
FILED, Clerk of the Supreme Court, 08 Apr 2022, 086339

■ A

SUPREME COURT OF NEW JERSEY 
C-492 September Term 2021 ■ 

086339

' State of New Jersey,

r-Plaintiff-Respondent,

v. ORDER

Agustin Garcia, 
a/k/a Augustin Garcia, 
and Augustine Garcia,

Defendant-Petitioner.

Apetition for certification of the judgment in A-003575-18 

having been submitted to this Court, and the Court having considered the

same;

It is ORDERED- that the petition for certification is denied.

, the Honorable Stuart Rabner, Chief Justice, at Trenton, thisWITNESS

5th day of April, 2022.
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This opinion shall not 

internet, this opinion is "

SUPERIOR COURT OF NEW JERSEY
APPELLATE DIVISION
DOCKET NO. A-3575-18

STATE OF NEW JERSEY,

Plaintiff-Respondent,

v.

- AGUSTIN. GARCIA, ■
a/k/a AUGUSTIN GARCIA, 
and AUGUSTINE GARCIA,

Defendant-Appellant. .

Decided October 13, 2021
Submitted September 16, -2021 -

I Before Judges Gilson and Gummer.
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se supplement3! brief.Appellant filed'a pro

PER CURIAM '
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witnessed by several gues
events of the day. Following the reje

who was filming the
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decision. Garcia v

■ ' 16 (App. Div. May 17, 2019).
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admissibility of the
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While New Jersey courts have the

.Marshall,
arm-i and in his four prior PCR petitions.
iT"

order discovery when justice requires it, See Statev
inherent power to 

148 NJ. 89, 270 (1997), defendant's motion did not support

that extraordinary remedy,
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Affirmed.
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