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C. MARTY HAUG

MARTYHAUGLAW.COM

May 23, 2022

Adam B. Kijgbre
General CBunsel for the Mississippi Bar
P.O. B#x 2168

Jackfon, MS 39225-2168

RE: Docket Numbe:: 21-326-5

.Oﬁy

Dear Mr. Kilgore:

1 am writing to respond to the complaint filed by Charles Jordan on April 25,2022 and
mailed to me on May 3, 2022.

I will respond to his complaint in the same outline manner in which he stated his specific

claims:
1. Hon. Haug has continued to disregard responding to my letters sent.

[ represented Mr. J ordan in his criminal case through trial and a subsequent plea, which
completed my representation of Mr. Jordan. Following the entry of his plea, Mr. Jordan
proceeded to contact the Court, Assistant District Attorney and myself to try to find
blame for his conviction in anyone other than himself. He has written me letters which
were rambling and basically requesting that [ help him to attempt to defraud the Court on
his behalf. Obviously, I will not be involved in deceiving a Court. Since I received his
letters, I have been considering how to respond to them in a way that would not result in
my being a witness against Mr. Jordan should the Court take offense to the actions Mr.
Jordan is attempting. That, combined with the rambling nature of his letters, has made
responding difficult due to the time involved. Nonetheless, I was in the process of
replying to his last letter when I received this complaint, so 1 am responding to it instead.

2. He has still failed to contact the Attorney General office concerning the State’s
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witnesses perjury.’

During Mr. Jordan’s trial, a witness for the State clearly committed perjury. Witnesses
doing so are offensive and, I believe, should be held accountable for doing so. Mr.

Jordan and I did discuss the possibility of referring the witness t0 the Attorney General’s
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office for prosecution. In the end, decided not to make that referral. T am under no
obligation to Mr. Jordan to refer any case to the Attorney General’s office. Mr. Jordan 18
free to do so, should he decide.

3. Even after Mr. Waddle requested he answer my questions he hasn’t done so.

As I stated above, Mr. Jordan’s letters would take time to compose responses to and since
I am not going to assist him in his fraud, I have not responded to them as quickly as I
would have, had there been something meaningful to respond to. Nevertheless, Mr.
Waddle forwarded Mr. Jordan’s letter to me requesting I respond to Mr. Jordan. Mr.
Jordan’s letter has been on my desk while I have been considering how to respond to it,
and now I will:

Paragraph 1: Mr. Jordan’s letter is alleging that I did not provide him a swormn
statement verifying his false claims that he wished to present to a Court. will not
provide false testimony or statement to a Court.

Paragraph 2 through 5: Mr. Jordan complains about me somehow depriving
him of due process rights and talks about plea negotiations. My only response to that 1S
that I did engage in plea negotiations on his behalf, they did not work out, O we had a
jury trial; Mr. Jordan was found guilty; Judge Kitchens allowed us to enter a post-trial
negotiated guilty plea, which Mr. Jordan and I discussed and resulted in entering a guilty
plea to a negotiated term of years instead of the Judge sentencing him following the
Jury’s Guilty Verdict. Mr. Jordan also is stating that the Assistant District Attorney, Trina
Davidson-Brooks, violated his rights regarding plea offers and charging documents. Ms.
Davidson-Brooks properly prosecuted Mr. Jordan and did not act in bad faith, and did not
harass Mr. Jordan. '

Paragraph 6 through end of letter:  Mr. Jordan seems t0 be complaining about
plea negotiations happening; about having a jury trial, about not having a jury trial, and
about entering a plea. We attempted to negotiate a plea agreement; negotiations were
unsuccessful so Mr. Jordan declined to enter a guilty plea and we had a jury trial. Mr.
Jordan was found guilty at trial, and Judge Kitchens allowed us to negotiate a post-trial
plea deal, which we did. 1 advised Mr. Jordan of his rights and defended his rights at
every stage and he understood his options and made his own decisions. Mr. Jordan is
accusing myself and Judge Kitchens, and Ms. Davidson-Brooks of violating his
constitutional rights in a vague and rambling way. M. Jordan’s rights were protected and
neither myself, the Judge, nor the Assistant District Attorney violated his rights. ‘

4. Hon. Haug did not mail documents requested.

M. Jordan has a complete copy of all the discovery materials from his case. The only
other documents that I am aware of that he has requested was transcripts from the trial
and his plea hearing. Since he has taken no appeal of his case, the transcripts were never
ordered and I do not have a copy of the transcripts so I have nothing to send him. Mr.
Jordan is welcome to contact the Court Reporter and order transcripts, if that is his wish.
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S. Inadequate consultation.

M. Jordan and I spent a great deal of time discussing his case, negotiating, and trying it,
then negotiating it again and entering a plea. I answered every question he had and he
was informed about each stage of his proceedings. Under oath, Mr. Jordan told the Judge
that he was satisfied with my counsel. ‘

6. Miscellaneous parts from the body of Mr. Jordan’s complaint that he did not
address in the specific claims portion:

Mr. Jordan never told me that he was not pleased with my representation. I do not recall
Mr. Jordan asking if he could hire a different attorney. However, had he made that request
as we were starting the trial, it would be unlikely the judge viould have delayed the irial.
But I do not believe he requested a new attorney as he indicated to me throughout the
trial that he was satisfied with my representation. \&WQJ@E
witness lied under oath, and disagreed with some of the Judge’s trial rulings, and were
disappointed that the Jury found him guilty.

In every step of my involvement in this matter, I acted ethically and zealously represented
Mr. Jordan’s interest. I kept him fully informed about every stage of the proceedings.
Throughout my representation, I have acted ethically and at no time have I conducted
myself in any way that would constitute misconduct.

- 1 hope this adequately explains this situation. Should you have any other questions, or if
you would like me to provide anything else in this cause, please feel free to contact me.

Very Truly Yours, /

C. Marty Haug

Cc: Charles Jordan, Complainant
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Date: August 2g, 2020
Topic: Charles jordanvs The State of Mississippi Case
Facts: unfair Tral

1 Allishia Jordan, of legal ag¢ and currently residing in O_ktibbeha County. peing duly Sworn,

depos

es the following:

L was preseht during the wial of charles jordan on July 30-31. 2020. puring that ial, |
heard tesit'\monies of different Wwitnesses: One being Detective Wwatson who (estified that
while question'\ng Ms. Spencet about her facebook page, {nat he does not recall that she
did not deny that facebook page Was ners. 1 als0 heard the prosecutor‘s closing .
argurnent inwhich she continualty referred 10 Mr. Jordan as a "wolf" in which the

=clothing has been removed” in reference 1o him being @ wotf in sheep's clothing. She

gpencer stating the pature Of the songs were sayingin other words- the yound 16 year
old boys don't know what to do with it and cantdo itiike him. She stated that “nothing
that the defendant says can pe trusted” and that the defendant preyed On the victim

AlsO during the testimony of MIL jordan, N was not allowed to Us€ any of his evidence
that was prev'\ous\y motioned during the pre-urial nearing that he can use. additionally, he
was only allowed 10 state thathe found out about theé vicim's age from a family member
put was not altowed 10 go into any detail regarding the nature of finding out which was

page not being hers, theé judge ruled that any evidence thatwas previous\y gathered

shown 10 the jurors pecause the victim estified that the facebook page was not hers-
Most of MT- jordan's evidence 10 assistwith his defense was retrieved from hat page

testimony nor was hé given any additional ime 1o gathesr Y other evidence or

authenﬁcaﬁon after that ruling- wonmically, the same page 1S st beind used today with
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V.

posts of Ms. Spencer‘s mother and chidren, including the current child who she was
pregnant with at the 1me of tial. It's also ironic (hat the daté of birth I question al the trigl
has sinceé changed on this same facebook page from July 14,1997 10 now July 14,
2000; something only thé victm would change peing that itwas a major iISSue with the

case.

1 metwith marty Haug on Monday, August 3, 2020 at approx'rmare\y 3:00 p.M. regarding
further discussion after the conclusion and guilty yerdict for the trial of Char\esdordan.
we d'rscussed Mr. Jordans concernsregard'rng authendcat’mg the victim, Julisa
Spencer's, raeebook page which during the trial while under oath, the vichim verbally
expressed that the page in question was not hef page per Mr. Jordan. He wanted 10
know if the nearing can be retrieved regarding Ms. Spencel deacﬁvaring ‘said"facebook
page after itwas decided during 2 nearing that some tacebook posts can pe used from
her page during the trial. After the hearing. the page was reactiv_ated. Because_of this the
evidence that was gathered for Mf. Jordan's defense during his {estimony Was
concluded inadmissibie and could not be used as evidence for the jury 10 US€ during
deliberation. puring the meeling that day. ! expressed to Mr. Haug Mr. Jordan's concerns
ag well as the inform ation | discovered from Ms. gpencer’s page which links 110 indeed
peing hef page- Mr. Haug expressed that he pianned {0 pursue charges agajnsr-me
victim of refer 1o the Attorney General for perjury since she knowingly lied under oath
about the tacebook pagde peing hers. He also expressed that the evidence of the
tacebook posts should have been entered and alfowed during the trial regardless of the
victim’s testimony pecause it is what Mr. Jordan perce'rved and refied on. wh'reh had

Mr. Jordan also wanted to know his chances of winning an appeal. Mr. Haug expressed
that he was confident that he could win an appeal due 1 mistakes made during the trial
nowever, he did not desire 10 be the lawyer appealing. on approx'rmale\y August 14, |
called to make a payrnenr to Mr, Haug on Mr Jordan’s pehalf. | spoke with Mr. Haug's
assistant, Nathan, who ac_cepted the paym ent and expressed that the palance remaining
will have to pe paid in full before an appeal will be considered.

puring the August 3rd meeting with Mr Haug. details on how pleas work were discussed.
mr. Haug expressed {nat he wit me t with Charles and the District Atorney to come up
with an agreement onaplea. when asked it Charles would have 10 cerve the ful
sentence, he expla'med that non-violent sex crimes Serves 50% of the sentenee and sex
crimes are not eligibte for parole. On August 17, Mr. Haug called and told me apout the
agreement that was made 10 (ake the plea. On August 18, after the plea was made
pefore the judge. Mr. Haug stated thathe wil send M€ the Mississipp! Code that Mf.
Jordan would need. On August 24, Mr. Haug emailed me the statute 97-3-2 Mississippi

Ccode which he stated defined crimes of yiolence.

All statements mentioned above are what! recall to the pest of my knowledge and memaory-
signed: Allishia J07
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STATE OF MISSISSIPPI
COUNTY OF OKTIBBEHA

ally appcared before me, the undersigned authority in and for said County

Persons
L-Q_’fz(shfk M ' JE{C{CLV‘\ __,who after being

{Namc of ndividual)

and State,

duly sworn by me states on oath that the matters and facts set forth in the foregoing

W( r ’\LV( af- le "HCV in\s_) is true and correct to

(Place namdclor lype of document here)

\talcmnnt (

the best of his/her knowledge.

DL
(Type of 1D presented)
day of OC/{’D b@Y
QDWLWQ@@ é/

Circuit Clerk)
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Dcputy Cleyk

Sworn to and subscribed before me, this l

MY COMMISSION EXPIRES:
MY COMMISSION EXPIRES JAN. 2024




Date: September 29,2020

Topic: Charles Jordan vs The State of Mississippt Case

Facts: Unfair Trial

1, Latasha M. Jordan, being duly sworn, deposes the following:

On July 30,20201 satin on Charles Jordan Jr. trial and during this trial | witnessed Detective Watson
testify that he questioned Ms. Spencer about her age pertaining to her Facebook and she never denied
that it wasn’t her Facebook page. Also, onJuly 31,2020 witnessed the prosecutor vouch for the victim
by saying things like she had no reason to lie on Charles and that after all t}-xis time she would have come
and said she was young back then and to drop the charges. | also witnessed the prosecutor was very
disrespectful by referring to Charles as a “wolf”, when clearly, he is a human being just like the rest of
us. The prosecutor was far from being a professional when it came to this case by calling Charles a liar,
by saying he looked itup on fFacebook to see how old Ms. Spencer was at the time. The Prosécutor
referred to a song that was sentinone of the audios by Charles as saying that “these young b0ys didn’t
know what to do with i£ because he was vsimply trying to tell Ms. Spencer that the 16-year—old boys her
age couldn’t do it like him”, she also proceeded to say “What adult woman Wou!d want to hear that?
The Prosecutor made inappropriate gestures about the size of Charles’s penis and the he preyed on Ms.
Spencer because she was a runaway. The prosecutor also stated to the jury that Charles could not be
trusted. the judge allowed Cha res to refer to as of finding out her age through a family memf)er and on
July 30,2020, he declared the Facebook evidence admissible and did not allot Charles any time to
authenticate it. Ori July 29, 2020, ! witnessed both Ms. Armstead and Ms. Spencer testify thati Charles
showed up to their residence on June 11, 2017 on a made-up call to stalk Ms. Spencer. | witnessed Ms.
Spencer say that when they brought up the situation about the Facebook page that it wasn‘tihers it was
made up by her baby daddy ex or girlfriend. Ms. Spencer also testified that she never told Charles her

age when the were conversing. | witnessed Hoffman say that he didn’t recall Ms. Armstead giving any
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ghters as faras schoo! ID’s and telephone numbers. 1 also witnessed the officer

information on her dau

state that he didn’t know who arrived at the call first whether it was he as in Hoffman or Charles. 1

honestly don’t think that this was 2 fair trial and it should have been investigated more than it really

was.

Sincerely,

Latasha M. Jordan

SR
o FILED 7

OCT 01 2020
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Additional material
from this filing is
available in the
Clerk’s Office.



