i************%*****************i*""k***'k*1"iv‘***********
coMM 042309 CKS COURTSEY COPY OF MANDATE PLACED IN ORIGINAL FILE, RECORD
coMM 042309 CKS STILL WITH THE COURT OF SPECIAL APPEALS, KAS.

COMM 042309 CKS *-ﬁ***********i*******k**********‘k**i**i************i*****‘l‘**
COMM 062409 CSG ORDERED, THAT THE PETITION FOR WRIT OF CERTIORARI, IS HEREBY
coMM 062408 CSG DENIED, PER ROBERT M. BELL, CHLIEF JUDGE, OF THE COURT OF
coMM 062409 CSG APPEALS OF MARYLAND.

COMM 072108 ©SJ PETITION FOR POST CNVICTION RELIEF FILED PRO-SE. PETITION
CoMM 072109 CSJ FORWARDED TO JUDGE BERNSTEIN BECAUSE CASE IS PENDING APPEAL.
ARTN 072109 CKS AJAC;APPEAL RETURNED-JUDGMENT AFFIRMED

coMM 072109 CKS MANDATE~CQURT OF SPECIAL APPEALS NO. 989, SEPTEMBER TERM 07
coMM 072109 CKS OPINION; JUDGMENT AFFIRMED ‘
coMM 072109 CKS MANDATE ISSUED; 4-17-09

CCAS 072109 CKS CASE CLOSED Q327

NEXT
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CASE 106177028 ST C BLAKE, SHIDON 984362 COD N DCM A 071906
EVENT DATE OPER PART TIME ROOM REAS / EVENT COMMENT

COMM 072209 CKS (1) ORIGNAL FILE, (2) BINDERS, (1) ENVELOPE EXHIBITS FORWARD
COMM 072209  CKS ED TO FILE AREA. KAS.

COMM 072809  CSJ ORDERED THAT THE PETITION FOR POST CONVICTION RELIEF BE

- COMM 072809  CSJ STAYED PENDING FINAL RESOLUTION OF THE APPEAL. BERNSTEIN, J.
PCFD 091609  CKS POST CONVICTION FILED

CcoMM 091609  CKS POST CONVICTION NO. 10319

COMM 091609  CKS DOCKET ENTRIES FILED.

COMM 091709 CKS COPY OF PACKET HAND DELIVERED TO TRAVIS.

COMM 091709 CKS FRONT SHEET BAND DELIVERED TO JULIE.

COMM 091709  CKS RECEIPT FOR CAO COPY-SIGNED BY JULIE

COMM 091709 CKS RECEIPT FOR SAO-3IGNED BY TRAVIS

COMM 091809  CJP ASSIGNED JUDGE GAIL RASIN JP,

coMM 092109  CSJ MOTION TO DISMISS POST CONVICTION PETITION & RESPONSE

coMM 092109  CSJ FILED BY STATE.

CoMM 092309  CSJ ORIGINAL & POST CONVICTION FILE DELIVERED TO JUDGE RASIN
FILE 111809 CSM FILED APD ~ JONES, JUDITH B , ESQ 343500

coMM 010410 CTL CSET PC ; P19; 06/01/10; CTL PER ADD-ON FORM

COMM 031110 S8P DEF IN DOC W/ ID #343938--ISSUE WRIT

coMM 051710 CRJ FILED ASA - BLOMQUIST, CHARLES , ESQ 69937

NEXT PAGE P/N PAGE 010
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EVENT DATE OPER PART TIME ROOM REAS / EVENT COMMENT

coMM 051710 csJ STATE'S SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE IN OPPOSITION TO PETITIONER'S
coMM 051710 C5J AMENDED PETITION FOR POST CONVICTION RELIEF FILED &

coMM 051710 CSJ FORWRADED TO JUDGE RASIN.

coMM 052110 CFH PETITIONERS REQUEST FOR CONTINUANCE OF HEARING ON

coMM 052110 CFH POST-CONVICTION FILED BY DEFENDANT ATTORNEY AND FORWARDED
coMM (052110 CFH TO JUDGE RASIN,

COMM 052710 CFB ORDER OF THE COURT: HAVING READ AND CONSIDERED THE FOREGOING
CoMM 052710 CFH REQUEST FOR CONTINUANCE CF HEARING ON POST-CONVICTION IT IS
CoMM 052710 CFH BY THE CIRCUIT COURT FOR THIS 25TH DAY OF MAY 2010, ORDERED,
COMM 052710 CFH THAT THE CONTINUANCE. HEREBY GRANTED PER JUDGE RASIN.

HCAL 060110 CEM P19;0200;509 ;PC ; :POST;CAN;RASIN, ;8203

coMM 060110 S8T POSTPONED, TO BE RESET BY THE COURT

comMM 082410 CSU SUPPLEMENTAL PETITION FOR POST CONVICTION RELIEF FLD. AND
CoMM 082410 CSU FORWARDED TO JUDGE RASIN.

coMM 100610 CML CSET PC ; P19; 03/29/11; CML

HCAL 032911 CBS P19;0200;509 ;PC ; ;OTHR; ;RASIN, GAIL 4919

coMM 032911 CBS PETITION FOR POST CONVICTION RELIEF IS HEARD AND THE COURT
coMM 032811 CBS WILL ISSUE A WRITTEN OPINION, RASIN, J. (FILE W/LAW CLERK)
coMM 033011 CFH BINDER, TRANSCRIPTS AND EXHIBITS DELIVERED TO JUDGE RASIN,

NEXT
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EVENT DATE  OPER PART TIME ROOM REAS / EVENT COMMENT
COMM 040811  CFH MEMORANDUM PURSUANT TO PETITIONER'S HEARING ON POST
COMM 040811 CFH CONVICTION FILED BY DEFENDANT ATTORNEY AND FORWARDED
coMM 040811  CFH TO JUDGE RASIN.

PCDN 080911  CSU POST CONVICTLON DENIED

CCAS 080911  CSU CASE CLOSED Q327

COMM 080911  CSU MEMORANDUM OPINION & ORDER: IT IS HEREBY ORDERED ON THIS
cOMM 080911  CSU 5TH DAY OF AUGUST, 2011, THAT THE PETITION FOR POST

COMM 080911  CSU CONVICTION RELIEF IS DENIED PER JUDGE RASIN. ORIGINAL FILE,
GOMM 080911  CSU AND BRICK BINDER WITH (1) ENVELOPE WITH EXHIBITS, (3)

coMM 080911  CSU SMALL POSTERBOARDS, AND (2) BINDERS WAS RET'D TO FILE ROOM.
coMM 080911 CSU PC FILE WAS RET'D TO FILE CRBINET IN THE BACK OF ROOM 200W.
COMM 081011 CFH BINDERS (3) TRANSCRIPTS(11) RETURNED TO FILE ROOM. :
APPL 082611  CSU APPC;APPEAL FOR POST CONVICTION
CcOMM 082611  CSU APPLICATION FOR LEAVE TO APPEAL THE DENIAL OF POST CON-
COMM 082611  CSU VICTION RELIEF FLD. DUE TO TRANSMIT ON 09-26-11.

COMM 082611 CSU ********************ASSIGNED TO LH***************i**********
CcOMM 090211 CSU ORIGINAL PAPERS FORWARDED TO COSA VIA CERTIFIED MAIL #7002-
coMM 030211 CSU 0860-0006-6076-5319. (1) BINDER, NO EXHIBITS, AND NO
coMM 090211  CSU TRANSCRIPTS.

NEXT PAGE P/N PAGE 012



+11:18v17 Monday, June
Case 8:13-cv-01160-AW Document 17-1 Filed 08/29I13 Page 13 of 29

06/03/13 CRIMINAL COURT OF BALTIMORE

03, 2013

CASE INQ IRY 11:18

CASE 106177028 ST C BLAKE, SHIDON 984362 COD N DCM A 071906
EVENT DATE OPER PART TIME ROOM REAS / EVENT COMMENT
CCMA 012813  CSU COURTESY COPY OF COSA MANDATE ;TICKLE DATE= 20130314
CoMM 012813  CSU MANDATE: COURT OF SPECIAL APPEALS NO. 1386, SEPT. TERM 2011
CcOMM 012813  CSU OPINIOW: APPLICATION FOR LEAVE TO APPEAL DENIED
COMM 012813  CSU MANDATE ISSUED: 01-22-2013
ARTN 022713 C8U PCAD;APPLICATION DENIED - POST CONVICTION o
CCAS 022713 CSU CASE CLOSED Q327
CoMM 022713 CSU PC FILE & BINDER WAS RET'D TO POST CONVICTION SECTION.
_comMM 022713  CSU MANDATE RETURNED/RECEIVED
CON FULL NAME/PHONE NUMBER IDENT ADD/FILE STREET/CITY STATE ZIPCODE V/W
AKA 070506 2223 WHITTIER ST
BALTIMORE MD 21217
AKA BLAKE, SHAIDON EMANUEL 070506
AKA SMITH, SHEMVOY 062906
ADS ZEIT, LINDA B 918835 080206 201 SAINT PAUL PL
A BALTIMORE MD 21202
APD JONES, JUDITH B 343500 111909 7500 GOV RITCHIE HGWY STE 111
410~412~7112 111809 GLENBURNIE MD 21061
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CASE 106177028 ST C BLAKE, SHIDON 984362 COD N DCM A 071906
CON FULL NAME/PHONE NUMBER TDENT ADD/FILE STREET/CITY STATE ZIPCODE vV/W

APA LAYE, DENNIS 476116 080206 38 WEST 25TH STREET
410-235-6868 080106 BALTIMORE MD 21218
ASA FISH, BRIAN 257574 062906 110 N CALVERT ST
410-396-1757 062606 BALTIMORE MD 21202
ASA BLOMQUIST, CHARLES : §9937 051710 120 E BALTIMORE ST #1018
443-984-6019 051710 BALTIMORE MD 21202
WIS ALI, ZABINLLAR 081706 111 PENN ST
BALTIMORE MD 21201,
WIS OFFICER, BOLLING 062906 1034 N, MOUNT ST
BALTIMORE MD 21217
WIS REEDY, ED 081706 111 PENN ST
BALTIMORE MD 21201
PO MCLARNEY, TERRENCE P C303 062906 NORTHWESTERN DISTRICT
PO PETREY, RICHARD #i IT DS30 062906 CENTRAL DISTRICT
PO BAKER, SCOTT S EQ26 062906 DET DIV HOMICIDE SECTION

PO HEATH, ROBERT R E417 062906 DET DIV HOMICIDE SECTION
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L CASE 106177028 ST C BLAKE, SHIDON

CASE INQUIRY 11:18
984362 COD N DCM A 071906

* CON FULL NAME/PHONE NUMBER IDENT ADD/FILE STREET/CITY STATE ZIPCODE V/W
PO JONES, SEAN P ) E782 062906 DET DIV HOMICIDE SECTION
PO DOHONY, ROBERT L F004 062906 DET DIV HOMICIDE SECTION
PO FATA, ANTHONY N Gl06 062906 DET DIV HOMICIDE SECTION
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