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FINANCIAL AUTHORIZATION 
TO BE COLLET ED BY PETITIONER ItikAYf: | jr,-»....

Authonzafion for Release of Institution Account firformafipn. 
and Payment of the Filing Fees

mdoc#T3o£5
authorize the Clerk of Court to obtain, from the agency having custody of my person, 
information about my institutional account, including balances, deposits and withdrawals. The 
Clerk of Court may obtain my account information from the past six (6) months and in the 
future, until the filing fee is paid. I also, authorize the agency having custody of my person to 
withdraw funds from my account and forward payments to the Clerk of Court, in accord with, 
section 47-5-76 of the Mississippi Code Annotated.

I,

pate Q Siefiature(of|>etitioner Q

IT IS THE PETITIONER’S RESPONSIBILITY TO HAVE THE APPROPRIATE 
: PRISON OFFICIAL COMPLETE AND CERTIFY THE CERTIFICATE BELOW

CERTIFICATE 
(Inmate Accounts Only)

TO BE COMPLETED BY AUTHORIZED OFFICER

M.9Lcertify thafthe Petitioner nam«i herein has the sum of $ ^ 
account.toMs;icre& at MDOC Facility, where he is
cbnfine^; I furtlief that the Petitioner has the following securities to his credit according 
to therecords;:of.srid/m

.... ..on

aI 1 A
IM-yyY

I further certify that during the Jast six (6) months the 
Petitioner’s average monthly balance was $ _ &-.S7

I further certify that during the last six (6) months the 
Petitioner’s average monthly deposit was $ __.

I further certify that Petitioner hasmade 
the past thirty'•(S.OAdays:

ft ,iU‘l
mi-os, ho in us:

Authorised Officer of Inmate AccountsTelephone Number

H Q-ZS
Date Print Name of Authorized Officer
Complaint

‘ r - - * •
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e f£QU£$T&A C.OA* ooas dismissed as Moot, sm _.___ /*

fH€ CiSrfdcT CduiZT qa) MaaSi o?8/Jdq2& dismissed <fif'fb/}z£s 
fflSmz Cc/Zpus P£<gu£?r; Taj Afe osamE RmIIae, a/so Jeat&J A 

Ce£r>PcAT£ of AppoalabrA'Af that pnd a/ot b£Ed depesred^
~~Ymfr" A ^^ef^odeA^/tepadsTS^TfRSssu'AnJcE^of^A

Co A. Arid rtfAT fspuoJr must S’/^u) A jz*6 stAaAaL denied of A
Co^STTJTioAjaJ Tte ViS-rfcr CouAT pAe^ decided deAtd Of A

aJ6aj~ exlsriao CoA a* aK-te&Aa A& of prejudice rhOMAds reffooeA* 

fvea Ldhm ?d£ Visrfcr CwfiT mAy Awe fastJ //> d£<as<oso oaj rm ^ 

'RZcoM' £>f)U do6? nor sbou) a>h/\T TT€ fefkoneA coould h<w& pAeSemed t A

PCs PBp&ST. .
Ca fi/i/>?i /8 JoM At pjSfptMd Ay £%. Li (5! C, MSd ^d A^uf /

££ Cb) of -7n/%jd^i £“!& T dptf1*11- ^ccedu^e, 'fermcAJtE# tegu&rfd 

AaJ ,'sSuMce- oF *' as/oilw-'m of ty/Xxbb-'tty. Jo THftr rn .typeO ■ 
LI Aired States Coo at of Appeals S>£ "rue RFnt &acu*tx

dPisrfor CouAT P>A Tti€ SoumeAd StSr&'cT of
fo rue
Apkfl olb) A Odd 
Miss', ss^pf, M&nled fk-ff'oneM's Co A oz^est M MOOi.,

foe

Oa) fdjttjj AHh dO LUC' <fbffon<edt -filed f^ofice of .Append,
£>aj June ddj fU><2& fn€ joisifdor fop Ttff Sotm-tm^, bd^crr of Mississippi 

G>A4AJT&d fedifo/JcA pQ&MtSSlosO t° proceed Saj F^Oma fkcpeBrS.
- Eke ' : D

' *? "
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ffuCjUST •/[ otO&'pl, Ttf£ / dt/£CUt F foUAT op PnAe/Us 

<dlsfV)'i&Sed Tfh'HoA&rS /Oafc^ of ffppetd OS cU/uf/yieJy J _^gc. £$?uf}pPt ^ 

Tfffo'ieA ^if /?or" Prcieoe. pS rtofffaoPcm u^ti/ /hpjusr ^ flojUL. SeJh 

r\4ck tfcAJa&a of rt-te /typexJs C&u&c deds^un. %4rfooer r^cn (Qied q 

AAojioaj foA @chear<Aek / Heconsidefafa/of on fk/oUsr Rd? £6^.
O^f AhAUST St^olA. 77i£ RFrH dt/ZOuiT C&urZT C>F ApposT^ /Quk<d

yioTiOA) fb& $«iae«/v\cj /'Rect^sidieSaR&n to#£ ^ Onji/ndy 1 afgo- 

A/o /tcrioAj, see- ArrftcJk >n&/\ T TFS CouAr of Appetzk gAve F&fifdnef 

fbup-TeeJ\ Oh) dctys Fjtern tHB dm£ 'Ttte OADeF Mm £7}'%££<d /V Gzu&r. 
Which ajfc fueuSr F; JloJiSL* Jfccd Tff€ Thffc/i^A. rv Respond tz> any
clgidsibA) made by TUB Ce>UfiTf bOi~f\6UT proper AoriRC^Roaj, /£> &V&

ov\e/' f^URTeen Oh) feiin rPMT d>ATB of F/JTT&y <S Aa> cjeaA
ACT ' of pfc&yUcfCJZ.*

<Daj fhn>&e£ 3.} APAoL fefifforieA. J}kJ Pule OO 0) Mari, 
SZfg&AJp Feb'eR FAdm q dhcfpe/nenT oA O&dett. TAG fifhi f'ASu/T CouAxr 

oF Appeals cpycun TVofe~ rto /faric^jrzee.-ArTArAme/rr" '~~...... - - -■■ -----

(S

0/0

T\£AEon FoR &R/\ajtiN6' THE WRIT
'PeffortcA's Issues AsseAreJ /a //V fOA'^W

ZyASeAs Co/ZpuS p&FRoA aA-e Op Cons-jirU'nofiaJ £/2po£ of rAE Ra?7~
nAagni-fucte, Tee 2>/st&ot C&uar op jue Sbu-nreAnj FbdtA'cr of 

Mississippi <f£Sfe.d A deylrificflTE of P/)p@q/ciJ;/'Ay T744T <ded /)kt 

tAST At tFG t?t\£ oR irs &£Ai<z.L Fi-is/lS is /Vo 2aJ/?u To Rii/e e\ 
FA'iR. Ault'a/a jwFsa/ rye issues F/n/e /uor b&5v ssrr bcfcfze n-fc CouaT

drST/ScZ cSitAf ci&iSd of 'nie OsisiPo/tr^ &f fipp&dkcbiiff a 
ABQuesTGd by pc^RcsizA is bUsAe-SS od i/S Me. "r

P'sf -b o/iefs /fsSe/lTed issues /?££ As RHooJS '

rid A To rkm/dfiy

P/lcxAbd Ont'
RHAt Counfej cJns OcfPcch </"e ojl'ttn ~feulroj} Tb 

TS SWrb'S OJiFr\ess<sS TdFMoAy and prior sroseia^-f CsJ,
Address -7HB differ*.enceS t/y
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Z^fOLmd TiAZ) '
Tfid Couu'ifa <0>f -fto/i'/i* b <fae£t jo T#>cJ Cdu&T Pe/uS’ed

oF felev&srr £\fdenc£ supportnc^ sL[GdejF>MS* ?rf£6&y-({zte. Appg/J?*

G P buA)ct tHPbs
X/vafFeoivC tA>aI G>ms<d F*'Faj^ b ob^^cr it Pro$?cufoa!s I 

ffcmo-P-klg cduAsA/j cl!65is)6 /9/£jut^-es>*r of s^od^-nneSsn^e.

(jfou/od bap:
’Ingffezftve 'T&frL Counsel fa fafuM *73 ConJucX ctdGffu&r*. Prefhd
/f] \}eCf!c/rt'T?OA),

improper

JLu GwAj&Sy v. AdAMS, 7ot? F-3J im CfAC^. doi3)
Tfog/ (L^tiSeJ tdttS i/id-ifcc/uft: wheii he. CL'/ed -h isrtrodua? evidencet chnj 

ch<z//es\ye !nC^tnSiS~bnCceS In 4kt 70t4f'pArtnenr'S uJifateSSeS' 'fazs-brno^y <. FTaI 
faP/o/J t4 888 Fold ( !efi ClF G/t /9Piy fb-t /ttp£ -fa properly hnp&icA
tX>'fv[eSS trtrtS 1 noFfeOpU (S- Cte?St$"f~6nc<i ojberg- oi^cf'clTucJezi diSOCe/?cctcj eS •-—
edsied In Mrfaetses' des-bb,iy. %/U Pftou v. Unlfed Srnres; If Of F.3d ^7. 
Ci^G&. Ian adpoPn&y jails -fa M'S* ** inpo/iT*nT abacus
defense ool-fhoUT My ;**$,'**()!e stfin-riFglc op -merle** Ae*Son

h!S performance fd>s bed b&kcn fhe STnodord or fjrdidenT 

V; s\ 77#?7 -Tire Cdf\CT>TMion demands.

/)dcf !/V OJ4S

THe

Of\A> SS* 
Pepp^sanmnon

LL* Bzi-h**j *s. Cockteit,JW f.3J 730 Cs*£h.Jp°3') :»
d&Cfecdrt nss!s fence coheAe ftfz>AAey Fifed 70 u&> £)C(Lu/pn7ontppoor —

£\j‘denc£ AcIptPJ t& */o Eyemhio^ss

Z.A) &!/ZTS v, Yaa/aC 6ol f.3d ws CprA- M/) ,“/>/><#6'w&/*er- 

F/ZI&J Court S&J uoQS /’ne.faFcfare ojfxen f)& jtufed ~ft> ob-fe^ -fa pPoseCufops' 
PCpsCTBcJ Imp ropier CcmmenrrS.

fhiluM <c> CoAiPucr ouj sJsfiwts prbfdJ ,Wf fate rga/fAc .
yAjdeP rtfC fadeS oFdhtlclda/d V* l/Jrohfrt^'b/j flC? U. C, 4>bS, (t7gy)

* 1

’f/icsc then tJePe pur be-forr th£ bdrf err Coupp Jf/u cl fafguesc&d 

CdA„ F crkrA vhlfrnortJ oF FcF-bon^A^ C&rtS-f1 and fhmrs^ \ps4 -me. X)i$rfLcr 

CoufX fouled ■fh&W 4$ tM6&T>.
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d<//leyi ffkfrko/ie&'s /ktjuM- cfc£QU£Z'T> flOP oOrt* dsTv'^d
Aft* / dL?t dAdfi „ Redffan&~ fifikd hd> ~pm/l£fy fJdjic-e ap Append OA)
M<uf jy, .

T/p RFth CSacuR (R>u&r or Appe&Js dd/n/sjcd Af'4,\ 

/Jortc< or Appeal as fO/VritsieJy' 6aj /jujus— df dOM rrtaJdny
fte-feAes)#? 7& 77-fS dmS of AlA#dl\ gfy dofUi> sof^n '77-?t£ 2)/S7/<Zj C~
<C<>u/t7 d'SAh'S’Sec/ 'Pefiforie/t's (fd/ZpuS pp‘6'on
PfRsRdCr C&A.

---------- A^-Pefifbnert.-be&ti- out—of- --t7m£!— t/j _ A sm - fffijj c__Xef£—F)t<mQ.tC7r
Oou/it £Oou/J asot h#v£ ed&iAjrtd Ta/ Poaaaa P/Up fids’ oa/ (Rj/jS d ^
gee ArrtfchMZA'T'^D

Tedi-fotett fleet tved -7#*- R'frtf R/lcuA Ccm&T ofi Appends
AqjuSf~ elOfZfL^ Sxio! -fifed oaj August flOjtfi

Mofio/U dof Rd^M'^j/AsCo/Jsdfiimog, *7U£ F'rrtf O,AOt,’i jvd£ no /kd^i. 

SmnAJtr -jAs$ MemonJ so/& #f&> 'L/A/fjMeJy1 because fef'bo/Ufi^ k#d
'~f$(Z%dv&&"dAlf?~~{l&w~dfe''"d4di-~-dhe~Of2deAr'-t''M-$—RJed^-^-Rol4AT-.-==^-<tdn*CU----
UJM fuauSi H and AJ&T fouAhe^ days 'Rom 4he d*fe gR /Zeee.tpj;
UjfucA LUOS Auyusj- 9M>c2£><%<£~

OAl

ga&t ts

autd n A/OA/-

/'lO'fffi cad cA* OA)

/edfoAiefc died filed a. RiofofiJ fuf^R fihoM &_ Judaf/^enT of 

d>&def u'vdBfi Rule fpO Cb) CO of TH£ fkde/ZAi FuleS of Cii/lI ffocedusie,, 
4&AtAJ '7tt& RFth CiAeut-r 700f ajv Acriop S7rtd/V6r '1 „ . ~ri-f6 Cbu/or 7s 
(jov dined Snflt cWy b'y TfHB fkd(S)Ml RufiTS d~ AppeJIaft pfuc£dos2.c . ^ ~ 

See n^4-Act\M(StUT A
doi/J&JQA, f/j firt: C^UAX'S AAOndaJe Issued oaJ Pu^aS-j- Lf 

fefesiwc^cp *2$ M.3..C £d/o? Co) *CUJ> fisdetuf Ault .of Apfed Precede 

H (<*-) CO (A) ff/lt./oSffc< of* append f*j a. (Civd' Case, must he fPled
.. „ fdest&fipTOC, fdfimePs <z<Lz<l CA/H- . fed Ro/c Ax) Ced'hnJ 

RfUiorteX's Rah ^b>AC6)0) Mot/oA/on)

f
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fLdrfaneA ASSAMI
CoUMSSlA C&A/g’TtTU-rioA/aJ! c$A£dUA)7B£cI tUB S/xtH /\ni&jAM(jA)T. //aA 

Tm &7ATG's IaJ i/nesSes fAJCdMSt'sTEArr, as)A UA/&o£ko6o/Zdr6A TBSndoAjy 

b€BAJ C-heAieti^eA hy 77A&J Cdu/0£eJ4 jCr ujOutd h/WB s/oOa) sr-HS Sucre's 

meSSeS AS fidfu/ZCMS.

^lefAonefc offwieA exculpodDAp gviefenct Au/Aaj^ 7?AaJ*
As P^ffonA rfaeA sffo£r/&ss^ /woe ex/iAismcs BiorBiteA/dccopdfA^ 

'T&cJ Coua)$<z[ tSA-r A)/n/&£$/(/ f-U/'<S 6- A>0 mU<A) SO^ 77-/S 77%/tfL AtiAcjS 

ha A to asM /-/£)<? jv bs/p /Asm (/fudge) but,

..._ AhseCUTOA £?ueaW&£ Hums -to ffoj Pd/foied 'AuA-hf* ,;P 

-rHBtf uJArjjeA 7^ Fdd Cdfe? and U\& /V a sofe MdgbbofihmA. Cou^Jxd 

Coa/pajubA H&* ^uteAiness. ZyrsA&j-W- A^ 77/e fd&rs x*v-A rA-um.

' /HStSmncB dF t/AAL. * i.

sAvbftF'se<L

A 71W

AA& T'(f>7)$£C0(VA&- AtTOAa/BI^ lot Ash A A CtfiSjica,/ ^l//AB7UC£f 7/V22T~ ^

M/Tb*} -o f Stm/se - 7tie -'fitvsc&eMr--4rp>flAMf 77>ld
Sadd Sccud/r^f s>u/v/jed, A Gomes 6aeM —M &/oAl£f Idi'i/'duA^ isj/ich 's /t/sr ou£ 

v't criooTJ AAs Bude/ico mould hove ghoto/u a pskJa/LBcf xoIttjbss caj
fHB u)l~r^ess. StaajA. Sccdi/se /r /s tub Co.£6 oF -yr-tB (fudldnC system 

70 £xp/o£& 7tt£ Fkcr$} £'VA A/scouBd -rtfs tt&UtH •
PsAtioaJSMf /)dS d £t&/7T) 77) dflv£ hi's /Ad/dTS prOTB&rBd £&U'OSA»

Cou/JSA fnllgct tAJ bed JuTLf} aPt&$ bei/OB maJe /}uJdd.B bif 7?f£ SrmEy Tbtdn 
"TtflS STftTB S DJ/yWBSS Udsf/s A p&Zjude&j fuf a A -fbe^STAod} bo CeU THE T/dlP 

Ad£ DIstiCcT Coufcr foil The doury-teUAi p .SrdJcor of MessrsIpp 7 denied 

%bfo>ldS L/2egueSrzcf ’ C&4 as «MOD'S” Caufe 0a) f(r Ocd/0 ulA/h defied A 

Co A /bed d'A Ajtrr £dtS7,. 4 dead acr of p£d>uJ,'tc,
Cou/ZTS oF Appmt Asks aAjf oa/£ (puosf oaJ, Aa/A died /S Ulhefhyi 

-0iE d/ST/lfcT CounrrA decision Is de baAoA f • Ad/ see &£Ac\shaoj v- 

£sfs/te; b<*3 UA. m,893 M.V Cm3).
Aidernafvdefy hoAedt£/ shoulddls £t)WLT aJOT MeOedSe. mod

Cou/oT dcCeCT pivt fifrkMend Af fhen fefb 'cn^r Meguesrs Aid" dv 
ft Mend Cd>u/L7 of App&ds <fa fSSOf Ccr4i(fad& of Gpp&L(tzb F Vy,

><
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CoMCLUSiojJ
YhiS (fouhr should Pev&lSe md oRcleA Pefhlo/JeR'S

f/y}^ edla.lt Podeas* 6te(W$~e dht (Jnrfed Srares CS/ocoid Coo At 

0--P AppeaJs Aa dhe Fifth Cl/lCuF fas declined do 
Pedddio/)eAS fei&STSy The (Jot-fed JntTes DlSrSicr tuc
Soirrhe/ifU blSr/tlcx of Mississippi has Faded Jo uphdd 

Jeftiortas 's Pi (hst$ and TPf*d Cou/usel has As led hoAACbly 

Tporscrl/OS Pc-fefeoneAS PiSB-r'S.
AihoJdjS ffcosecufesOS fiffo/Suttf A put a pe/ZjoSed ujtfiess 

qaJ p^-e. C/JijidSS STCfrid 'jv Ted/ ~rtfe tAQtA, A Wo/oAvaJ of! PqJ&oaoz's 
(CSt-f-TS ad dho Uc/Lst /nag/)/'dude, see APfend'/ K SShefie 'Pfosecu&AS 

A44o/U)&t-f Jvld T/lici (ZouaSe/ <th<dr SitQtJs coitneSS hod poS.ported1„

BrtSUAe

/a/

■Urecil^espe Oub«v\

Subscribed end sworn to before me in my 
, this J-L- day of ■ TfA— 

1TlAp « Notary Public in and tor the
County of

presence

SfiJSi..a ;tate of

M Notary Public-
My Commission Expires „i^VL 2(X—-/ CA

*•■«••***

1



r 9 '

Mo.
Xai

SilffEWB CdufT of UAJ/r^P STATES
?

Jr/tAtizy ^ Beasley

tyB9$\xS

t-omtSsloAJBM <& Tffe Mt$s>ss<ppt f>OTMfrmS/iJr of CmteoriOAJSj
Efi4Mkf?MWf W/fcfrBAf of £A£r MtSSiSStpff Co^gct/omM. focih'jv * 

------Xr y Z.,------ ' '"

9{?Titioa5£R

^ftESfhrtDEMTS

• T'ROO^ -C>P •S'ZPM'C'f 
;

_2T £r7bnie<~f <=^6 <SoJmr cPtskh^edoAt 4k<Ar sy> 4frs
f&sumMfr /7^ %£>%3 as Supreme Ce>ufcr faii J9} X

fcwt gesvej} Ah#. es\cio$ecfi M&licpJ f&M jL&w£ t&> ffbcesd 0£a/ Fz>M/Hi^ 

ffiupetiz <W P^Ub^J Rm A W/&T of CeAr/6M*Af 

&beMfL pcbceodt/ici*_ - .

4SkJ aJJf£S3&£> *f 4ho<& Sorted
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United States Court of Appeals
, FIFTH CIRCUIT 

OFFICE OF THE CLERK

TEL. 504-310-7700 
600 S. MAESTRI PLACE, 

Suite US
NEW ORLEANS, LA 70130

LYLE W. CAYCE 
CLERK

October 10, 2022

#73305
Mr. Stanley Lee Bradley
East Mississippi Correctional Facility
10641 Highway 80, W.
Meridian, MS 39307-0000

No. 22-60320 Bradley v. Shaw 
USDC No. 2:18-CV-196

Dear Mr. Bradley,

•- — -We ■"received- your--Motion for -Relref'-from-a Judgment--or-Order-. - - We —- 
are taking no action because filings in this court are governed 
strictly by the Federal Rules of Appellate Procedure, NOT the 
Federal Rules of Civil Procedure.
submitted under the Federal Rules of Civil. Procedure. 
an attempt to file a motion for reconsideration, the time has 
expired.

We cannot accept motions
If this is

Sincerely,

LYLE W. CAYCE, Clerk

By: ___________
Monica R. Washington, Deputy Clerk 
504-310-7705

Ms. Jerrolyn M. Owenscc:

&
A

:•.
. ■;



United States Court of Appeals
FIFTH CIRCUIT 

OFFICE OF THE CLERK
TEL. 504-310-7700 

600 S. MAESTRI PLACE, 
Suite 115

NEW ORLEANS, LA 70130

LYLE W. CAYCE 
CLERK

August 29, 2022

#73305
Mr. Stanley Lee Bradley
East Mississippi Correctional Facility
10641 Highway 80, W.
Meridian, MS 39307-0000

Bradley v. Shaw •
USDC No. 2:18-CV-196

NO. 22-60320

____Dear Mr. Bradley,______ _ _____ ____ _ _ __ __
We will take no actiqn on your "Motion for Rehearing" viewed as a 
motion for reconsideration because it is untimely. The time for 
filing a motion for reconsideration under 5TH ClR. R. 
expired.

27 has

Sincerely,

LYLE W. CAYCE, Clerk

i
By:
Monica R. Washington, Deputy Clerk 
504-310-7705

Ms. Jerrolyn M. Owenscc:

APfW'* &
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fHuiteti States Court of glppeate 

for tfje Jftftf) Circuit
United States Court of Appeals 

Fifth CircuitNo. 22-60320 FILED
August 4, 2022

Lyle W. Cayce 
Clerk

Petitioner—Appellant,

Stanley Lee Bradley,

versus

Frank Shaw,

—Respondent-^Appellee_____

Appeal from the United States District Court 
for the Southern District of Mississippi 

USDCNo. 2:18-CV-196

Before King, Jones, and Smith, Circuit Judges.
Per Curiam:

This court must examine the basis of its jurisdiction, on its own 

motion if necessary. Hill v. City of Seven Points, 230 F.3d 167,169 (5th Cir. 
2000). Pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 2107(a) and Federal Rule of Appellate 

Procedure 4(a)(1)(A), the notice of appeal in a civil case must be filed within 

thirty days of entry of judgment.

In this habeas corpus case filed by a state prisoner, the final judgment 
was entered and certificate of appealability was denied on March 28, 2022. 
Therefore, the final day for filing a timely notice of appeal was April 27,2022. 
Petitioner’s pro se notice of appeal is not dated but the accompanying cover

r'>
:..

r
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V'.*'



t f

No. 22-60320

letter is dated May 24, 2022 and the notice is stamped as filed on May 31, 
2022. Because the cover letter accompanying the notice of appeal is dated 

May 24, 2022, it and the notice of appeal could not have been deposited in 

the prison’s mail system within the prescribed time. See Fed. R. App. 
P. 4(c) (1) (prisoner ’ s pro se notice of appeal is timely filed if deposited in the 

institution’s internal mail system on or before the last day for filing). When 

set by statute, the time limitation for filing a notice of appeal in a civil case is 

jurisdictional. Hamer v. Neighborhood Hous. Servs. of Chi., 138 S. Ct. 13,17 

(2017); Bowles v. Russell, 551 U.S. 205,214 (2007). The lack of a timely notice 

mandates dismissal of the appeal. United States v. Garcia-Machado, 845 F.2d 

492, 493 (5th Cir. 1988).

Accordingly, the appeal is DISMISSED for want of jurisdiction.

i
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Case 2:18-cv-00196-TBM-LGI Document 34 Filed 06/24/22 Page 1 of 1

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF MISSISSIPPI 

EASTERN DIVISION

PLAINTIFFSTANLEY LEE BRADLEY, #73305

CIVIL ACTION NO. 2:18-cv-196-TBM-LGIv.

DEFENDANTFRANK SHAW
ORDER

This matter is before the Court on application of the Plaintiff, Stanley Lee Bradley, who is a

prisoner, seeking permission to proceed in forma pauperis on appeal. This Court, being fully advised in 

the premises and having examined the application and affidavit submitted, is of the opinion that the

Plaintiff’s Motion [33] is well-taken and should be granted.

—IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED AND ADJUDGED that the Plaintiff! s-Moti on [33] for leave to..

proceed in forma pauperis on appeal is GRANTED. The Plaintiff may proceed in this cause without 

prepayment of fees or costs, or giving security therefore.

THIS, the 24th day of June, 2022.

-tAyiTor b. mcnee;
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE



Case 2:18-cv-00196-TBM-LGI Document 29 Filed 04/26/22 Page 1 of 1

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF MISSISSIPPI 

EASTERN DIVISION

PLAINTIFFSTANLEY LEE BRADLEY, #73305

CIVIL ACTION NO. 2:18-cv-196-TBM-LGI •v.

DEFENDANTFRANK SHAW
ORDER DENYING MOTION FOR 

CERTIFICATE OF APPEALABTLTTY AS MOOT

This cause is before the Court on the Motion for Certificate of Appealability [27] filed by Stanley

Lee Bradley on April 25,2022. The Court finds that on March 28,2022, the Court issued an Order [25]

denying a Certificate of Appealability. Accordingly, Bradley’s Motion for Certificate of Appealability is

DENIED as MOOT.

THIS, the 26th day of April, 2022.

-'TAyLor b. McNe:
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE

c v>



Case 2:18-cv-00196-TBM-LGI Document 25 Filed 03/28/22 Page 1 of 1

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF MISSISSIPPI 

EASTERN DIVISION

STANLEY LEE BRADLEY, #73305 PLAINTIFF

CIVIL ACTION NO. 2:18-cv-196-TBM-LGlv.

FRANK SHAW DEFENDANT
CERTIFICATE OF APPEALABILITY - DENIED

A final order adverse to the applicant having been filed in the captioned habeas corpus case, in 

which the detention complained of arises out of process issued by a state court, this Court, considering 

the record in the case and the requirements of 28 U.S.C. § 2253, Rule 22(b) of the Federal Rules of 

Appellate Procedure, and Rule 11(a) of the Rules Governing Section 2254 Cases in the United States

District Courts, finds thata Certificateof Appealability should not issue. ' —.......-......- ..... - ... ~

To be entitled to a Certificate of Appealability, an applicant must make “a substantial showing of 

the denial of a constitutional right.” 28 U.S.C. § 2253(c)(2). To meet this burden, the applicant must 

demonstrate: “ (1) that reasonable jurists would find this Court’s ‘assessment of the constitutional claims 

debatable or wrong,’ or (2) that reasonable jurists would find ‘it debatable whether the petition states a 

valid claim of the denial of a constitutional right’ and ‘debatable whether [this Court] was correct in its 

procedural ruling.’” Wilson v. Epps, No. 5:07-cv-165-DCB, 2010 WL 3909691, at *2 (S.D. Miss. Oct. 1, 

2010) (alteration in original) (quoting Slack v. McDaniel, 529 U.S. 473, 484,120 S. Ct. 1595,146 L. Ed. 

2d 542 (2000)). The Court finds that the applicant has failed to meet either of the criteria set forth in by 

the Supreme Court in Slack, and therefore has failed to make a substantial showing of the denial of a 

constitutional right. A Certificate of Appealability is denied.

THIS, the 28 th day of March, 2022.

*

/

—TAYLOR B. McNEEL'
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE

r..
*.

' *■ r
■i
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF MISSISSIPPI 

EASTERN DIVISION

PLAINTIFFSTANLEY LEE BRADLEY, #73305

CIVIL ACTION NO. 2:18-cv-196-TBM-LGIv.

DEFENDANTFRANK SHAW
FIN AT. JUDGMENT

This matter is before the Court on submission of the Report and Recommendation [19]

entered by United States Magistrate Judge LaKeysha Greer Isaac December 9, 2021. The Court,

having adopted the Report and Recommendation as the finding of this Court by Order entered this

same day, finds that this matter should be dismissed.

IT IS ORDERED AND ADJUDGED that the Petition for Writ of Habeas Corpus [1] is

DISMISSED with prejudice.

THIS, the 28th day of March, 2022.

-TAYim B. McNEEJK 
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE

» A (b



Serial: 221206
IN THE SUPREME COURT OF MISSISSIPPI

No. 2018-M-01040

FILED PetitionerSTANLEY BRADLEY

SEP 2 0 2018V.

OFFICE OF THE CLERK 
SUPREME COURT 

COURT OF APPEALS

W* -•
RespondentSTATE OF MISSISSIPPI

ORDER

Now before the panel of Kitchens, P J., King and Maxwell, JJ., is Stanley Bradley’s 

Application for Leave, to File Verified Motion for Post-Conviction Collateral Relief.

Bradley filed this, his first, application within the three-year limitations period. Miss. 

Code. Ann. § 99-39^5(2). He. raises; six claims: (1) trial, counsel.rwas-Jneffective for,not 

addressing the differences between the prosecution’s witnesses’trial , testimony, and their 

prior statements; (2) trial counsel was ineffective for not objecting when the trial court 

refused to admit certain evidence supporting his self-defense theory; (3) trial counsel was 

ineffective for not conducting an adequate pretrial investigation; (4) trial counsel was 

ineffective for not objecting to the prosecutor’s improper remarks in dosing arguments; 

(5) he was denied due process due to an invalid indictment; and (6) trial counsel was 

ineffective due to cumulative errors, which deprived him a fair trial and due process.

After due consideration, we find the following. First, Bradley fails to present a 

substantial showing.that trial counsel was ineffective for.not (a) addressing the differences 

between the prosecution’s witnesses’ .trial testimony- and their prior statements; (b) obj ecting

«*• H



when the trial court refused to admit certain evidence supporting his self-defense theory; or

(c) conducting an adequate pretrial investigation. Miss. Code Ann. § 99-39-27(5). Second,

his claim that trial counsel was ineffective for not objecting to the prosecutor’s improper

remarks in closing arguments is barred. Foster v. State, 687 So. 2d 1124,1129 (Miss. 1996)

(“[I]ssues which were... presented through direct appeal... are procedurally barred and

cannot be relitigated under the guise of poor representation by counsel.”). Third, his

defective-indictment claim is waived, and he fails to show cause and actual prejudice to

warrant waiving the bar. Miss. Code Ann. § 99-39-21(1). Finally, he fails to present a

substantial showing that trial counsel was ineffective due to cumulative errors. Miss. Code

Ann. § 99-39-27(5). Under his cumulative-error claim, he also challenges the sufficiency of

the evidence. That particular argument is waived. Miss. Code Ann. § 99-39-21(1). 

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED that the application is denied.
'ra

SO ORDERED, this the 19th day of September, 2018.

1
AMES D. MAXWELL II, JUSTICE

<

2
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IN THE COURT OF APPEALS OF THE STATE OF MISSISSIPPI

NO. 2015-KA-01234-COA

APPELLANTSTANLEY LEE BRADLEY A/K/A STANLEY 
BRADLEY

v.

APPELLEESTATE OF MISSISSIPPI

07/23/2015
HON. ROBERT B. HELFRICH

DATE OF JUDGMENT:
TRIAL JUDGE:
COURT FROM WHICH APPEALED: FORREST COUNTY CIRCUIT COURT

OFFICE OF STATE PUBLIC DEFENDER 
BY: ERIN ELIZABETH BRIGGS 
OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL 

........... BY: BARBARA WAKELAND BYRD.......

ATTORNEY FOR APPELLANT:

ATTORNEY FOR APPELLEE: .

PATRICIA A. THOMAS BURCHELL 
CRIMINAL - FELONY 
CONVICTED OF AGGRAVATED ASSAULT 
AND SENTENCED TO TWENTY YEARS IN 
THE CUSTODY OF THE MISSISSIPPI 
DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS, AND 
TO PAY A $2,500 FINE 
AFFIRMED - 04/25/2017

DISTRICT ATTORNEY: 
NATURE OF THE CASE: 
TRIAL COURT DISPOSITION:

DISPOSITION:
MOTION FOR REHEARING FILED: 
MANDATE ISSUED:

BEFORE LEE, C.J., BARNES AND FAIR, JJ.

BARNES, J., FOR THE COURT:

Tjl. A jury sitting before the Forrest County Circuit Court found Stanley Lee Bradley 

' guilty of aggravated assault. Bradley appeals, claiming the jury’s verdict is contrary to the 

weight of the evidence. He also claims that the prosecution made an improper “send a 

message” closing argument. Finding no error, we affirm.

STATEMENT OF FACTS AND PROCEDURAL HISTORY
•j. . :t"
' v -r . V-- •: • - • t tl

'•‘T

;•.. I
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^[2. As of mid-February 2014, Bradley and Cassandra Baker had been dating for seven 

years. Cassandra’s brother, David Baker, had been living with them for approximately one

month. On February 15, 2014, a number of people visited their house to celebrate

Cassandra’s birthday. After everyone else left at approximately 9 p.m., Cassandra and David

rested on separate couches in the living room. Bradley was not ready to end the evening.

Although he had been drinking, Bradley left to drive around and visit some friends. Bradley

told Cassandra that he would “be right back.”

P. Bradley “ended up at [Cassandra’s] sister’s house,” where he continued to drink until

he fell asleep on the couch. When he woke up “after two o’ clock,” he had a number of

missed calls from Cassandra. Cassandra called him again while he was driving home.

Bradley answered and explained that he was on his way home from her sister’s house.

Cassandra hung up. When she called again, he did not answer because he was nearly home.

After parking and listening to music for “maybe three to five minutes,” Bradley went inside.

^[4. It is undisputed that Bradley and David got into a fight. It is also undisputed that

Bradley stabbed David multiple times with a pocketknife. Other-necessary details will be

discussed below. David went to the hospital, where he was treated for one stab wound to his

lower side1 and four stab wounds to his upper back. Bradley was arrested and subsequently

charged with aggravated assault. At trial, the prosecution called David, Cassandra, and the

police officer who responded to Bradley’s 911 call from a neighbor’s house. Bradley chose

David’s medical records were not introduced into evidence, but he described a 
surgical procedure to ensure that his bowels had not been perforated. He remained in the 
hospital for at least four days.
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to testify after the prosecution rested its case-in-chief. Ultimately, the jury found Bradley 

guilty, and the circuit judge sentenced him to twenty years in the custody of the Mississippi 

Department of Corrections. Bradley appeals.

ANALYSIS

Whether the verdict is contrary to the weight of the evidence.I.

Bradley argues that the circuit court erred when it denied his motion for a new trial, 

because the jury’s verdict is contrary to the overwhelming weight of the evidence. An 

appellate court “will only disturb a verdict when it is so contrary to the overwhelming weight 

of the evidence that to allow it to stand would sanction an unconscionable injustice.” Bush

115.

v. State, 895 So. 2d 836, 844 (^[18) (Miss. 2005). We must “view the evidence in the light

most favorable to the verdict,” and we must affirm unless “[t]he trial court. . . abuse[d] its

discretion in denying a new trial[.]” Id. at 844-45 fl[19).

To prove aggravated assault, the State generally has to prove beyond a reasonable .
j

doubt that a “defendant (1) attempted to cause' or purposely or knowingly caused bodily

16.

injury to another (2) with a deadly weapon.”- Duke v. State, 146 So. 3d 401,405 (116) (Miss. 

Ct. App. 2014) (citing Miss. Code Ann. § 97-3-7(2)(a)(ii) (Supp. 2013)). It is undisputed

that Bradley purposely stabbed David with a pocketknife multiple times. But since Bradley

successfully requested a self-defense instruction, the prosecution also had to prove that he

did not act in necessary self-defense. Id. at 405-06 (116)1
• .

U7. The jury heard testimony that Cassandra and Bradley were arguing because he left on

. her birthday, she was not able to get in’ touch with him for hours, and he did not come back ; • -



home until well after 2 a.m. Bradley testified that while he was in the bedroom, he was

saying that Cassandra did not “make [any] motherf-— sense,” and that her concerns were

“nonsense” and “dumb s—.” Cassandra testified that she “shut down” and got quiet because

Bradley made her feel “intimidated.”

According to David, Bradley was “outraged,” “wild,” and a “loose cannon” that night,18.

and he had never seen Bradley act that way.2 David also said that Bradley was “fussing” at

Cassandra, and he was “talking loud [and] hollering.” Although Bradley testified that he was

not angry when he got home, given the testimony to the contrary and the circuit judge’s

instruction that the jurors could “draw such reasonable inferences from the evidence as seem

justified in light of [their] own experiences,” the jury could certainly have concluded

otherwise.

It is undisputed that David eventually spoke up and injected himself in the situation.19-

The jury could have concluded that Bradley was angry about David’s involvement; especially

since Bradley testified that he told David that he would “say anything [he] want[ed] to in this

motherf——,” and told David not to get involved inhisnelationship. It is undisputed that the

resulting verbal exchange became physical, and Bradley stabbed David multiple times.

Bradley testified that David attacked him first. But David testified that he was still lying on

a couch when Bradley suddenly charged from the bedroom and attacked him. Cassandra also

testified that Bradley ran into the living room while David was still on the couch.

T110. Bradley’s testimony was inconsistent regarding when he got out his knife and stabbed

2 Bradley also testified that he had never had a problem with David before that night.

4



David. According to Bradley, David started the fight when he “scooped [Bradley] up” and

“drove” him onto one of the couches in the living room. Initially, Bradley testified that he

got out his knife and stabbed David only after David began choking him. But during cross-

examination, Bradley testified: “When [David] took me off my feet, [and] had me in the air,

before we could land on the couch because when I held him [be]cause I’m in the air[,] . . . 

. [t]hat’s when I pulled my knife. And by the time I landed on the couch, that’s how he got 

the stab in his side.” (Emphasis added). Later during cross-examination, Bradley testified

that “[w]hen [David] swooped [him] up off [his] feet, that’s when [he] stabbed” David.

*j[l 1. To summarize, the jury could have found that Bradley’s version of events was not

credible because he first said he stabbed David only after being choked, he later said he

stabbed David after they landed on the couch but before he was choked, and he finally said

he stabbed David before they even landed on the couch. Given David’s and Cassandra’s

testimonies that Bradley charged and attacked David first, David’s testimony that Bradley 

was hiding one of his hands behind his back before their altercation, and Bradley’s 

inconsistent version of events, the jury could have concluded that Bradley initiated the fight, 

and that he had armed himself before the fight began.3

3 The prosecution introduced Bradley’s knife into evidence, but it was not transmitted 
with the appellate record. See M.R.A.P. ll(d)(l)(iii) (“[Physical exhibits[,] other than 
documents,-shall not be transmitted by the trial court clerk unless the clerk is-directed to do 
so by a party or by the clerk of the [Mississippi] Supreme Court.”). Sold under the brand 
“Tac Force,” it was described as a “pocket knife.” Officer Jarrod Smith of the Hattiesburg 
Police Department testified that he recovered the knife from Bradley’s pocket. It is 
reasonable to conclude that it would have been necessary for Bradley to unfold or open it 
before he stabbed David. There was no testimony regarding whether Bradley could have 
opened the knife with one hand, or whether it would have been necessary for him to use both 
hands.

•5. .



1fl2. The circuit court instructed the jurors to “use [their] good common sense and sound

honest judgment in considering and weighing the testimony of each witness who... testified

in this case.” “[An appellate court] will not pass upon the credibility of witnesses and, where

the evidence justifies a verdict, it must be accepted as having been found worthy of belief.”

Jones v. State, 95 So. 3d 641, 647 (^]20) (Miss. 2012) (citation and internal quotations marks

omitted). “[T]he members of the jury act as the finders of fact.” Brown v. State, 764 So. 2d

463, 467 fl|9) (Miss. Ct. App. 2000). “They are charged to listen to the evidence, observe

the demeanor of the witnesses, and decide the issue of the credibility of the witnesses and

what weight to give to any particular piece of evidence.” Id.

1[13. Bradley notes he left the house and called 911, David was going to chase him out of

the house before Cassandra intervened, and he was cooperative when emergency responders

arrived. But the jury could have reasonably decided that Bradley’s and David’s behavior

after the altercation was outweighed by the evidence that Bradley attacked David first.. And 

the jury’s verdict is not contrary to the weight 'of the evidence simply because David was 

confronted withwhatseemed to be a medicaliecord—the document was not introduced into 

evidence - reflecting that David had told a medical provider that he “witnessed [Bradley] 

arguing and fighting with .[Cassandra,] and [he] jumped on [Bradley] and choked him.” 

David testified that he did not remember saying that. Even if David had given a prior
* * l ^

inconsistent statement, that would not prevent the jury from deciding that he was more 

credible than Bradley. See id. at (^J10). “The jury’s discretion in choosing whether to accept

all or part of a witness’s testimony.is unfettered.” Mclritoshy. State,149 So.- 2dT235,1241 • :



(H23) (Miss. Ct. App. 1999).

1jl4. Viewing the evidence in the light most favorable to the verdict, the jury could have 

reasonably found Bradley guilty of aggravated assault. Allowing the jury’s verdict to stand 

does not sanction an unconscionable injustice. It follows that the circuit judge did not abuse 

his discretion when he denied Bradley’s motion for a new trial. Accordingly, this issue is

meritless.

Whether the prosecution used a “send a message” closing argument. 

1|15. According to Bradley, the prosecution made improper “send a message” comments 

during its closing argument. Out of the remarks that Bradley highlights, the following

EL

comments are the only ones that resemble a “send a message” argument:

[When a disagreement] goes beyond [a] normal argument, tussle, fight, or . 
somebody wrestling in the living-room, there has to be a level of 
accountability^ be] cause once we move past that point where there is no level 
of accountability and a person can be stabbed in the back ... five times, and 
we can’t evaluate that to determine what the facts are, [then] we’re in a society 
that would have a-significant amount of problems . . . . [Jjustice . . . has to 
come if we want to live in a societyf,] in atown,' in'a city, in a country that’s 
fair-,-that everybody feels safe. ■

That’s that normal family dispute that crosses that line that cannot be okay in 
a functional society.. It simply can’t.. Good citizens have to say we’re.not 
going to have that mess in our society.

1|16. As a threshold matter, we'note that there was no objection to any portion of the

prosecution’s initial or rebuttal closing argument. Consequently, this issue is procedurally
. \

’ barred: Jackson v. State, 174 So. 3d 232," 238 fl[17) (Miss: 2015). An appellate court will

^^only - find .'plain.;, eirqr,;.under;;circu^^ces.rwhCTe.j^e^^f^ffl^Ut^issub^WCTe^d;^^^r.
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inflaimnatory that the trial judge should have objected on his own motion.” McCoy v. State,

147 So. 3d 333, 344-45 (129) (Miss. 2014).

1 17. An appellate court “must determine whether the natural and probable effect of the 

improper argument creates an unjust prejudice against the accused resulting in a decision 

influenced by the prejudice so created.” Id. at 345 (129). Guided by jury instructions, jurors 

must decide whether the prosecution presented evidence that the accused is guilty of a

charged crime. Grindle v. State, 134 So. 3d 330, 347 (171) (Miss. Ct. App. 2013). A

prosecutor may not encourage jurors to reach a guilty verdict to send a message to the public 

or other potential criminals, or “reach a verdict for the purpose of meeting public favor.” Id. 

at 347-48 (171). Thus, even in the absence of an objection, reversible error may result from 

a prosecutor’s closing argument that a jury should “[sjend a message to . . . older, more 

mature, criminals ... [that ‘w]e are not going to let you ruin young people’s lives ....’” See 

Payton v. State, 785 So. 2d 267, 270-72 (H9-15) (Miss. 1999) (citations omitted).

118. The prosecutor did not urge jurors to use their verdict to send a message to anyone. 

Instead, the prosecutor argued that the evidence showed Bradley was guilty, his behavior was 

not merely a family dispute but unacceptable and unreasonable, and the jury should hold him 

accountable. It was permissible for the prosecutor to reiterate the jury’s duty as set forth in- 

the jury instructions. See Long v. State, 52 So. 3d 1188,1194 (120) (Miss. 2011). As such, 

the comments at issue were not improper - much less so inflammatory that the circuit judge 

should have objected on his own motion. Accordingly, this issue is procedurally barred.

119. THE JUDGMENT OF THE FORREST COUNTY CIRCUIT COURT OF 
CONVICTION OF AGGRAVATED ASSAULT AND SENTENCE OF TWENTY



rr~l

YEARS IN THE CUSTODY OF THE MISSISSIPPI DEPARTMENT OF 
CORRECTIONS, AND TO PAY A $2,500 FINE, IS AFFIRMED. ALL COSTS OF 
THIS APPEAL ARE ASSESSED TO FORREST COUNTY.

LEE, C.J., IRVING AND GRIFFIS, P.JJ., ISHEE, FAIR, WILSON 
GREENLEE AND WESTBROOKS, JJ, CONCUR. CARLTON, J., CONCURS IN 
RESULT ONLY WITHOUT SEPARATE WRITTEN OPINION.

;

'
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BAKER.DAVID D
MRN: 20023993 ---- ~
DOB: 8/2371971/Sex: M ) 
Adm:2/16/2014,(D/C:2/21/2014

_ , FORREST GENERAL HOSPITAL
(SJ) ForrestGeneral 6051 us Highway 49
^' HOSPITAL HATTIESBURG, MS 39401-7283

Forrest Health5”

\

Emergency Department (continued),
ADMISSION INFORMATION (continued)

Referring'....
Provider

Attending ......... Georgia Wahl,
Provider:

NoneGeorgia Wahl, '.Admit Provider
MDMD

Discharge Information - Hospital Account/Patient Record_____ _ • . ; : _
Discharge Date/Tirne Discharge Disposition Discharge Destination' "Discharge Provider'
02/21/2014 12:47 PM Home-Routine (May None 

Include Durable 
Medical Equipment)

Psychiatric Consult - PG Consult Notes____________
Psychiatric Consult signed by Peter Kamp, MD at 2/20/2014 2:23 PM

Peter Kamp, MD . Service: Psychiatry

Unit '
Fgh 7ts General 
Surgery

None

' Author Physician
Type: .

Author:

2/20/2014 2:23 PM Note Time: 2/20/2014 2:14 PMFiled:
• .. ._**Sensrtive Note**. ..

Psychiatric Evaluation

Chief Complaint and History of Present Illness:
David D Baker is a 42 y.o. male admitted to Forrest General Hospital with multiple stab wounds. Dr, Wahl 
requests Psychiatric Consultation regarding possible homicidal thoughts. I met with the patient, reviewed the 
available records, and spoke with the treatment team. *

The patient states that he is moved into his sister's house recently. He states that her boyfriend has been 
physically and verbally abusive towards her in the past he believes. He states that lie witnessed the-boyfriend 
arguing and fighting with her and he "jumped on him and choked hirn". He states the man turned around and 
stabbed him several times. He has 3 stab wounds to in the back in one in the abdomen. He told staff that he 
was wanting to go'and beat-this man. up when he left the hospital.

He tells me that the man's name is Stanley Bradley, and that he was arrested after the assault. He states that • 
he heard that Mr. Bradley had court yesterday and was released from jail some help. He states that as soon 
as he gets out of. the hospital he is going to "beat him up'j When I asked him if he js having any homicidal 

■ thought thoughts he states that he is not he's not going to kill the man. He states that he is going to gb to the 
. police and let them know what his plan is, and then is going to: go find Mr: Bradley and beat him up. When i 

point out that he may end up in jail .for this he states'that that would be okay with him. He states that he has 
other brothers that can watch out for his sister if he ends up-inearcerated. When l tell him that we-may have to • 
one the police he tells me that he has already told "the. detective that asked me a bunch of questions" that he.- 
plans to go beat this man up.

He denies any history of psychiatric problems. He denies any depression, anxiety, suicidal thoughts or 
homicidal thoughts. He denies any auditory or visual hallucinations or any history'of psychosis. He 
acknowledges that he smokes marijuana and occasionally will drink beer but denies having had any problems . 

.......withThese' In' the pas^' •H^o^'aic1mo^e^^^li^t:frrhasiTai!±:aiiistonrof1iglTtihgrinibg''p'ast~' He-states~he*s-------
never been arrested for violent behavior. He states he was arrested in the past for failure to pay old fines. ;

j

Patient Active Problem List 
■ Diagnosis 

. • Anger reaction- 
* Injury of colon 
« S/P exploratory laparotomy -

Date Noted '.
' 02/20/2.014 
' 02/17/2014 ..

02/17/2014 -
Oonnfl 'Ali A»l*rM'/N — i f'l'T /A A A A . A 4 A IUIu..: *—»tr— a
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Motion, 7/20/2015 {No Jury) 9

We would like the Court to notein camera.1

there is nothing on the NCIC of one Sharold 

Baker that would be of any relevance to her 

testifying in court.

2

3

And the second to the4.

When we ran his Socialvictim in this case.' 5

Security number, it comes back to another 

individual, which is not our victim.

6

There 1s7

a lot of stuff on it, but the name given is8

for an individual named Tara P. Williams.9

And what she's asking for is a criminal

To be accurate on NCIC, it 

has to come through fingerprint analysis. 

There's no way to get an accurate because if 

you put in a date of birth and Social 

Security number, you're going to get anybody 

who's ever used that date of birth and Social

10

background check.11

12

13

14

15

16

• Security number being booked into-a jail. 

And the only accurate way to do it is to go 

get them to get fingerprints and have them 

checked, and there's simply not enough time 

for the State to do that.

17 l

18 !

19
I
i20
•:

But we would like21 I
7to submit to the Court the NCIC of the two22 i
:lay witnesses that have been — that we plan 

to.call. And the problem with them is they 

only are based on the date of birth -- name, 

date of birth, Social Security number.

23

• 24
i

25

26

27 THE COURT: Response?

28 MS. PORTER: Your Honor, I think in

29 light of Mr. Hood's -- the ease, in which he


