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STATEMENT OF FACTS
After Huron Verser was convicted in 1998 of first degree murder and
aggravated kidnaping'of Staﬁton Burch and Michael Purham, Verser sought
post-conviction relief based upon the newly discoveredv testimony of Corey
Campbell. (Sup2 C. 26) As a result of the State’s “cold case” investigation intp the
murders, Corey Campbell pled guilty in 2011 to the offense of first degree murder
and aggravated kidﬁaping_ of Stanton Burch and Michael Purham and wa.s
‘sentenced to an aggregate term of 70 years-in prison. (R. 82 1) At the evidéntiary
heafing on Verser's pdst-c.onviction petition, Campbell testified that he and two
others were solely responsible for the kidnaping’and murdexfs of Burch and
Purham; and that Ve'rsér was not involved in the murders. (R. 826-43) The post- |
,co_nviétion court denied Verser a new trial finding that it did not believe
Campbell and did not find him to be a credible witness. (R. 1002) |
 The appellate court affirmed the po_st-corylviction (;_ourﬁ’s decision finding
that it was for the post-convic’pioh court to ‘determine issues of credibilify, and
‘that there was no manifest error or reason to secbrid guess the court’s coﬁclusion
| that Campbell was not credible. Peof;le v. Verser, 2022 IL App (1st) 192224-U, 9
a1-42. | |
Trial
.- The evidence rat trial was that theré was a power strl'uggle‘l")etween two
factions within the Unknown Vice Lords gang of_which Veisef was a member.
;:(Sup4:R. 260) One faction was led By Tyrone Williams and the Opposing faction
) ~was controlled by Willié quyd. (Sup4 R. 260, 280) Officérs-set up sur‘veillance.
aftér they feceived information that there was a war going on ,betWeen the twb

factions and that Wiliiams and members of the Unknown Vice Lords- would be

&>
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armed attending a fune.ral on the evening of September 14, 1993. (Sup4 R. 259)
Officer Mike Cronin observed approximately 10-15 males going into the funeral -
home wearing black hooded sweatshirts with their hoods over their héads
concealing their identity. (Sup4 R. 261) Shortly after entering the funeral home
the group exited the funeral home. (Sup4 R. 262) Cronin ne\‘fer identified Verser
as being one of the individuals who entered and exited the funeral home. (Sup4
R. 263, 279) The group walked across the street where they then split up into
different véhicleé. (Sup4 R. 264) Williams and some others gof into a vehicle and
drove off and were nevef stopped by police. (Sup4 R. 264-.65) Other officers moved
in and Derek Harvéy and Vérser were subsequently arrested. (Sup4 R. 265) After
his arrest, but prior to giving his stgtement, Harvey took Detective Kriston Kato
and other officers to the bodies of Burch énd Purham at fhe railroad fracks. (Sup
4 R. 195-200) |
At trial the parties stipulated that a 9 millimeter hand éun found on
Verser after his arrest could have fired the 9 Ir;illimeter bullet recovered from the
| clothing of Stanton Bﬁrch. (Sup 4 R. 214)
Barry Williams testified for the State at trial that he was at the location
‘where Burch and Purham were taken off the street and that he did not remember
Verser being there. (Sup4 R. 77-78, Sup4 R. 118) Williams téstified that he was
preésured to. make a statementv by police. (Sup4 R. 118) Williamé denied
-remembering much of what_he was asked about by the State. (Sup4 R. 117-18)
The State_in_troduced Wﬂliams’ prior incohsistént statements to Nelson as well - -
as Williams' testimony at the grand jury hearing. (Sup4 R. 128-31, 137-154) Both
“of Williams' pi‘ior statements implicated Verser in the murdersby stating that-

Verser was one of approximately 10 people who approached Burch and Purham
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on the street with guns in their hands and abducted them. (Sup4 R. 128-31,
137;154) Williams testified at trial that he was paid $11‘00 or $1220 by the
State's Attorney's relocation unit to help him relocate, and he took the money but
did not felocate. (Sup4 R.113)

The Stafe also. admitted into evidence the séatemen_t that Verser
purportedly gave to Kato and As'sistant‘ State;s Attofney J1m Nelson. (Sup4 R
-68) Nelson steted fhet he took a 'statement from Verser by asking Vefser
que_stions and then Nelson wrote down what Verser said had happened. v(Sup4
R. 59) Nelson first took a statement from Harvey and then he toek Verser's
statement. (Sup4 R. 5'8:) In Verser’s written statement he acknowledged that he

“sells drugs fer 'Ted and that there was a battle within the gang v’(r)vevr who
controlled druvgr sales .at a corner. (C. 303-304; Sup4 R. 69) |

Verser;s s‘pateirient alsoread that en September 13, 1993, Ted and Tyrone
Williams gathered Veifdser a_nd a g’rodp of fellow gang members _includipg Derek,
Sqdirt, Chico, Fred and other guys, to get guns_end go look for two of Willie's
boys who had been spotted selling drugs at Ted's location. (Sup4 R. 70; C. 305)
Ted told Verser that if he helped him to protect his drug spot from Wﬂlie that
Ted would then give Verser his owﬁ spot te sell drugs. (Sup4 R. 71; C.-304) |
Verser gotr into the car and when they got to Ted's drug spot, Ted and Tyrone
already had Purham and Burch in the backseat of the car. (Sup4 R. 71) Ted:and
Tyrene took Purham and Bufch to a spot by the railroad tracks on.Roosevelt
Street between Western Ave. andCéliferm'a Ave. (Sup4 R. 71-72; C. 305) Versef‘

| and others met.Ted and Tyrone at the reilroad tracks in a separate car. (Sup 4 '
‘R. 71,-72; C. 305) Ted, Tyrone, Derek, Squirt-and others brought both Purham
and Burch from the back seat of the car toa spof on tlde- railroad tracks. (Sup4'R.

".V Ty %
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72; C. 305) Ted then shot one of the guys in the head and Verser an.d\ others
began shooting at the other guy who had not yet been shot. (Sup4 R. 72; C. 305)
Verser stated that he believed he shot. the other guy in the leg. (Sup4 R. 72; C.
305) | | ‘
At trial Verser denied making this ‘statement to Kato' ahd denied ever
'saﬁhg that he shot Burch or Purham vﬁth the 9 milliméter that was recovered
~ from him. (Sup4 R. 296-97, Sup4 R 339) Vei‘ser admitted that after the fuﬂerai
an. officer found a fully loaded 9-millimeter on him that he was carrying for his
protection. (Sup4 R. 295, 309) Verser admitted to signing the statement prepared
by Nelson, but only becéuse Nelson t‘old him that if he signed it he could leave.
(Sup4 R. 298, 328) | |
‘While Verser maintainéd.that it was Cronin who questioned him, the
State called Cronin in rebuttél and he stated that he never spoke with Verser on
the day that he was ‘ar'rested and that it §vas Detective Katq who intverviewed' :
Verser. (Sup4 R. 361) |
Detecfive Kato testified that around 8:30 p.m. he learned that Verser and
Harvéy.‘were in cﬁsto’dy. (Sup4 R. 362) Kato testified that he was in \charge of the ’
investigation of the Burch and Purham case. (Sup4 R. 365) Kato interviewed
‘Harvey first and then Verser. (R. 616-17) After Nelson was updated by Kato on
the investigatio’n,‘ Nelson took a written statement fI'OI.n Verser with Kato
Apresent. (R.617-18) | |
The jury retﬁrned a verdict findiﬁg Ve_rser guilty of two counts Qf first
“degree murdér and two counts of aggravated kidnaping. (Sup 4 R.467) The trial
court senteﬁced Verser to natural life on both counts of first ae gree murder. (Sup-

4 R. 714, 722)

.
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Dlrect Appeal
OnAprll 30, 2002, the appellate court affirmed Verser s convictions. People
| v. Verser, No. 1-98- 1779 (1st Dist. 2002).
Post-Conviction Proceedings
:On February 27, 2012, post-cohviction counsel filed a first amended
post-conviction petition alleging, among other claims, e cleim of actual innocence.
(SUP2 C.,_4—35)-Verser attached an affidavit from Eunice Clark etating that she
never testified at Ver_ser’s trial_but that she was present v;rilen Bureh and
Purham Were taken off the street and she never saw Verser there. (Sup2 C.
32-33) She also éwore that her boyfriendBarry. Willi'ams. lied at Verser’s trial.
(Sup2 C. 32) |
Verser also attached an affidavit from Corey Campbell Campbell stated
that on September- 13, 1993, Derrick Harvey, Lil Donny and he pulled up to the
.cornevr of Springfield and Arthington where Euhice Clark and the two boys were
standing selling drugs. (Sup2 C. 26) Campbell, Hervey, and Little Don.ny‘got out
of the car and pulled the two boys into the car and drove off. ‘(Sup2 C. 26) They |
. took} the t§vo boys to the railfoad tracks and murde_red them. (Sup2 C. 26) Verser
was not with him durihg the shootings and Verser is in;a_ocent of the crimes.
(Sup2 C. 26) |
On March 26, 2013, the State filed a , motion to dismiss Verser’s 2012
amended post-convmtlon petltlon (C -370- 390) On November 24, 2014, the
.Fp_ost-conviction court denied the State's motion to dismiss and advanced the
p.etitio'n for a third-stage eviden‘_ciary' hearing as to- Verser's actual innocence
claim. (Sup.. R. 5)

Stage Three Evidentiary Hearing
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At the stage three évidentiary hearing, defense counsel presented the
tesﬁimony of Corey Cami)bell. (R. 821-914) Corey Cémpbell testified that on
Augusf 22, 2011, he pled guilty to the offenses of first degree murder and_

.aggravated kidnaping of Stanton Burch and Michael Purhém énd was sentenced
to an aggregate term of 70 years in prison. (R. 821) Campbell testified that he
was not questioned on the mufders of Burch and Purham until 2009 when he
was implicated after a judicial overhear between him and his ‘cell-mate.‘ at
Pontiaé Correctional Center. (R. 834, 858, 861, 865-68)

Campbell testiﬁed that he, Derrick Harvey, and Little Donni’e were solely
responsible for fhe kidnaping and murders of Burch aﬁd Purham, and ’phat
Verser was not involvéd in the murderls. (R. 826-43) Campbell testified that on
September 13, ‘1993, he and Harvey saw Burch and Purhairi selling drugs in a

-spot that was not their spot. (R. 824) After Campbell and HarVey saw this, they
went back tb the house to get Little Donnie. (R. 824) Campbell, Little Donnie,
and Harvey then Wen’c back and took the two boys to the railfoad tracks in a car.
(R. 826, 843) Campbell testified that it was only' himself, Little Donnie, and’
Hérvey at the railroad tracks with the twoﬂ boys and no other cars arrived at the
scene or followed them there. (R. 835) Once they got to the railroad tracks Little

- Donnie shot one of Vthe‘ boys in the back of the head. (R. »826, 844) Campbell and
Harvey took turns and. shot the other boy. (R. 826) The three of them left the
railroad tracks and went to the funeral that night. (R. 827) After they left the
funeral hdine the poiice arrested Harvey and found a gun on him, but Campbell

‘was nevef takén’ into custody or arrested. (R. 828) Campbell kept his involvement

in the murders a secret for years and ﬁever told anyone. (R. 852)

Campbell stated that he believed that Harvey was abused by the police
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and was forced to mention Verser's name. (R. 832) Campbell testified that Verser
had nothing to do with the kidnaping and murders. ‘(R.: 832-33) Campbell
testified thet his nickn_ame' is "Squirt," which is listed in both Harvey's and
Verser's statement to police as a person being involved in the mufders. (R.839) -
| John Duvffy, a fermer investigator for the “cold case unit” in the Cook
| County Stéte's‘.Attorney'Office, was the oﬁly witness_to testify for the State. (R.
932-33) Duffy received information from IDOC that Carﬁpbell had information
-about the mﬁfders of Burch and Purham. (R. 933-34) Duffy th_en interviewed
Campbell’s cellﬁate, Steven Bénks, at Ponﬁac Corfectional Center, and learned
that Campbell's nickname was “Squirt.f’ [R. 934—35) Banks agreed to be part of
a cbnsensﬁal overhear with CampbeH. (R. 936) | | _
After the ‘overhear, Duffy interviewed Corey Campbell at Stateville '
Correctional Facility on J{aneary'29, 2009. (R 936-37, 940) In the interview
Campbell initially denied any involvefnent in the murders, but after questioning
‘eventually admitted to helping with the abduction of Burch and Purham. (Pet.
Ex. 2, 82-101) Campbell said that he helped bring Burch and Purham to the
railroad tracks, but stayed in the rcar and was not involved in fhe shooting. (R.
895) At the hearing Campbell testified that he iniﬁa’lly denied'ar:y involvement’
in the murders in his interview with Duffy because he did not want to get» |
charged. (R. 87 5, 888)
On September 20, 2019, the post-';conviction coﬁrt denie‘d Verser's petition.:
(R. 962-1004). In its rulingvthe court acknowledged tha‘t there was no absolute
certainty that one of the bullets foun& in the clothing of the v_ietim could have
| been fired from the gun fouﬁd en Verser. (R. 998) However, the court sta’_ced that

the State’s evidence did not rest solely upon Barry Williams’ testimony, nor did

"Ly
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it depend solely on Verser’s confession. (R. 1000) The court found that Williams"
testimony was corroborated by the fact that a nine millimeter handgun was
found on Verser. (R. 1000) The court stated that it did not believe Campbell and
did not find him to be a credible witness. [R. 1002)

On appeal Verser argued, in part, that the post-conviction court manifestly |
erred by denying Hulon.Verser’s post-conviction petition after an evidentiary
hearing where Corey Campbéll’s testimooy was newly discovered evidence of
Versor’s actual innocence that Would have changed the resulf on retrial. People

) _ v. Verser, 2022 IL App'(lst) 192224-U, 133. Verser argued that in rejecting
Campbell’s testimony and finding that it was not of such a conclusive character
that it would change the results on retrial, the post-conviction court had applied
atotal exoneration standard. Id. at 139. - |

The Appellate Court affirmed the post-conviction court’s deoision, finding
that the court’s holding “wars a proper recitation of the conclusiveness prong.”

" ‘People v. Verser, 2022 IL App (1st) 192224-U, q 41. Noting that it was for the
post-conviction court to determine issues of credibility, the Appellate Court
deterrnined that there was no manifesf error or reason to second guess the courts

conclusion that Campbell was not credible. Id. at 9 42.

SUBMITTED - 20029840 - Kelly Kuhtic - 10/25/2022 1 1:56 AM -



LOMPELLING REASON FOR (>RANTING REVIEW

1. ‘”-«is [.om% S}zuuu 3(3/(} “{.s Wrid o Lerbiorac (&Ppeal> Pat consists

(}$ £FToNEOUS fac‘#ua\ $}~Ji~«i; o Liar'\‘;y um)er w}m% c“rcums'}ames H\e U\HEma)ra

bask of dedermiuing Do eVl of wewly Discoersd widwesses 15 one
progerly pid do dhe drier of Tk on celial or D pulge presdiny over post
conviction proceedings. I denpwg Versers segquest dor 2 new baal e oot
court simply shated Hab b Bd wet believe Lampbell ad did wot Fixd him to
be 2 crediMe witvess. (R.1002) The post- comvichion cour} made dhis Yinding evew
Pongh Compbell pled quilly aed was seefenced do e same mucders oF wehich
Vesser was comvicled and st Verser's drial Mhere was weither ejeuibuess
estimony wor physical evidenee Wit finked Yeeser do Y erimes.

Lower courts weed quilasce as haw to assess the credibility of winess Feskimon,
2} Ahicd- shage evidendiary heariugs se dhal the post-covvietion courk s not re-
Jeiivg 5 Jefeuduabs guilh aud Borehy applying av weorrect bbal exonerabion

standard. Peop)e. v Rebiwson, 2020 JIL. 123844, fl 43.

T)l.\s Sur\*eme £QM(¥ 95; I]\\(Nc.\s, }ms \wshu(.‘rﬁé 'Hla'l' WLEN - C\\f(‘,u\‘ LL&L\!“}

is ma}dw& a deYermnation oF whether $he conclusive charactes proNg ‘s mel Noan
fl

) N
2&.*»&) 'H\INDLENL@_ c\a.'\m a clrcu'»{ cuurf S‘muu amP\eY r\ com?re‘weumve B\?Proa\c‘q

which nvelves r,re«l'n\s\\}}y determinalions Thal are uw‘rque\r apvproyr;ﬁe $or Hral

ndges Yo make FProgle v Loleman. 2013 IL N3307, f97.. But dhe S L4




of Tlhois has dlso caubioned Hal the coaid court should wob re-decde
Me defeudints quld e decding whelhee to grand eelieh. T tiding Pragle v
Mostad 100 TN 24. 128138 (1984)
The Appellade Loued vejected Versers argument dhat tw denjng vehied o
Verser based upan bs assessment of ﬁamPLeWs credibilily the Pod-mw}cg&w
conrt applied 2 Yotal exoverabion standard. Frope v. Vesser. zozz TL Agp (159
1922240 1 1 33- 41 Tustead, the Apellade Lourt concladed that dhe post- canviction
courl's olbig v & proper recitsbion of dhe conclusveness prowg. 1L st T4
Moseaver. wotg Mhat ot was for Hhe post-comichon court do dedermine issues o]
eredibilily, N ApeMate Lot dedermved thal dhere was we maniJest errar o reason
o second gquess e el cot’s concusion el Lanpbell vas nob ccolile It 1
42 Mere, coediblly doferminabions, the Jachual Suvdivgs. wheee W fack dishuck,
Manifest erroc 15 erroc dhat is dearly evident, plain. ad wdispdable. Feople v
Morgan, 2tz IlL 24 145,155 817 A.E. 71 S24. 233 Il BEc. 166 (2004)
As such tis Louct shoull grant weview do provide wecessary quidanee o
lower courts on dhis impartant vssue Alleraabively. his courd should qrand

Verser 2 wew M&l ?ursuaw% o ids Supervisury au‘nmr}}ry v order o yrevw{

X 3}’083 m\scaﬂi\aﬁﬁ gg ;\v\ﬁ#ize ‘HV ve‘i’SiiF‘S Cast. ll £.ANS‘¥, ‘775, av‘}- VI% )A':

Fao,o)e v. Salem. 2014 Ik 118493 1 20.




QUESTIONS FOR REYIEW

I, Iy his Z00% post-conviction petition. Verser alleqed that drizl ad appellate
counsel was ineffackive for failing o properly present awd raise his motion o
suppress evidence based wow aw uvloeful arcest. The drial court denizd Verser's
netion Fo suppress evidence based upon Nlorris had rexsowable suspicion do stop
Vorser and covduct 2 profeckive pat down. (Sec. Loton, Sup. 4R 113-14). (L. 283). The
el conrt ageeed. Heisl wor appellate commsel's. were wot iweffective for raising
an woumeritorious claim. People v. Verser, 2022 L Agp (1s¥) 192224- T &7 72, (r:B)
This Issue Summarized: For this Lot fo considered had the weapon and
Satement hoon suppressed the Shate wauld have beew left ab drisl ouly with the
contrabicled feshimony of Basry Williams (Sup- 4R 77-78, 28) but his post- convichion

Covwse! ]Nexp)?camy sbanvdovad this claim.

This Lourt shold qrant Hulow Verser appeal. For weit of Larbiorsci. sl order

o remand Tor Sulher procesking. where the fower court’s misagplication state rules
wd Jaws. i considecing statements made Following aw Weqal arrest dhat were wol
eoperly sldressed wor zpphied by Hhe lower court's

The Wated Shabes Suprome Louet has addressed e issue of the sdeissibilidy of
Staderents made Sollowing o egel avrest. The Lowrt Jisted Hhe Sactors 4o be
coeslored i dobecwining whether 3 Jatee shabemedt wss sufficently atteated Sron
by 5o a5 do be deened 2 peoduct of Hhe dsfodual's e will, und

‘H‘IE lnﬁﬁa
Here Sore admissible radher than a resuld oF $he '\“egalﬁy and ;;éaz_keﬁié}?i\&z, These

13



'Y&C"’m’s .INC\MJE. ‘Hﬂl FTESENCE of &LSEA’CE b‘y ml‘ramla warN.wgs. 'n\e 4Bmyar3\1
PVox'\m\*y o'g 'H\e &rresf RNA‘ ‘Hﬂ; s)'a{’e;men’[. ‘H\e PraseNce ag ‘m*erveu;na
c'\fcums%’awce, aml Hwe PL\TPDSB &NA %lﬁf\faNcV c¥ 'nle agg;c“&\ m'sscomlmélf.

Rrows v Illinsis (1975). 422 LLS. 590,45 L Ed 24 4k 15 5. £+ 2254

-ﬂle Va\;c}.’}\/ Og Hle ?OWET COM\’*S g‘[/«&n\rﬁ Were No)f ”XE. FES!A\)YS Og B'HBNDIZ\%;GN.
))!A “f\\e B\SSESS\Y)EN& ()? nﬂ". CYE&!L-L}? o‘? H'IE 3'}&}& w‘ulfuesses, n\;ﬁ ‘“’1E AE¥EN<§&N'¥

voluuﬁvi)\( &ctnmyaN.(P_rl H‘E Pu\\ite RNA 5“‘3‘8 g’m’ s(uas‘%io,{wﬂ. -n]e !uwgr cum‘%

TBV.\EWP_AA T}‘IHS. uujéf “Ye_ 1‘@‘}3\%\3{7@ Qg ‘W\E C‘\TLU(Y\S;D&NCES\ Mi\cer Nnrr'ls WaS lms%&gé

iN CQNiudiNﬁ a lggzg. fa'} down. N c‘\x;uﬂl Tercy v. Dhie. 3%2 US| (Héi() and
AN aw&“z’(e C]‘n&“ﬁﬂ?e ’\o “1& ée»ﬁal n‘? Jefawlanj(ls mo{;bN ‘}0 Suﬂ)r&ss )Jasacz ON 3N

U\N‘&WS\LI arres} wou\zx Na{ ]ﬂa\/e Leew mef'\xur.luus_ 2\{ (1‘( YZB ﬂxe E.X‘\SSIENCE 9;

'\N‘x‘eWEN.\Ng c‘\\tcu\ms%aNLQS aNA “\e ;!RRSRNL)/ g; Fu}}ca mlscumluc{’ are CuNs‘isereé "'D‘

Lﬁ *319- ‘I’WQ N\()S)C ‘\NPB("&N} S;ac)cgrs ~H~l AP_‘\"&YN\}N.)Nﬂ W"\(in\ﬁ“ JY)HE L&‘sENl&&N*‘S §§8~%E“\&N}'

resuﬂel g\'om EXP\Q\*&HON og “nw& .‘“B&i&\ &TYES;“, PEO?)E V- I&C\’\SGN- 374 IH Rﬂ) 321

93, 162 (1) Wisd. 2607): People v Stwmons. 372 DI App 34 735, 742 (1sh Dist 2007).

Ir\( 'HﬁS case. H\e La)imce Dg ‘”\ES'E {&G)’Q\‘S }NAIC&}P. “lb\’} V&VSP_\"S S‘}&}Emaﬂi Was

}wmiact of +he Frimaw tant ot his 'x“e«la\ s)rap.

T. AHenuation \

T)We AES"chlaNi an’}ENJS "\IS CON;ESS;ON '&NJ 3uN S}muu \1&\(& Leew Su?PrEsseJ LEC&MS&

”zey were dhe FroJuc} of his "nai&} arres%, N s){nle ob the lower cour%'s Aehrm'\da‘l‘;w

14.



that the defexdant’s arrest was legal. should wol resolve 4he issue ot

w‘\enwe\' er Sul;se.cluawsf C-ON;E_SS;QN Z«Nc} qunN -lS a&m'\ss'\me_. !éo?]e V. ngkey.
)36 TIL 24 4b.85. 554 AL 24 192, 143 T Dec. 257 (1290). The

Tﬁ»evar«% lN%u\fY 15 wle“«er “Hﬂi LGN;ESS\QN wWas Q&)“’E\:Nﬁﬁl ‘9\/ EXP\O;}&S{IGN 0(;:
fhe ﬂ\eaa\?\y of the arrest.
Here, the Jower Com{"s Jui No% Lg‘ia\re}}\e cle';emlzw{ {’eshmwy. that L&

WAS No% r’eal ‘1\5 m}ram!& ng‘\)ts Lu‘( ga\\ez J{o C()us}ier RNJ a?ﬂy kev( ‘gom'

‘Ya\c"or's w 2Hewnahon amﬁys:s. fﬂo.p)e V. \A[.A\LEF‘}DN, 34% Il Aﬂx 34 32,
35, 808 N.E 20 745 294 1)l Dee 174 (2004). Thesefore, a heacing should

Lg MJ ON Hwe .\ssue o‘g A'}i\'e;\t’ua‘hoﬂ.

The Exc’us}war'y Rule:
Should have apy\\ac\ iN Je)rerm'm]m;\ the fachual S'imllwis‘ based upoN

é)\&”&u%\ix]ﬁ ”\& uu‘a\w;\{\ arres}; w\\lcxx cxc\uées EViJENcﬂ w){\c\« b\s WTONﬁly oL‘}a\\Nac]
$rom Le'wi aclm}“eg w3 coonaal Yeial, s calelated to ?raveNjf, wot 1o reP'&.\r, .

s pUv pose s Yo deter-- do Lomyei r.es,aac* for the Qom’rﬂm’:lmn\ 3uaraulree

iN H\E M!‘y elﬁecj(;ve\y avzl'\‘au?. Way -~ L}’ r&mbv.wg “’le .\NCEN};'\’E Sto A\tsfack&\'cl \}

T)us Louf% )135 P(EY'!OMSI\/ reiec'}ae} I”;NO]S CDur{ls w]\c\ ‘E&l\?.cl ‘}D L\NJET}&)(e Jr)ze

;N‘i_‘*.‘-")’ mamla.}'zfz )’y LAOMQ Sux o eva]u)(e J();e ;”\rcums}.mcﬁ os Yre ?o}'\cy ser*(e«\ \:\/
ustified and  Nol conducted

%eéxg\m‘.uuaxy rule; Here. 4he exact sircumstances WQra:\
N mr. HU.)ON Versar(s [_Qu\’% ru\iNﬂ. _nra coNc)us}oN Ly “{\s LDM%;’ TP—W‘&NL) ‘H‘e

)5.



case for Further Fachaal '&NA;Nﬁs. that he Side failed 4o sustain the
burdea ¥ s)wowlwﬁ J(\mf Yhe pvidence in ctues’riQN Was 2dmissible under

\A/omﬂ Sun. N ci}bxﬁ: Wu,\_{g Sunw v. Uwited States, 37U WS o 4491

Moreover, this Lourt lecilei only that the Tllinois courts were (w erfor
4
IN assum'wg that dhe m}ramla wami;«i Ly H‘amsalves‘ under W‘Wj Suu._,ﬁw;n/s

"NM’QQ ‘H’IE Jraid og AN ‘t)}aﬂ&l 3rresf, w%era ?r;ﬁr &u«lﬁmau{ ag "\ha Suprama Lour}

of Iuiwois were ravers&l and the Case remam)al for S;m'%)mer ):roaeezlwﬁs. TLis

Lour{’ (u\’w . “N VB‘B{’;ON jrb mr. Varse".s also 2 )hﬁ«l. “xa"’ ‘H1e ‘ower Comrt‘S- iN nta
3 P _

)'\3\& 1) Hne Fo\icy served Ly Hhe exc\us\wary ru‘e‘ m\saFPhcﬁ}uu of {his rule. ..

HP_ ﬂ'ereyore, mcemmewg. Fos)(-coNv}c‘th muuse‘.s .:‘e,q;e(} Verser's ‘H’lﬂ

I’eaSuNaH& &SSES{&NCQ ]N Pos*-cwv'\c%{uN P\'DLEEA‘\Nj. ‘”(]S ﬁour) s\muu VEmaNJ J{Lis maHer

foe Sucther proceedings awd the appsimbment of wew coussel (3§) this Couct
P % PP

c\ﬁ*erm}we mr- Verser,. counsel's were ol uNreaSoua.Lle, he ”ﬂera‘;ore. i’e:iues} a

\'\e&r‘wﬁ shadd be held on the above ]I VSSULs.

LONCLUSION

For ‘H’na ‘Forac&o'\mi T2ASONS, H»\\w Vecser, ?ﬁ\}iuwer-/&\lwe?)m‘z. ﬁaspu”u“y

rf:cluas}sv Pt Mis Lourd reverse the Pos*-aouv‘\c{lw courl s ;}uzlsm&rxj{ L)auy'\rug

Jé.



VEFSEV‘S Ye}’;)\bn{ aNJ fema\Ncl ‘Fur 2 New ":'\al uNc)er jssue_ I RH’MN}‘}SVE)\/.
‘l)"\s [wr? S)\ou)i rirad’ 4)1\5“ L)r'\jc ) ’ANA remauA gof “;uv'“mr Pmceecl'wﬁs.
because Vevser’s ?oﬁ-cwv\él’-w eounse) s va\&eg pnrzasenable assislance. (o7)

& ‘lﬁagwi S)\uuu Le_ Leﬁ e H\P_ LBNL}LAS'\QN Lwcja‘;’ Issue E,“m '))fls caunse,

Kesyec”tmy SuLm‘vHal

KOMF\‘@A Ey? Ass'}s}an’% (j&\ma'}e ?ara)gﬂa))
Versef, Hu)tw, 7&§i¥|ouer~ APPQHZN{

Co (/ ]
Reg\ﬂer No. K-£4035 }d I\}ij drada Ked043
S}f\ec\lau Larrtﬁ‘mua) Leu'}er
457 Eas’c 7403 Road
Shesidan, Wliois AD55I

L grt‘iﬁga"e of  Lompliance

I (:er}'nfy that this Pe?‘-’r\orv condarms o Jhe Veclu\vemeu} o Supreme
[.our"‘ Rule 12 (Z.) 14 -

T’?E \EULXMW og H«'\s Pe\l\)ﬁbw, exctue}‘w% aNy 'r)‘(‘_ms "Jem\i("\ed &S (’_XC’MJEA
Feann e Ie»us”\ Peidation w Rule 4, 1% paqes.

V1.



DFFICE pF THE CVLERK. SUPREME LOBRT OF THE LNITED STRIES

I_Q_f Oifice of the Lleck: | FRom.  VERSER, HULON
How. ScoH S Maens ~ Keé«sjrer No. X-64085 <~n\e Pel‘.\\‘.wu>
DATE: May 1. 2023 RE: Vesser v Illiwsis JLsé Ne. 129033

i__%: IN ’RQS}N\:\IJS Te [_nur% Drder ({&"EA Apr'x\ 13, 20237 "ECQ\NLA 47423,

NOW LOMES Hhe Petitioner Hu‘w Versser. Procee& pro se. and resgacﬁu\\y re&luesxls
s Howsrahle Jaceh Levitaw. Clesk's ofSice Jo accept Pris missive and The £w)rg~z)s_

hewr Rudes 33.2 (1) that Hhe pebitoner doesu't have access bo aw hype-
witer Tlhwas (.0.0): (Macioum prisor confiscate all wmates dypewrider acoud
2014) d Mis Soclly Shesdon Lorcschionl Conber, Yo Bhrary  doesw’
possess (or) have dypewriders for tnmabe nselubyess; either, Whch the peklianers
by skills ab aw very Tow Shadied. (2D That 4k Sacdily oudy sell shoct
Saste Tuk pens:, (Tor secucdy reasas) which make & very difficult fo apsly
sl Bule 332 whch dhe pelilioner’s ddmg s best (somding) W pursuasd

L.&'r“\ .nla (E(iu:\remes\s}S (\’gi ')’ktS Cbur%’: (See\(‘ms LbuNs(’_‘n(>

Ru\e 39 ENL\QSE(&. Vs an §|x month \ec\ger, oS: '”\e 's)e)r\)‘\\m\\e\"s )fmskr -c\mcl

&u‘.buu%, }\e_ lf\'l’(f&gu??. redews }llns ()'og- L)ya%es 'mg)r(\m\l Joc ,eg\\;e_ '\'0 ?mmefgé,

~of-3



That the Pebibiover Finds Hhat he has av merdorious claims. as 4o

fi&n j;0\‘ AN ex‘v_rc‘ise og ”ﬁs [:ouvj{.s superv;sory ?gwe\'. ior rﬁv'\ewazl.
;N. _SP'\}‘E a;\ )115 Issw_.s ;Y)e\_ar«j ?resedeﬂ is vare\y Tau‘}eg; ”19. 10war
CDur‘}‘s Yu\;hlﬁ 5}\0:}.\& \\t’_ SemeA lay )Y)’)\DS [;our%.

[FMTS DF ISSUE'S PRESENTED]

:-_[_; —ﬂ‘&'% L\U\“\Na ‘“19_ ‘H‘-\\’A ~S¥&3£’_ “ Yos“' Kouv“c‘kouq av'\&eu‘¥acy Lear‘wg;

{Ac?ua\ Tnnoeence ma.lm], where  the s¥a¥e‘s éyew'»%Nass recanted lﬂas'}imm\ry

E{NA &ggiéaﬁ{, c‘ear\\, exowera}e ”\& Pe};}‘.wﬁ'& NO enuar evidence Prase»ﬁe!

Frweg Vevs&r's commtled the crimes as c\mnﬂa&.« 2 New taa) should have

Lee:\x 3\'3:\1*&1 -

E- A ‘Hm Sewml S%aﬁd“Pes%' ﬁowvlc}’sw” )1&& pos‘-conv\\t‘kou CBUNSE[.

(FEA!AU(’,(! uNreaSGM&u€> PreseN*eA Vecser‘s mt;srwuw jto suﬂwess av"AeNce
}n\sed upen  aw uu\a\wgul Nres}. w'n“w aAJ\\'mNa\ 'wgm'max'\url awl evlleuce

()Syen“& QQNY&SS;DN &NA quN Supyressa& ) U\Nc)ou\ﬁ;u\‘y \\\e. DL\%CGNQ

Ws A NEw }r;a’. wou‘cl Lll mofe ?}\(a\y '}\mu Nu)f, Leeu A‘\“mw‘f

ResPe csl -Tu\\\/ Su‘am‘s Hec‘

Kyt%xjﬂ M pro se.

2-4f-3



