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STATEMENT OoF CAsE
' STATEMENT OF FACTS

James Scott is currently serving two natural life sentences for first degree murder—one
for the shooting of Lorenzo Aldridge in January 1998 and one for the shooting of police officer
JohnKnight in Januafy 1999.(C.236;R. 41 88). Mr. Scott was arrested hours after the Knight
shootin-g, and was subsequently arrested for the Aldridge shooting while in custody for the
Knight case. (CI. 35).

Pre-Plea Proceedings

During pre-trial proceedings, Mr. Scott moved to suppress inculpatory statements he
-made related to both shootings, alleging thatvthe police mentally and péycholo gically coerced
himinto confessing. (C.125-27,144-48). Both motions were denied. (R. 3301‘, 4910-11). The
State sought the death penalty in both cases, proceeding on the Knight case first. (C. 135-3 6).
Mr. Scott testified in his own defense at the Knight trial, admitﬁng that he éorhmjtted
the shooting but maintaining that he did not know the men-he shot at were police officers, ahd
explaining that he acted in self-defense. (R.3682-3755). The jury fo.und hjm guilty of first degree
murder and attempted murder ofa peace officer. (CI.483R. 4147-48). The next day, Mr Scott
pled guﬂty to first degree murder in the Aldridge case in exchange for natural life sentences
for both cases. (R. 4153-73). As part of the plea deal, Mr. Scott agreed to forfeit all appellate
and post-conviction rights in both cases. (R.4155-58, 4173). The entire plea agreemént was

set forth in writing and signed by Mr. Scott and attorneys on both sides. (CI. 497-99).

Plea Agreement

The factual basis for the Aldridge case consisted ofa summary ofhis confession, along
with proposed testimony ﬁom two witnesses, Terrance Battle and Lila Porter. In his confession,
Mr. Scott admitted thatonJ anuary 4, 1998, he and his friend and co-defendant, Laward Cooper,
saw Aldridge’s truck parked in front 0of 9800 South Union, where they knew someone named



~ Fonville? lived. They left that address and went to Mr. Scott’s house at 9632 South Parnell,

* retrieved two guns with laser beams, and changed into black jumpsuits: Returning to Fonville’s,

they waited for Aldridge to leave the hoﬁse. When he did so, both men fired at him and he fell
to the ground. Mr. Scott then walked up to Aldridge and shot him in the head. The two men
returned to Mr. Scott’s house to change clothes, then stayeci atamotel for the night. (R. 4169).

The State indicated that Terrancé Battle would testify that he knewMr. Scottand Cooper

sold drugs, and that a month before Aldridge’s death he heard both men complaining about

declining drug sales, spechlating th’ét Aldnidge was the cause. A weekafter the shooﬁng, Battle

Tig ol g

accused Scott of shooting Aldridge; Scott agreed and said he hid in the bushes'and waited until -

" Aldridge left the dope house and shot him in the head. According to the State, Lila Porter, ™~ "

Cooper’s niece and Battle’s girlfriend, would testify that she was present for that >conve'rsaﬁon‘
She heard Mr. Scott admit to hiding in the bushes and éhooting Aldridge as he walked back
_to his truck. The parties stipulated that there were no eyewitnesses to the shooting, (R. 4170-72).
Motion to Withdraw Plea

The day after his plea, Mr. Scott wrote to the c’ourt; explaining that he did not understand

all of the rights he gavé up ih'pleading guilty and asserting that he did not kill Aldridge. (CI.
" '514-15). At his next court date, Mr. Scott filed a pro se miotion to withdraw his plea, alleging
it was involuntéry. (CI. 602-04). The court eventually appointed a new attorney. (R. 4207).
~ At ahearing on the motion to withdraw, Mr. Scott maintained that he never wanted to plead
" convince him to plead guilty to avoid the death penalty that he gave in. (R. 4305, 4312-14,

4317,4321,4324). He also alleged that he did not fuliy understand the appellate rights he waived.

The factual basis referred to someone named Farmer. (R. 4169). Ralph
Fonville went by the nickname Farmer, and this brief will use the name
Fonville. (C. 446, CI. 1306, 1324).
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(R. 4321-22). The court denied the motion to withdraw, but admonished Mr. Scott that he

h_ad the right toappealthe dehjal_‘o fthat motibn. (R. 4477,4479-82). Mr. Scott filed an"appeal.

- (C.238).

Direct Appeal
~On direct appeal, Mr‘.. Scott’s cases were consolidated and appellate counsel .ﬁled an
:Anders motion to withdraw. Mr Scott filed pro se responses arguing that his trial couﬁsel’s
i.neffectiveness rendered hi_s‘plea invaﬁc_l and that he should bé allowed to proceed with a jury

trial to prove his innocence in the Aldridge case. The appellate court found that trial counsel

was not ineffective for advising him to enter into the plea agreement, and that his plea was

knowing and vo luntary. Italso fo}lnd that thcre.was no evidence to support his actual innocence
claim, but acknowledged that, to the extent that his claim was based on matters outside the
record, it cbuld not be reviewed on direct appeal. See People v. Scott,No. 1-04-1884 & 1-04-2634
(2006) (unpublished or.de‘r under Illinois Slipf_emé Court Rule 23).
| P__os_t‘-Convicti_o_n Proceedings

Mr. Scott next pu_rsue_d post-conviction relief. His first pro se petition was summarily
dismissed (C.267-76;CI. 872-80), and his second petition, filed only months later, was dismissed
for failure to establish cause and prejudice. (C. 282-95; CI. 957). In his second petition, Mr.
Scot# alleged both actual innocence and ineffective assistance of counsel in the Aldridge case,
citing his attorney’s failure to tell him about an ¢yewitness statement that coﬁtradicted His
confession, as well as afﬁdavi_ts from Tg;rranc'e'Battle and Lila Porter recanting their inbulpatory
statements. (C. 284-85, 289-92). By way of factual support, he included a letter to his trial
attorney dated several months after the dem'a_l of his motion to withdraw Hhis plea, in which he

requested copies of the affidavits.(C. 296)




"~ thecourt

Appeal from First-Stage Dismissal
His appeals fromhis dismissed post-conviction petitions were consolidated. The appellate
court affirmed the dismissal ofissues réiated_to the Knight Caée, but remanded for second-stage
proceedings inthe-Aldridge case, finding that Mr. Scott did not need to satisfy cause and prejudice
because his petition raised a claim ofactual innocence. The court held that the recantation evidence
could result in his acquittal at trial, where the State relied on Battle’s and Porter’s statements
as part of the chtual' basis for his plea aﬁd; in the absence of physical evidence to support i,

Mr. Scott’s coﬁféssion could have been insufficient for the jury to find him gui{ty. Further,

PRy
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und that his plea could be rendered involuntary and his post-conviction waiver invalid
- ifhis ineffectiveness claim was 'suécessfu'l, but that this matter was better addressed at the next
stage where he could be represented by counsel. See Péople v. Scott,No. 1-07-1679 & 1-08-0856
(2010) (unpublished order under llinois Supreme Court Rule 23).
Srecbnd-VSA_trage Proceedings
" Onremand, Assistant Public Defender Michael Davidson was appointed to represent
Mr. Scott. (R. 5377). Over the course of his representation, APD Dévidson sent Mr. Scott
a letter in which he explained that his office could not find the trial file for the Aldridge case;
- Davidson found this suspiciotis and told Mr. Scott he would continue to search for the file,
as well as attempt to obtain copies of the affidavits in other ways. (CL. 1297). After representing
" Mr. Scott for about a year, APD Davidson retired and the case was transferred to Assistant - -
- Public Defender Bruce Landrum. (R. 5398).
During APD Landrum’s representation of Mr. Scott, he informed the court that his
investigat’or was attempting to locate the affidavits, as well as Lila Porter (Terrance Battle was

deceased by this time). (R. 5407). On that same day, the State remarked that there was only



" everastatement froman investigatof, adding that héibelieyed the parties agreed that re.cantation
affidavits never existed. (R. 5408).

Landrum eventually filed 2651 (c) certificate stating that there was nothing tobeadded
by amending or supplementing Mr. Scott’s petition. (CI. 1396). His certificate was accompanied
by three supporting documents. The first was a recent report doc_umeﬁting his investigator’s
u1_1suc,c_e§sful attempts to locate Porter. (CI. 1397-98). The second was areport from December
2000, in Whigh an\investigator for the Public Defender’s Office recorded notes from aﬁ interviéw
with Porterin which he said that neiFher Mr. Scott nor Cooper ever adnﬁtlfed to killing Aidridge.
That same d_o.cument, however, also included a Handwri_tten_ statement and a signature dated
December 28, 2010, asserting that Porter did not réqall thatv interview. (CI. 1399). The th.ird
document was the front page of Porter’s grand jury testimony transcript, which bore é similar
handwritten statement and signature, in which Porter said that the transcript was accurate and
that she heard Mr. Scott say he killed Aldridge. (CI. 1400).

Mr. Scott ﬁled apro se supplement to his post-conviction petition, defending hié claims
and challenginé APD Landrum’s reasons for abandoning them. (CI. 325-26). His supplemental
pleading was accompanied by several exhibits. (CI. 327-56).

The State filed a motion to dismiss the petition, arguing that the recantation affidavits
never existed and that the defense investigator merely interviewed two people, pointing out
that the reports documenting those interviews were notauthenticated in any way. (CI. 1 337-39).
It then claimed that neither summary report contradicted the stipulation entered during the
plea. (CI. 1339-40). The State also pointed out that Porter did not remember speaking to that
investigatoribut that she had confirmed that her grand jury testimony was true. (CL. 1340-41).

- Mr. chtt then filed a pro se reply to the State’s motion, in which he maintained that

his trial attorney showed him the recantation affidavits after he moved to withdraw his plea,
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and that théy had been lost through no fault ofhis own. (CI. 1351, 1357). He questioned why
the State would bother io 'get Porter:. to aﬂirm he;r ihcrirhinatﬁé state'rr'xenfs'if she never recahted,
- and pdinted out that the State’s factual éllégations demonstrated the need for ;n evidentiary
" hearing. (CI. 1352, 1354). M. Scott then criticized his post-conviction counsel for failing to
‘get an affidavit from the original ih\)éstigator and heqhested new co»unsel or the right to argue
* his petitionp#o se. (CL 1354-56,. 1358-59). |
| Afteralengthy arguméht by the Sltate ata heaﬁhg onitsmotion (R. 5418-35), Landrum
rested on his certificate, only notihg that his investigator hadvbeen unable to find Porter. (R.
5435-36). Mr. Scott was not present at the llt;aring, and the court never addressed his pro se
were not affidavits and that the affidavits hkeiy never existed. (R. 543.6=3 8).
Appéal from Second Stage Dismissal

Onappeal, the appellate court found that, despite the fact that the post-conviction court,
the State, and post-conviction counsel were seémingly unaware of Mr.. Scott’s pro se pleadings,
Mr. Scott asserted his right to reﬁreseht himselfas best he could. The court vacated the second-
stage dismissaland remandeci for the limited purpose of mlmg onMr. Scott’srequest to proceed
~ pro se, instructing 'the"pdst'-coh\kidfion court to hold a new hearing on the State’s motion to
dismiss if it found his waiver of counsél knowing and vhluntary. See People v. Scott, 2016 .
IL App (1st) 133101-U (unpublishe.d ro‘rderv under Illinois Supreme Court_ Rule 23).

o . Reﬁﬁnded Second-Stage Proceedings -

On remand, the post-conviction court held a hearing to determine whether Mr. Scott
hnowingly and intelligently wéived his right to céunsel. (SupR. 13-20). The court established
that Mr. S(‘;ott understood that he had a statutory right to counsel, that an attorney would be

appointed if he could not afford one, and that the court could not help Mr. Scott if he chose



o representhnnself (SUPR 13-14,17- 18) Mr. Scottthenconﬁrmedthathehadunderstood" o

all ofhis rrghts whenhe requested to go pro se back n 20 13, and that he had wanted torepresent
- hrmself at that tlme (Sup R. 17, 19) The court deternnned that Mr. Scott knowmgly and
' mtellrgently relmqurshed his statutory rrght to post-convrctron counsel (Sup R. 20).
| | Mr Scott S case was contmued over the next two years, as the court file, the common
law record, and the State’s tnal boxes were located (Sup R 34-99). During this tlme Mr.
Scott also requested copres ofT errance Battle s grand Jury transcrrpt Ralph F onville’s statement
to the polrce and h1s own confessron (Sup R. 29 30, 76) On June 28 2018, the State gave
Mr Scott a copy of Battle s grand j Jurytranscnpt but the State took hrs copy back on August
27,2018, morder to make addrtronalcop1es (C. 407 SupR. 96 97,105-06). The State never
' 'returned the transcrrpt to Mr Scott despite the fact that Mr Scott ﬁled a 1not1on to compel
requesting that the court orderthe State to retumhrs copy (C 406-09; SupR 109). The transcript
is not included in the record on appeal. | N
‘The State d1d not amend 1ts nntral motlon to drsrmss (CI 1332 48; Sup R. 103). On
October 30, 2018, the court held a hearmg on the State s motion. (Sup R. lO9 -25). At the
hearing, Mr. Scott argued that the summary reports prepared by the defense mvestlgator verified
the existence ofthe missing exculpatory affidavits and that Battle’s grand Jurytranscripts could
lead a tr1er of fact to belreve that he shot Aldr1dge (Sup R. 112). He also explained that he
senta letter to the mvestrgator who spoke to Battle and Porter to ask her to verify her summary
reports, and pointed out that Lila Porter ] alleged recantation ofher recantation were not verified
either. (SupR. 115, 117). Mr. Scott then argued that hrs trial counsel’s melfectweness nfailing
to inform him about the exculpatory afﬁdavrts could void the waiver of his appellate and
post-conviction nghts. (SupR.118-1 9). Finally, Mr. Scott renewed hisrequest for Ralph Fonville’s

statement to the pollce. (Sup R. 119).




- Thepost-conviction court granted the State’s motion to dismiss, finding that Mr. Scott’s
éctual innocence claim was in fact a reasonable doubt argument, and therefore not cognizable
under the Post-Conviction Hearing Act. (C. 434-45; R. 5443-44). The court also expressed
doubt that the recantation affidavits ever existed, but found that even if they did, they did not
éo to trial counsel’s ineffectiveness, because neither counsel’s advice to plead guilty nor Mr.,
Scott’s decision to enter into the plea were unreasonable. (C. 439-40; R. 5444). Finally, the
court found that the existence of the affidavits would not lead Mr. Scott to prevail at trial. (C.
437; R. 5445).

Mr. Scott filed amotion to reconsider, in which he argued that (1) the State intentionally
kept evidence from him during post-conviction proceedings; (2) his trial counsel never discussed
discovery inthe Aldridge case with him prio? to hlS guilty plea; (3) he was shown the recantation
affidavits only after entering into the plea agreement and filing his pro se motion to withdraw
the plea; and (4) the fact that he filed a motion to withdraw his plea immediately after pleading
guilty shows tha;t he would not have entered into the agreement had he known about the affidavits
or the overall lack of evidence against him in the Aldridge case. He also discussed the Knight
case, asserting Fhat he acted in self-defénse.(C. 442-59).

Back in court, Mr, Scott insisted that the Stéte had two documents that it failed to disclose
to him: the summary report ofthe interview between Terrance Porter and the defense investigator
and a statement from Ralph Fonville. (R; 5466-77; 5486-5504, 5509). The court ordered the
State to continue to look into Mr. Scott’s claims, and the ASA eventually turned over a copy
ofthe investigator’s report on Battle. (C. 466; R. 5525). The hearing on the motion to reconsider
was delayed for about a year while the State continued to search for the Fonville statement,

“and the scheduled hearing was further delayed due to the COVID-19 closures. (C. 474, 475).
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The State took the court’s shutdown as an dpportunity to meticulously go through its trial
boxes, finally finding Fonville’s statement. (C. 477; R. 5536).

| ~ After a hearing via Zoom, during which Mr Scott pointéd ovut discrepancies between
his confession and Fonville’s statements, the .court denied his motion to reconsider.(C. 480;
R. 5549-73, 5576-81). |

This timely appeal follows.
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Wine Aall of the (‘c‘por‘UJ ) r\/oran7 Wi vwould yave Hhis
Issué AT A ’Hmrc)- s‘i‘fyaé hé.ﬂrws Ard ot i A moTiend +
C(eCorsidél our moten tv dismiss.”

Theetore  Fhe  Styte /')Srcsc) that A (:'\/ic)c'u"})mr‘\/ L»éﬁrw_c)
Shoold be held,

Now WS Established Fhat Pc"}:‘howif would have proceéc}c’c)
fo trinl had pettioner beew ()lSC_’OScZ() e GXCU',m#o/\/ EvVide-
NceE by trinl Coumsel Ard wEvEr snteesd inte p/,;,a by
the fhet that immfdmﬂly altce the ples pé*dmﬂér
wrede a lether +o Judee Crave  stortivg that peditiover wadl
to Ao Fo Frial g Casc No 99CR3090 mand That r)b74.'f|o,v£f wAanls
+< X f%rou%% The denth {):‘",\m}-}7 fﬁmsc’s bechavse f)r;}r%w\iéf
did ~ot Kuew ‘f’hay Wel e P()}(C(: W CAsd No, d9cR3092,

Tint Ie’Hr;,f WwAS W r."f‘h»:c\l w;’Haou"I ,P),v\/ k,\/ow,c’()%tj of -VJI')@’)’
wAqs '~ The c)(SCc,\/Efy +hat AFrinl couvssl wawlﬂc"c).

Plense nNote: That |etter s F)fmr’f of the cour? r<cord,
Avd Pétdiopar did request a copy o t from The cireoT
Court aftae Ahe court ordéred the Statc to turm T over.

Now 4 1o established dhat thee s Abselulely No
,ph-\/sjcel E\/;c)é‘\icéj l\/o £\/£ wﬂ‘rvc”sses/ /\/o b./\},/),//\)o Ooccule-
ENCE ws‘h\/éssa‘s/ /“)rvc) l\}o CUmols of Pz?{‘fhowd( f:\J'\/b'\/é/ﬂc’N+
) cAséE No d9cRr30490.

Se the Allewe d safe that 4hs Appellate Coord refered
o 1n thar 0rder s odtsidd ST ’H’w CircuT (‘ECorJ, Ar o
Ao S e Plrove T sheutd bf‘f A~ EVic)éw‘}:fﬂr\/ l’h:ﬂfnvcs e
Ceview Al the I\/aw}\/ Jiscovercd EVidencs, The Rétetion

files.
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The /%”:53&) safe  hns wo qubsr Fmﬁs ot pc’%"rwm’f
o~ [T or 1M 7t ; Ard The o,\/)\/ (Enson Fhat case No.
A9 CR3090 cAame Abodt 1s baenuse of the death o6
poi;cc »of\ﬁc:r f\/\r,%/\/zghf N which ();:"H‘hofd@r Acted 14
Self c)ci‘tﬁuwséz.. Thosc twe cases nre m year n[mr'} m«J

A in - No w—-/A\/ QQNNC(‘+JC) .

This 1s a list of the Policc reports from the Retenhion fils
that pe*:fmr\/ff received Alter the fulwﬁ From The Sicomd
ST/)SE }’7(:'/’7(‘/7\13//’)/\/() thnt Petto~ncl vwns u~nble e ()ru’se,u’)‘.
IN CcoveT bécause 1) ’_ﬂuf fc‘?hu'/)fl'v\o) WS )’)é'c) N A Zoom
heAtivey Ard 2 beeaose  cicco T court demicd A Evidentingy
hencimn | ‘
Retentiow F.IE/PO)‘CJ eror'rs
yth JAMUﬁ/y 1998 Area 2 su}o,oic“mc'ﬂ’}ﬂfy {‘c’por"‘
|9~fhof J_nn/unry 1999 _/’7r6r~) 2 6u)op)(£mu’~’fnr7 fc"oor‘?‘

Hﬂ‘ of JﬁNUF)(y ’6798 C(‘lmé Scene {)fOCéSSINS fu’fo/T
B D})/\/umy 1998 Arsa 2 SUF'o,émc'N'b)fy (é’,Do(T (br,/ﬂﬁchc‘")
%rd of\ Fc’bfl)/')f"y } 999 Area 2 éuFF)ém£~+nry

5”“5{ Ft:'bfuar\/ ) 199 Arcm 2 Suﬂolc’m.—:fﬁnr7

’”‘ms{ Po’au’ ft:',oor‘ls Are EXCv'F/’:’llory And show how ths
(cporls have been lemrvfju'J from laag ts 1999 5 few c)ny;
atter petifiomer Acled 1w st -defemse im the death of Rhee
Ofﬁcdf M. '4AJ»3H‘Y.

P’t‘ﬁsc’ note Ahat these consolidaled cases 49¢cR3092 A
qu)QgOciO ﬂkc' ()Uc’ ’fo ‘/’H( “FnuH‘ Of ‘H’\E S‘}n't(s /)Ho'('.ldéy OF‘BCE

ﬂHb:mp+n~5 to CoNCEﬁJ' Sctious bu:’ pProcess \/lolﬂ-’iO'*'S Jf\
A /\)Or\/-lmpﬁr"lﬁl jury irn 2 w,q7z$/ Arved 1~ wl'nc}w A Mis-

I 7/



trial was metiedcd for and nvot obdected do by the stale,
ANID A  Sélious Doue plocess E)f/bc)y Vielation all 1~ Jur7
trial ease No.%9crz092, |
This vnéthical plea agreement does nat preclude the

petitiomer from A~y Appénl, 1 states that o F U This
ﬁs(e&mfu‘f s bﬁ:ﬂclﬁEJ 57 l’ﬂm/ And The Cook Cou,\_ﬂ'7
Statcs F"H‘of/uéy‘s O‘F‘Frce Elects 4o Vord the f')src’c—’méw'j
AnJ pfosécu'fé him, That he waives Ary c)ouLiJ'AJ:'o)Dﬂr-
()7 hmitation that may exist, The Cook County Stalds
f)ﬁorméy‘s offrcc’ /'ms Hhe Sclé /a.u‘“'wm‘fy to fc'ws‘ffrh’
all ol the C)’\f%fsc’& o~ bo‘ﬂw CAsC S Anvd Scek ‘H')g dgn'”\
pc';\//aH?I on erthir ensec.’

CONSIOiCUOU_s)y AbseN'f ‘T/\fom ‘H'sc“ f—)arc'émc’rv‘} /‘c'mc’c)y 1S
Ay provision 4hat indieates that the State may obtan
n Jdismissal ot Ary P(ocaa’c)nvs initisted 1o violmtis~n of
the /’73(c'c'/r‘)ct~'r.

Roth the State aA~d the pé?l,'hcwéf must be bound
}’—77 the tTérms of the narc’éménﬂ" (ST. Pr, 15, cwo’llm/j |
People V. Whaficld, 217 T10.2d 177,190 (2008), The State
may moVé to VAcnte the 63F='6m5~‘f, bur mAay Mot obta v
A dismissal of Any /‘)f/oc’ﬁ’. '

CONCLUSToN AND PRAYER FoR RELTEF

T Circot Coort 1s Allowed to Abuse discrction And or
distegnrd unrebofted ineffectve nssistanvce of coumsil im which
‘)'fm' Couvwvsc | ancJ l\/o‘f‘()fsc/osz Ary d'i-Scover7,w:‘H’» /)c"}:f;moc‘/‘
prioc + A plea Aftce n JUry trim) 1~ which pé-}.fho,\»c’f
Acted 1u Sclf-defense im the death of Policc o'(\ﬁcéf Mr,
MN»S'L)T/ where 15 the fondpmentnl ’Fn:rw:’;s for » %uvf)
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( Petitiomer was 23 whinv €ASE No 99CR3092 occocrred )J Poor, UNED~
Ucated (Pettiomee wnhs in learmny disabled classes Trom g rndi
School ,-Harou_sh "7[5"’) school, Jid (éceive A G».efb,)l mn\)or,"y
or the £qunm protection of the law.

Irf lgf/oé//ﬂ‘fé Courl 1s Allewed to Abuse diseretied by
(EVIEwIng A~y ONE picc S MNewly discovered evidence,
Anvd nNoT femand “Fcr A EVIJ6N+'mf7 hu'f)ruvj So » the
New ly discovired évidencd can be reviewed As i~ The
Docteme of Complédepess, the n pro sé péttiomir that
}’)45 €5+/~717’1;/7£J ('*o ‘“-w.’ bc’J“ g [)c"}-TWNE-f_S ﬁbvlﬂ’y) _f)“ ‘H{(
provas of cas¢ Iaw , and that hove not beco rebotled,
Thenw  That Pé'},‘howeﬁ or Ay other pro _sa"'oc"f,‘),oNa‘F will have
No Choanee of  fomdamental frirnvess or c‘q,un’ pro”’c'c:‘fwnJ

of the law.

. pt:"}l"‘lowé/‘ p/‘/—)ys that 1his Henwornble SUF{‘c’mE Court p":’ﬂ&;
obdectively comwsidéer case nJo 99CR3040 ow s merits And
the Hoinl lock of evidewee.

Wihodt €nasé No 99CR3092 v wWhich pé-}»,‘ho#e/‘ Acted 19
SVE -defense N the death of folice officec Me. HN:SH, then 7
onlJ be nNo l:x/ﬁ"‘[‘lcc:c‘fn/c’ njsas'fﬁn/c«:."/ No P/fn nsrc-gmg,u‘)‘/ No
Coerce nliéged S"‘n‘}émc’,m’n Ar O onN /715 own/ Pg-},‘homs/‘ wcu'c)
bhave w~Never been clanﬁgd with case No. 99CR3090,

Tf A convichon by 5 plea Agrecment Jduc to ineffechve
Assistance with ths ind of Inck & évidenee And The féased
Hae €AsE has been foreed up o pé?‘.‘he,«er 1s Allowed Theo
r\)o citizemn will b& sﬁfc' or ()fc'}c’c"’cfc) from mﬁ)hClodS prosé-
cohen o have 5%u@i Prd‘c’c"«o,\) g the law.
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Plense orant relict as Joshee requires,

Ao - Apes) 10T £ 202
Ds f > Rggfoec‘fﬁ,lly Sobmtled,

S M
Pro S (Oc’-f,-h Or\/_é(\

dames Scom - R30284
P.O. RBox 100O ,
Menprd T 62259
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