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: — CLOCK'IN
CRIMINAL JUDGMENT
DIVISION .
) ~ n
. S -
THE STATE OF FLORIDA VS. - g . ‘g
: JOSEPH TEMAN SWIFT = = b S
: i ) .
PLAINTIFF DEFENDANT = 3z
) - = §
CASE NUMBER: ‘ 13005321 = m =
= 2
L = =
_ . o e &
The Defendant, JOSEPH TEMAN SWIFT, being persohally before this Court represented by J. SWIFT PROSE,
his/her attomey of record. v ) :
The State represented by MARI JIMENEZ, Assistant State's Attorney, and having:
« been tried and found guilty '
« DNA not taken
to the following crime(s):
Count] CRNME ' TDEGREE | OFFENSE |
D D __STATUTENO. |
1  MURDER 1ST DEGREE ) CF  782.04(1)
775.087
2  MURDER 1ST DEGREE ' CF  782.04(1)
. 775.087
3 MURDERIPRBVIEDITATEDIATTEMPTIFAIDDLY WEPIAGG:_ BATT - UF 782.04(1)(A)1
: 777.04 (1)
775.087
4 MURDERIPREMEDITATEDIATTEMPTIFNDDLY WEP/AGG BATT . UF 782.04(1)AN
777.04 (1)
775.087
5  ESCAPE/BEFORE 10/1119 2F 94440
7 RESISTING OFFICER WITH VIOLENCE TO HIS PERSON 3F 84301
¢  BURGLARY/MWITH ASSAULT OR BATTERY/ARMED UF 810.02)(A)
775.087

and no cause being shown why the Defendént should not be adjudicated guilty, IT 1S ORDERED THAT the
Defendant is hereby ADJUDICATED GUILTY of the above crime(s).

REV 10/02 FB 01/28/20 FB 01/30/20 LM 01/30720 Page 1 of3 Clerk's web address: www.miami-dadeclerk.com

RECORDED 893



. L

‘s L s

N THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE ELEVENTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT IN AND FOR MIAMI-DADE COUNTY, FLORIDA.
IN THE COUNTY COURT IN AND FOR MIAMI-DADE COUNTY,. FLORIDA. :

DIVISION
| 2 CRIMINAL

0 OTHER FINGERPRINTS OF DEFENDANT

THE STATE OF FLORIDA VS.

338@91« Swiff

PLAINTIFF DEFENDANT

CASE NUMBER: F:[ 3-53 ;—-[

FINGERPRINTS OF DEFENDANT

2. R. Index 3. R. Middle 4. R Ring 5. R. Little

5. L. Little

2. L. Index 3. L. Middle

s

| hereby certify that the foregoing fingerprints orthis-judgment are the fingerprints of the defendant named above, and that they
were placed thereon by said defendant in my presence, in open court, on this date. '

Fingerprints taken by: o< < 2 S\D«l AMQ?L" c. G:r'

Name

(o)

Title

%ocial Security Number of the Defendant A!%«ﬂu(

Defendant unable or unwilling to provide Social Security Number due to:

DONE AND ORDERED in Open Court in Miami-Dade County, Florida this day of JAN 2 2 7ﬂ7g .20,

PAGE_3 oF 2

CLK/CT. 854 Rev. 04/19 Clerk's web address: www.miami-dadecierk.com
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CRIMINAL ENC -
SENTENCE 2
' DIVISION ' m
ASTC COUNT 1,2, 3 4,9 §
THE STATE OF FLORIDA VS. -
' JOSEPH TEMAN SWIFT - , 1S
 PLAINTIFF DEFENDANT - | 1=

CASENUMBER:  F13005321

The Defendant. bemg personally before thls Court, accompamed by hxslher anomey' RODERICK D VEREEN N
PCAC and having been adjudimted guilty herein, and the Court: havmg given the defendant an opportumty tobe

heard and to offer matters in mitigation of sentence, and to show cause why he/she should not be sentenced as
provided by Iaw. and no tzuse havmg been shown

. And the court havmg on 01122l2020 deferred lmposmon ofsentence unhl this date.

ITISTHE SENTENCE OF THE COURT that the defendant:

Is hereby committed to the custody uf the Flonda Department of Conecbons.
TO BE IMPRISONED

For a term of LIFE.

REV 102 RH 07/21/20 RH 07/21/20 TC 07/21/20 Page 10f4 Clerk's web address: www.miami-dadecleri com
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PCAC and havmg been ad;udlmted guilty herein, and the, Court having given the defendant an ‘opportunity to’ B
heard and to offer matters in mmga'aon of- sentenoe and to. show cause why hefshe should not be sentenced as

DATHECQMCQJRTOFNEELEVBJMJUDMCRCUWNWFORMMLDADECQUNTY FLORIDA '
— — - - — CLOCK IN
CRIMINAL SENTENCE o
DIVISION S
THE STATE OF FLORIDA VvS. - 2 5
= oD
_ JOSEPH TEMAN SWIFT e ] r';
PLAINTIFF ‘ DEFENDANT = Qo
CASE NUMBER: F13005321 = I <
: THo 0 =IO M
_ : : , =il SO
= c- '\) § Py
The Defendant. bemg personally before this Court, awompamed by hisher attorney: RODER!CK 5 yﬁREEN,m = g

prov:ded by Iaw, and no cause having been shown

ITISTHE SENTENCE OF THE COURT that the defendant. .

And the court havmg on 01/22/2020 deferred lmposmon of sentence untsl this:date.

Is hereby commxtted to the custody of the Florida Department of Correchcms

' TO BE IMPRISONED:
For a term of 15.00 Year(s).

REY 1002 RH 07/21/20 RH 07/21/20 TC 07/21/20 Page 2af4

Clerk's web address: www.miami-dadecierk.com
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THE STATE OF FLORIDA VS. ,
4 JOSEPH TEMAN SWIFT
PLAINTIFF DEFENDANT =3 o1
CASE NUMBER:  F13005321 =SS ey n
= —— — — o R— — (e
282 N3
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o
S
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PCAC and havmg been adjud'mted gmlty herem. and the Cout havmg given the defendant an o
heard and to offer matters in mitigation of sentence, and t6 show cause why he/she ‘should nolﬁehsa\tenced‘c
. a

s

pmv:ded by law, and no tzuse havmg been shown

IT IS THE SENTENCE OF THE COURT that the defendant
Is hereby commltted tothe custody of the Dade County Jail.

7O BE IMPRISONED:
For a term of 5.00 Year(s).

Time Served

REV 1002 RH 07/21/20 RH 07/21/20 TC 07/21/20 'Paga Jof4

And the eourt havmg on 01/22/2020 deferred lmposmon of sentenee unnl this date
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'IN REF: Defendant

JOSEPH TEMAN SWIFT _
| o OTHER PROVISIONS
CASE NUMBER: F13005321 ’
{CATEGORY OTHER PROVISION DESCRIPTION | SPECIFICATION "
1Jail Credit It is further ordered that the Dafendant shall be {2,695 DAYS
5 allowed a total of the specified time as credit °
. {for time incarcerated prior to impasition of this

. i sentence,
i .

:Consecutive/concurrent as | It is further ordered that the sentence imposed . COUNTS 1,2,3,4 AND9 -

'toOtherCounts  *  for counits specified shall run as indicated with {CONSECUTIVE AND couNT‘s

. ' - . - |the'sentence setforth in‘counts specified of  {CONCURRENT WITH COUNT 1
: this case. ‘ : A

: , .

" Inthe event the above sentence is to the Departmenit of Corrections, the Sheriff of Miamii-Dade County, Florida, is

hereby orderded and directed to defiver the defendant to the Department of Comrections at the facifity designated
by the Department together with a copy of this Judgment and Sentence and any other documents specified by
Florida Statutes. b ' ' _ -

The defendant in Open Court was advised of his right to appeal from this sentence by filing notice of appeal within
thirty days from this date with the Clerk of this Court, and the defendant 's right to the assistance of counse! in

taking said appeal at the expense of the State upon showing indigence.

.. Orders: ‘ .

COURT COST IMPOSED PURSUANT TO F.S, 775.083 (2) (PREV.PROG.) -$50.00, F.S. 938,01 (1) & 938.15
(LETTFy—$5.00,F.S. 838.03 (4) (CCC) —-$50.00, F.S. 938.05 (1) {LFCJTF) —~$225.00, F.S. 938.19 (2) (TEEN

COURT)-$3.00, F.S. 938.27 (8) (COST OF PROSECUTION) ~$100.00, F.S: 938.06 (CRIME STOP) —$20.00,
F.S.27.52 (1) (B) (P.D. APPL. FEE) ~$50.00, F.S. 938.29 (COST OF DEFENSE) ~$100.00, TOTAL: $603.00

DONE AND ORDERED in Open Court in Miami-Dade County, Florida this 20th day of July, 2020.

JUDGE RICHARD HERSCH  DIV. F013
REV 10/02 RH 07/21/20 RH 07/21/20 TC 07/21/20 Pagedof 4 Cleri's web sddress: www.miami-dedecierk com



Third Bigtrict Court of Qppea[

State of Floriva

o ~ Opinion filed April 6, 2022. |
Not final until disposition of timely filed motion for rehearing.

No. 3D20-1160
Lower Tribunal No; F13-5321

Joseph Swift,
Appellant,

VS,

The State of Florida,
Appellee.

An Appeal from the Circuit Court for Miami-Dade County, Ribhard
Hersch, Judge. '

Carlos_J. Martinez—Public Defender, and Susan S. Lemer, Assnstant
Public Defender, for appellant.

Ashley Moody, Attorney General, and lvy R. Ginsberg, Assistant
Atterneys General, for appellee.
Before LOGUE, SCALES, and GORDO, JJ.

PER CURIAM.

126



Joseph Swift appealsthetrial courf's rufing that he was competent to
stand tral and separately conterids that the trial court did not conduct a

reasonably thorough Faretta examination. We affirm. Woodbury v. State,

320 So.3d 63T, 644 (Fla. 2021) ("When a defendant claims a trial court failed
to order a competency hean"ng; either sua sponte or on request from a party,
we will uphold the court's determ-inétion absent an abuse of discretion.”);

Barnes v. State, 124 So. 3d 904, 913 (Fla. 2013) (holding that to be found

incompetent, a defendant must demonstrate “a present ina-bi'li.ty to assist
counsel or understand the charges™). However, because the trial court did
not enter & written order memorializing its May 22, 2019 on-the-record

finding that Mr. Swift was competent, as required by Florida Rule of Criminal

Procedure 3.212(b), we remand to the trial court to enter an order nunc pro

tunc to that date.

Affirmed, remandead with instructions.
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IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE ELEVENTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT IN AND FOR MIAMI-DADE COUNTY, FLORIDA.
DIVISION : : o
CRIMINAL ORDER [J GRANTING /K DENYING DEFENDANT'S CASE NUMBER
- ,2/5/2020 AND 3/16/2020
-
THE STATE OF FLORIDA | V. ' ™
HE S- JOSEPH TEMAN SWIFT <
@
=3
=
m
O
=
PLAINTIFF DEFENDANT o ||
!

THIS CAUSE HAVING COME BEFORE the Court upon the Defendant's Pro Se Motion and the Court having examined
the said Motion and the Motion being [J sufficient/ insufficient to support the relief prayed, IT IS THEREUPON,

CONSIDERED, ORDERED AND ADJUDGED that the above Pro Se Motion filed by the above prisoner be, and the same

is hereby

{0 GRANTED.
The movant is advised that any change in the original Judgment or Sentence will be forwarded to the Department of

!

Corrections under separate order.

DENIED.
The movant is advised that he/she has the right to appeal within thirty (30) days of the rendition of this order.

20th _ day of

DONE AND ORDERED IN [ Chambers & Open Court at Miami, Dade County, Florida, this

JULY  AD.2020 .

JUDGE RICHARD HERSCH DIV.13

JOSEPH TEMAN SWIFT , by mail this

1 CERTIFY that a copy hereof has been furnished to the movant,

dayof QUBZ T 2020 20

e )

- SVHINOI VETY

.\ i g E ;

LA

LW
Clerk's web address: www.miaini—dadeclerk.com
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IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE ELEVENTH JUDICIAL CIRCUTL OF
FLORIDA, IN AND FOR MIAMI-DADE COUNTY y

| THE STATE OF FLORIDA, CRIMINAL DIVISION
T Plaintiff, CASENO:  F13-8321
va. ' JUDGE RICHARD HERSCH
JOSEPH SWIFT,
Defendant

ORDER DENYING APPLICATION SEEKING ARREST WARRANT

On or about November 3, 2021, the Defendant filed a document entiticd “Arrest Affidavit™
{attaiched hereto) In this document, Swift moves to compel an amest wartant for Ms. Taree Jacquelyn
Jones, & victim end witness in Swift’s ;irial. As ground he asserts that she gave false testimony at his
trial. lnsupmbecgnesthﬂp«ﬁmofh«mﬁnmywasmmmbymmm

The Defendant fails to present any legal grounds for the extraordinary relief e secks, Further,
beyond the “production™ of an amest warrant, Swift fails to identify any other remedy that he secks, As
ﬁxisrequ:stfounmemwmiswityﬁ}smylegalbuis,thismuﬁonwﬂlbgvm.

f"
. Done and Ordered in Miami-Dade County t!nsgﬂ'day of Novenber, 2021.

Copies to: CIRCUIT COt
Joseph Sanith‘. DC# W80731
4320 N.E. 168%
Okeechobee, FL 34972-4824 ] :
L CERTIFY thet  copy of this oeder hss beem
Clerk of Third Distriet Court of Appeal ::mmm -

e

[ I

BOOK 32867 PAGE 1715 OFN: 20210883613 DATE:11/23/2021 03:02:21 PM Pgs 1715-1745 Mia-Dade Cty, FL

https://clerknet3.miami-dadeclerk.com/ officialrecords/pdfj sviewer/web/viewer.html 2/24/2022
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IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE ELEVENTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT OF
FLORIDA, IN AND FOR MIAMI-DADE COUNTY

THE STATE OF FLORIDA, CRIMINAL DIVISION _ .
Plaintiff, caseNo:  Fs2 TETE E D
vs. JUDGE RICHARD HERSCH| - -
_ | ar27 202
JOSEPH SWIFT,
Defendant ‘CLERK

ORDER DENYING APPLICATION ENTITLED “ARREST AFFIDAVIT” FILED APRIL 7, 2022
- T Thls cause having come before the Court-on Defendant’s application entitled “Arrest
Afﬁdavif’ ﬁled"o.n April 7,»2622. In this application he seeks a warrant for the aneét of a witness
at his trial urging that she committed perjury.! This is hJS second application of this nature,
Therfe is no basis for this .Court to issue such relief and in .i%ct, this Court lacks the power to - B

provide the relief’he suggests.

Therefore, this request for relief is DENIED. Attached is the application entitled “Arrest
Affidavit.”

Done and Ordered in Miami-Dade County this 27th day of April, 2022
* CERTIFY that & copy of this order has been fumxshed to

1o MOVANT, Jogs SV by mail this_2L—_day

[___Reu 520 2%
“Richard Hersch
Circuit Court Judge

w’:’“@?}la:«
al Coples fo: NG

Joseph Smith, FDOC #W8073] ———

Okeechobee Corr. Inst. © §TATE OF FLORIDA, COUNTY OF HIAMLDADE

3420 N.E. 168“‘ St | HERERY CERTIFY 5% me!m‘w.,'*Jh At e 2 r"\'.;"' dim {5

Okeechobee, FL. 34972-5402 orghn cn o it 122 X o0
' HARVEY RUVIM, Cle mesx._.*J'

1 Swift selects portions of her testimony that he claims were inconsistent.




Third Bistrict Court of Appeal

State of Fflorida

Opinion filed September 14, 2022.
Not final until disposition of timely filed motion for rehearing.

No. 3D22-843
-Lower Tribunai No: Fi3=5321 -

Joseph T. Swift,
Appellant,

VS.

The State of Florida,
Appellee.

An Appeal under Florida Rule of Appellate Procedure 9.315(a) from
the Circuit Court for Miami-Dade County, Richard Hersch, Judge.

Joseph T. Swift, in proper person.

Ashley Moody, Attorney General, for appellee.

Before EMAS, SCALES and HENDON, JJ.
PER CURIAM.

Affirmed.
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%upreme @uurt ut ;JJ’ lurma

MONDAY OCTOBER 17 2022

'CASE NO.: SC22-1360
| ~ Lower Tribunal No(s).:
13D22-943; 132013CF0053210001XX

?

JOSEPH SWIFT : ? vs.. STATE OF FLORIDA"

i
‘

Petitioner(s) - Respondent(s).

This case is hereby dismissed. This Court lacks jurisdiction to
review an unelaborated decision from a district court of appeal that
is issued without opinion or explanation. or that merely cites to an
authority that is not a case pending review in, or reversed or
quashed by, this Court. See Wheeler v. State, 296 So. 3d 895 (Fla.
2020); Wells v. State, 132 So. 3d 1110 (Fla. 2014}); Jackson v. State,
926 So. 2d 1262 (Fla. 2006); Gandy v. State, 846 So. 2d 1141 (Fla.
2003); Stallworth v. Moore, 827 So. 2d 974 (Fla. 2002); Harrison v.
Hyster Co., 515 So. 2d 1279 (Fla. 1987); Dodi Publ’g Co. v. Editorial
Am. S.A., 385 So. 2d 1369 (Fla. 1980); Jenkins v. State, 385 So. 2d
1356 (Fla. 1980).

. No motion for rehearing or reinstatement will be entertalned
'Dy tne bourt SRS o -

A Truev 'Oopy' |
Test:

Q’?
John A. Tomasino
Clerk, Supreme Court




CASE NO.: SC22-1360
Page Two

td
Served:

MICHAEL W. MERVINE ";

JOSEPH SWIFT \
HON. RICHARD L. HERSCH, JUDGE

HON. MERCEDES M. PRIETO, )‘CLERK
HON. HARVEY RUVIN, CLERK




EARIBAT
No. 22

OMOEN QENYING  WALEAS CLORNROS
CASE. NO. 30N - ivAD



IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF APPEAL
OF FLORIDA
THIRD DISTRICT

JULY 06, 2021

JOSEPH T. SWIFT, CASE NO.: 3D21-1393
Appellant(s)/Petltloner(s)
Vs. L.T.NO.: F13-5321

THE STATE OF FLORIDA, et al.,
Appellee(s)/Respondent(s)

Following review of the pro se Petition for Writ of Habeas

Corpus, it is ordered that said Petition is hereby stricken as unauthorized.

See Logan v. State, 846 So. 2d 472 (Fla. 2003); Davis v. State, 789 So. 24

978, 981 (Flé. 2001) (“The decision to allow a convicted defendant the
ability to proceed pro se invappellate proceedings is vested in the sound
discretion of the appellate court.... Also vested in the sound discretion of an
appellate court is the decision whether to accept pro se fili'ngé.”).

FERNANDEZ, C.J., and LINDSEY and BOKOR, JJ., concur.




cc: Office of Attorney General Public Defender Appeals Susan S. Lerner
Joseph T. Swift Hon. Richard Hersch

ns
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Supreme Court of Fflorida

MONDAY, SEPTEMBER 27, 2021

CASE NO.: SC21-1155
Lower Tribunal No(s).:
3D21 1393; 132013CF0053210001XX

JOSEPH SWIFT vs. STATE OF FLORIDA, ET AL.

Petitioner(s) . " Respondent(s)

This cause having heretofore been submitted to the Court on
jurisdictional briefs and portions of the record deemed necessary to
reflect jurisdiction under Article V, Section 3(b), Florida
Constitution, and the Court havmg determined that it should
decline to accept jurisdiction, it is ordered that the petition for
review is denied. ‘

No motion for rehearing will be entertained by the Court. See
Fla. R. App. P. 9.330(d)(2).

LABARGA, LAWSON, MUNIZ, COURIEL, and GROSSHANS, JJ.,
concur.

A True Copy -
Test: A
-.T;O?m'i A Tﬂﬁias-im :
Clerk, Supreme Court
_ i |
Served:
BRIAN H. ZACK JOSEPH SWIFT

SUSAN S. LERNER .

HON. HARVEY RUVIN, CLERK

HON. RICHARD L. HERSCH, JUDGE
HON. MERCEDES M. PRIETO CLERK



Y—V\\Y\)T\

IVANIERE RN

BV
0. J |

SEANCH LOAD I ANTY




IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE ELEVENTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT
~ IN AND FOR MIAMI-DADE COUNTY, FLORIDA

STATE OF FLORIDA

) -
COUNTY OF MIAMI-DADE ) el = i
=2 = k;
s 2 =
SEARCH WARRANT fEx — =
IN THE NAME OF THE STATE OF FLORIDA, TO ALL AND SINGULAR: . © %
—

The Director of the Miami-Dade Police Department, Miami-Dade County,

Florida, who is also known asthe Sheriff of Metropolitan Miami-Dade County, Florida, or

his Deputies, and the :Commissioner ofthe Floridé Deparfment of Law Enforcement, or any

of his duly constituted Agents, and all Investigators of the State Attomey of the Eleventh

Judicial Circuit of Florida, Miami-Dade County, Florida.

Affidavit having been made before me by Detective Maria Mederos, and

incorporated here_in by reference, that she has probable cause to believe and she does
believe that at the premises described as:

387 NE 191 Street, Apartment #106, which is located within the Vista Palms

Apartment Complex, which is the second complex east of NE 3 Avenue, and faces NE 191
Street, in Miami-Dade County, Florida. Building “387” is the fourth building north of NE 191
Street and is the second building east of the western boundary of the Vista Palms complex.
Building *387" has an east/west axis and faces south, is tan in color with a pitched flat
brown shingle roof. The numbers “387" are displayed on the south wall on a placard.

Page 1 of 3 Pag
Affiant’s initials

Judge’s initials A g‘é
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Apartment #106 is located on the first floor in the westemmost breezeway. The door is the
first door north within the westernmost breezeway entrance, is located on the east wall,
faces west and is brown in color. The number “106” is located on a placard on the east
wall; just south of the apartment door. The residence being in Miami-Dade County, Florida,
hereinafter referred to as “The Premises,” a weapon, instrurﬁentality or means by which a
felony, to wit: Murder, in violation of Florida Statute 782.04, has been committed, or
evidence relevant to p.roving said felony has been committed therein, is contéined therein,
to wit: knife(knives), as well as blood, DNA cell phone, photographs, computers,
fingerprints, héirs, clothing, fibers, correspondence, notes, diaries, and any tangible
evidence, hereinafter referred to as "The Property.” |

And as | am satisfied that there is probable cause to believe that "The
Premises” is being used as aforesaid and that the felony aforesaid has been committed
and that "The Property" above-mentioned is being concealed and stored at "The Premises"

above-described, | expressly find probable cause for the issuance of this Search Warrant.

YOU ARE HEREBY COMMANDED to enter and search forthwith "The
Premises" above-described, and the curtilage thereof, for "The Property” above-described,

serving this warrant and making the search in the Daytime or the Nighttime, as the

exigencies méy demand or require, or on Sunday, with the proper and necessary

assistance, and if "The Property” above-described be found there, to seize it and to arrest
all persons in the unlawful possession thereof, leaving a copy of this Warrant and a receipt
for the property taken and prepare a written Inventory of the property seized and return

this Warrant and bring the property and all persons arrested before a court having

Page 2 of 3 Pages.
Affiant’s initials |
Judge’s initials *,
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competent jurisdiction of the offense within ten (1 0) days from the date of issuance as
required by law.

WITNESS MY HAND and seal this S __, day of March, 2013,

-

JUDGE OF THE CIRCUIT COURT OF
THE ELEVENTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT
OF FLORIDA

Page 3 of 3 Pages
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IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE ELEVENTH JUDICIAL

CIRCUIT

IN AND FOR MIAMI-DADE COUNTY, FLORIDA

STATE OF FLORIDA, | Criminal Division

Plaintiff, ‘Case No. F13 -5321
_ Section No. 13
VS. Judge Richard Heie?Fh—I L E D .
JOSEPH SWIFT, | |
.Defendant. FEB 17 2023
ORDER DENYING DEFENDANT’S MOTION CLERK

. FEOR POSTCONVICTION RELIEF

"THIS CAUSE is before the court on Defendant, Joseph Swift's Motion for

Post’ Conviction Relief filed November 1, 2022. The court has ‘reviewed the

Motion, the trial and hearing transcripts, and the court file and record in this case

and conducted its own research, and being otherwise fully advised in the

premises, hereby denies the Defendant’s Motion for Post-Conviction Reliéf as

vset forth below:

FACT{S AND PROCEDURAL HISTORY

On March 5, 2013, Joseph Swift was arrested for the stabbing deaths of

Jeneth Jones and Wade Jones, Jr. and the attempted murder of Natasha Jones

and Taree Jones. The facts of this case are best encapsulated in the narrative

of Détective Hatzis at the time of the arrest: -

On Sunday, March 3, 2013 the Defendant entered the above listed
address and once inside began stabbing the residents of the house
with an unknown type large knife. The Defendant chased the victims
throughout the residence breaking down doors where the victims

Page 10f20




attempted to hide in bedrooms and he continued chasing them and
cornering them while repeatedly stabbing them .. the Defendant
_stabbed Victim #1 Wade Jones to death inside the residence. The
Defendant stabbed Victim #2 Jeneth Jones who escaped the
residence but died across the street trying to seek help from a
neighbor. The Defendant stabbed Victim #3 Natasha Jones (his ex-
girlfriend) inside the residence until she was incapacitated. Victim #3
was transported to Ryder Trauma in. critical condition. The
Defendant stabbed Victim #4 Taree Jones inside the residence and
she ran to a neighbor's residence where she was transported to
Ryder Trauma in critical condition.
Probable cause affidavit attached. Swift dated Natasha Jones a few years earlier
and was identified as the assailant by Natasha and her sister,  Taree Jones.
These-facts were largely borne out attrial.? The Deféndant testified that he was
present at the residence that night. Restless and unable to sleep and, aftér 4-5
' years without contact with the Jones family, he found his way to their house. TT
" at 1456-60. He testified that he saw the attacks on th‘e four victims, first from -
outside the residence, and ultimately from inéide after he entered the home. TT
at 1460-1. He claimed to struggle with the assailant briefly, but gave up and fled
the home. TT at 1461-2.
Swift was charged by Indictment with two counts of first—dégree murder,

two counts of attempted first-degree murder, one count of escapé, three counts

of resisting an foicer with violence, and one count of armed burglary with assault

' The trial transcripts commencing on Januéry 10, 2020 will be referred to.by
the symbol “TT.” The COC is directed to attach these transcripts to this Order
and they are to be designated as Appendix |.
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or battery. Although represented by appointed counsel for over six years, Swiﬁ
elected to represent himself at trial. 'He was convicted of all counfs after a jury
trial.

Swift was sentenced to life in prison on each of the murder and attempted
murder offenses, as well as the burglery count. »He was sentenced to ﬁfteen
years on the escape and five yeérs (time served) on the resisting charges. Sent.
Tr. at 33-34.2 Those convictions and sentences were subsequently .afﬁrmed by
the Third District Court of Appeal. Swift v. State, 338 So. 3d 389 (Fla. 3d DCA
2022). Swift's appeal to th-e Third District raised three grounds: (1) the trial court |
erred by not conducting a thorough inquiry and independently determiniﬁg
whether he was competeht to represent himself at trial; (2) the trial court failed to
order a mental competency evaluation during trial when his standby attorney
raised concern; and (3) the record failed to establish a competency hearing was
conducted. |

Subsequent to his direct abpeal, Defendaht has filed a number of
proceedings in the appellate courts. Defendant filed a pro se petition for writ of
habeas corpue in the Third District Courf of Appeal. The Third District denied

the petition. Swift v. State, 307 So. 3d 875 (Fla. 3d DCA 2020). Defendant

2 The sentencing proceedings of July 20, 2020 are attached as Appen.dix H
and will be referred to as “Sent. Tr.” The recorded sentence is also attached
as Appendix E -
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sought review of .thatAdeniaI in the Florida Supreme Court, and his case was
dismissed because notice was not timely filed. State v. Swift, No.: SC21-
11622021, WL 3520605 (Fla. Aug. 11, 2021). Swift has an extensivé history
- of filings not salient to the instant claims.®

On July 7, 2022, Defendant filed his moét recent pro se petition for wﬁt of
habeas corpus in the Third District, Case‘No. 3D22-1171, arguingA ineffective
assistance of counsel. The Third District, upo"‘n its own motion, transferred said
Petition to this court on July 13, 2022. This court reviewed the Petition and,

treating it as a Rule 3.850 application dismissed itfwithout.prejudice as legally

3 On July 1, 2020, Defendant filed a pro se petition for writ of prohibition, again
in the Third District, which was denied as legally insufficient. Swift v. State, 348
So. 3d 557 (Fla. 3d DCA 2020). Thereafter, Defendant filed yet another pro se
petition for writ of habeas corpus which the Third District struck as
unauthorized. Swift v. State, 349 So. 3d 410 (Fla. 3d DCA 2021). The Florida
Supreme Court dismissed Defendant’s appeal of that decision because notice
was not timely filed. Swift v. State, No.: SC21-12532021, WL 3918876 (Fla.
Sep. 2, 2021). In May 2022, the Florida Supreme Court denied a petition for
writ of mandamus as Swift failed to show a clear legal right to the requested
relief. Swift v. State, No.: SC22-317, 2022 WL 1536997 (Fla. May, 16, 2022).

Defendant filed a petition identical to the instant in the Third District on
August 25, 2021, and the appellate court transferred it to this court on August
9, 2021. Swift v. State, No. 3D21-1588, 2021 WL 3578853 (Fla. 3d DCA 2021).
Via written order of August 25, 2021, this court dismissed the petition as
premature pursuant to Sandoval v. State, 932 So. 2d 1147 (Fla. 2d DCA 2006).

On June 2, 2022, Defendant filed a notice of appeal of the trial's court’s
denial of an arrest affidavit to the Third District. The Third District dismissed
that appeal. Swift v. State, 347 So. 3d 1265 (Fla. 3d DCA 2022).
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insuffic:i.en’c.4 Thereéﬁer, Defendant filed the instant “Motion for Post Conviction
Relief.” (Attached as Appendix A)

Defendant now seeks post-conviction relief in this court pursuant to
Florida Rule of Criminal Prbcedure 3.850. This abplication for postconviction

relief is timely.

DEFENDANT’'S CLAIMS FOR POSTCONVICTION RELIEF
Defendant asserted fourteen grounds for relief, each of whiCh is addressed

below.

GROUND I: The Defendant alleged that he was prejudiced at trial because
the trial judge did not allow him to review and» copy the State’s evidence before
trial. He states his claim as follows:

“The trial judge would not honor my right to review and copy the
state’s evidence before trial (Judge Hersch) see (Fla. R. Crim P.
3.220 “discovery”) This constitutes a departure from the essential
requirements of law,  a fundamental error, which prejudiced me
during trial, doing harm to my right to due process (ref 8 Trans
Jan10, 2020).”

“\Where a movant files a properly pleaded claim but incorrectly styles the
postconviction motion in which it was raised, the trial court must treat the claim
as if it had been filed in a properly styled motion.” Gill v. State, 829 So. 2d 299,
300 (Fla. 2d DCA 2002) (citing Hogan v. State, 799 So. 2d 1095 (Fla. 2d DCA
2001)).
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Appendix A at p. 6.

Defendant’s claim involves pre-trial discovery and trial issues. Defendant
chose to represent himself pro se at trial, rather than be represented by the
experienced, veteran attorneys (R-oderiék Vereen and David S. Markus) who had
discovered and prepared hié case for nearly seven years. Defendant raised
motions directed to this issue. If aggrieved by the trial court’s rulings, they could
have been directly appealed to the Third District Court of Appeal. Accbrdingly,
this claim is barred as an issue that_ should havé been raised on direct appeal.

Rule 3.850 “does not authorize relief based on grbunds that could have or
should have been raised at trial and, if propeﬂy pre_servéd, on direct appeal of
the judgment and sentence.” Fla. R. Crim. P. 3.850(c)(7); Fla. Stat. § 924.051(8)
(“It is the intent of the Legislature that all terms and conditions of ... collateral
review be strictly ehforced, including the application of procedural baré"). See
Parker v. State, 611 So. 2d 1224, 1226 (Fla. 1992) (“We have répeatedly said
that a motion under Rule 3.850 cannot be used for a second appeal to consider
issues that either .Were raised in the initial appeal or could have been raised in
that appeal”); Mikenas v. State, 460 So. 2d 359 (Fla. 1985); Dunn v. State, 282
So. 3d 899, 902 (Fla. 1st DCA 2019) (“[Cllaims of trial court error are not
cognizable in a motion for postconviction relief. . . . Those claims must be raised

on direct appeal.”); Austin v. State, 160 So. 2d 730 (Fla. 2d DCA 1964).
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Even if this issue was ‘npt procedurally barred, a review of the record
conclusiVer refutes the Defendant's claim. kAIthough Defendant referenced the
procéedings on January 10, 2020, he fails to désignate any specifié denial of his
motion're'garding discovery. A revfew of the transcripts reveals that the court
took close notice of Swift's complaints. See, e.g. TT at 10-12; 25-30; 34-5. On
pa’ée 35 of the transcripts of that day, the court and the D‘efenaant discussed the
specific deposition transcripts in his possession. 'AIthvough not required by any
procedural rule, the court promised the defendant that he would be made aware
of the witnesses that would be called each day of trial. TT-at 37. After Swift was
given the opportﬂnity to make further motions on this issue, he ésked to move on
to the motions to suppress. /d. As nbted, even if this iséue not procedurally

barred, Swift is not entitled to relief on this claim.®

GROUND 1I: Defendant alléged the State failed to present evidence to

prove his guilt of the charged offenses and that the two homicides were first
degree murders based on perjurious testimony of two witnes's_es. Defendant’'s
objection to the trial testimony of Dr. Emma Lewis as ‘misleading” was properly

overruled. Contrary to Defendant’s claims in his motion, TT at 1368, does not

5 Swift’s claim regarding the video evidence is addressed in Ground XII, infra.
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contain testimony about defensive wounds to the Victim. This claim is based
on issues that should have been raised in the direct appeal.

Grounds that coujd héve or ‘should have been raised on direct appeal are
not authorized-pursuant to Rule 3.850. Insufficiency of the evidence is not a
cognizable postconviction claim. Hamilton v. State, 14 So. 3d 1089 (Fla. 5t

DCA 2009), Morris v. State, 422 So. 2d 338 (Fla. 3d DCA 1982).

GROUND llI: The Defendant claimed the warrant used to collect evidence

¢ used during trial was not lawfully éxecuted and violated hisright to due process’
and against improper search and seizure.

This claim is based upon pre-frial procedural énd evidentiary issues that -
are barred as they should have been raised on direct appeal. See Morris v.
State, 422 So. 2d at 341 »(prosecutorial mfsconduct not appropriately raised by

wéy of Rule 3.850 collateral attack when a direct appeal has been taken).

GROUND IV: Defendant alleges ineffective assistance of counsel duﬁng

the July 20, 2020 sentencing phase based on--attornéy Roderick Vereen's
claimed failure to present argument in support of a pfo se Motion for Acquittal.
~ To prevail on an ineffective assistance of counsel claim, a defendant must

_show both that trial c.ounsel's peﬁorhance was déﬁcient, and that the deficient
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performance prejudiced the defendant so as to deprive him of a fair trial.
Strickland v. Washington, 466 U.S. 668, 687 (1984); Crain v. State, 78 So. 3d
1025, 1033 (Fla. 2011). “There is a strong presumptionz that trial éounsel'é
perforrhance was not ineffective.” Lukehart v. State, 70 So. 3d 503, 512 (Fla.
2011). To establish the deficiency prong under Strickland, the defendant must
prove “counsel made errors so serious that counsel was not functioning as the
‘counsel’ guaranteed thé defend'ant‘ by the Sixth Amendment.” Strickland, 466
U.S. ét 687. The defendant carries the burden to “over.come the presumption
that, under the circumstances, the challenged action ‘might be considered -
sound ftrial strategy.” Id. at 689.(quoting Miché/ V. Lduisiana, 350 U.S. 91
(1955)). |
A. Defendant’s motions for acquittal
At the close of the State’s case, Swift made an ore tenus motion for

judgement of acquittal, primarily arguing that thé evidénce presented failed to
exclude every reasonable hypothesis of innocence. TT at 1411-27. He
renewed this motion at the close of all the evidence, primarily arguing that his
version of the facts should be accepted over that of thevwitnesses for the State.

TT at 1841-51.
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Post-trial, Swift filed three written documents» entitled “Motion for Acquital”
[sic].? In the February 4 motion, he attacks the murder verdicts arguing that
only circumstantial evidence was preéent’ed to prove premeditation and that
reasonable hypotheses of innocence existed. He ignores the fact that fhe jury
also found him guilty of first-degree felony murder, a charge nolt‘requiring
premeditation. Swift argues that thé attempted murder verdicts cannot stan.d
because the assailant ceased the aftack before killing the victims, thus showing
a “complete and total abandonment” of the offense.

In his February 6-nﬁotion, he attacks fhe jury’s guilty verdict on the escape‘
and resisting charges. Swift's complaint here is fact based, primarily asserting
an insufﬁciency of evidence. The March 16 motion is identi-cal to the February
4 moﬁon.

B. Claim of ineffectiveness

These motions were addressed by this cou'rt at the July 20, 2020

® These motions, filed on February 4 and 5 and March 16,-2020 are attached
as Appendix E. Although not raised by the State in the post-verdict,
presentence stages, it is likely this court was without jurisdiction to address one
or more of these motions. State v. Nicholson, 819 So. 2d 908, 910 (Fla. 4t
DCA 2002)(Motion for new trial must be filed within ten days of rendition of
verdict as permitted under the rule or trial court is without jurisdiction to hear
the motion.) The verdict in this case was rendered on January 22, 2020. Itis
unknown when Swift provided the corrections personnel with these motions for
filing, but likely the March motion would have been untimely.
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sentencing proceedings. Sent. Tr. at 12. The court addressed them on their
merits and they were denied.’ See Davis v. State, 425 So. 2d 654, 655 (F‘Ie.
5" DCA 1983)(“The fect that the evidence is in conflict does not entitle
appellant to a.judgment of acquittal because the Weight of the evidence and
the credibility of the witnesses is for the jury.”). Swift does not argue that his
counsel was ineffective by failing to adopt the motions, but rather, by failing to
make argument on -the motions. Appendix A at 8-9.

There simply was no prejuﬁdice to Defendant. Notre-arguing art identical
motion previously denied at trial could not cause prejudiee 1o Defendant.
Under the prejudice prong, “Str)'ckland places the burden on the defendant, not
the State, to shoW a ‘reaso_hable probability" tltat the result would héve been
different.” Wong v. Belmontes, 558 U.S. 15 (200\9_) (qUOting Strickland, 466
U.S. at 694). At trial, the State presented sufficient eviden_Ce for the case to be
considered by tHe jury; accordingly, Defendant’s ore tenus motions for acquittal
~ made at trial on Januéry 21 aljd' 22, 2020 were properly deniect by this court.

TT at 1411-26: 1841-51.

7 A review of the transcript of that day might cause one to be concerned about
the competency of Swift. However, he was again represented by counsel, who
did not believe Swift to be incompetent. Nor did this court. Dr. Ralph
Richardson attended the virtual hearing, and at the request of the court,
conducted a competency evaluation. His report finding Swift competent was
filed July 22, 2020.
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Furfher, Defendant’'s counsel exercised professional judgment in not
arguing what would have been a frivolous motion at sentencing, as the court
had previously coneidered, and denied, a similar hotien at trial. The exercise
of professional judgment does not provide a basis for relief under Strickland.
Defendant has not shown that the strategy was so “patently unreasonable 'tﬁat
no competent attorney Would have chosen it.” Carmona v. State, 814 So.2d
481, 482 (5th DCA 2062) (quoting Ha/ibun‘on v. Singletary, 691 So. 2d 466,

471 (Fla. 1997)). Swift is not entitled to relief on this issue.

GROUND V: Defendant asserts'there was insufficient evidence to |
support the charged offense of resisting an officer with violence claiming his
mental state at the time prevented require'd intent and that schizophrenia
explained his behavior with police after the crime occurred. Defendant did ﬁot :
file a notice of intent to rely upon insanity as a defense. This claim is based
upbn issues which could have been raised on direct appeal and is barred
accordingly. “

Grounds that could have or should have been raised on direct appeal are
not authorized pursuant to Rule 3.850. Insufficiency of the evidence is not a
cognizable'post—cohviction claim. Hamilton v. State, 14 So.. 3d 1089 (Fla. 5th

DCA 2009): Morris v. State, 422 So. 2d 338 (Fla. 3d DCA 1982).
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GROUND VI: Defendant conténds there is insufficient evidence to subport
the charged offense 4of first-degree vattempted murder of Natasha Jones
because the assailant ended his attack upon her and left her alive. The cases
cited by Defen'd—ant, State v. Boon, 490 So. 2dA137O (Fla. 2d DCA 1986) and
Sta‘te v. Rogers, 386 So. 2d 278, 280 (Fla. 2d DCA 1980) address sworn
motions to dismiss and do not support this claim. This claim should have been
raised on direct appeal and is barred in this proceeding.

Grounds that could have or should have been raised on direct appeal are
not authorized pursQant to-"Rule}3.850.A Insufficiency of the evidence is not a
cognizable post-conviction claim. Hamilton v. State, 14 So. 3d 1089 (Fla. 5t

DCA 2009); Morris v. State, 422 So. 2d 338 (Fla. 3d DCA 1982).

‘GROUND VII: Defendant contends there is insufficient evidence to

support the charged offense of first-degree attempted murder of Taree Jones
because she was the only direct witnéss and the assailant ended his attack
upon her and left her alive. Again, the cases cited by Defendant, State'v. Boom,
490 So. 2d 1370 (Fla. 2d DCA 1986) and State v. Rogers, 386 So. éd 278, 280
(Fla. 2d DCA 1/980) offer no support of this claim. This claim should have been

raised on direct appeal and is barred in this proceeding.
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Grounds that could have or should have been raised on direct appeal are
‘not authorized pursuant to Rule 3.850. Insufficiency of the evidence is not a
cognizable post-conviction claim. * Hamilton v. State, 14 So. 3d 1089 (Fla. 5™

DCA 2009); Morris v. State, 422 So. 2d 338 (Fla. 3d DCA 1982).

GROUND VIII: Defendant contends the trial judge was biased or

prejudiced e'gainst him and denied a motion for mistrial and motion for
disqualification.® In order to disqualify a judge, the facts asserted must be
reasonably sufficient to create a well-founded fear in the mind of the party that
he will not receive a fair trial. Heier v. Fleet, 20 So. 2d 669 (Fla. 4" DCA 1994).
It is a well-settled principle that adverse rulings, without more, do not constitute
the requisite bias or prejudice necessary to support disqualification. John
Young Song v. State, 338 So. 3d 984 (Fla. 3d DCA 2022), citing Mendoza v.
State, 87 So. 3d 644, 664 (Fla. 2011). Mistrial and disqualification are issue’s.
for direct appeal and cannot be.brought in this proceeding.

Grounds that could have or should have been raised on direct appeal are
not authorized pursuant to Rule 3.850. Claims of trial court error must be raised

on direct appeél. Bowles v State, 979 So. 2d 182 (Fla. 2008).

& This motion is attached as Appendix G. The court denied this motion on
July 20, 2020. Sent. Tr. At 12.
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i

GROUND IX: Defendant claims the évidence supporting the conviction

for the first-degree murder of Janeth Jones is insufficient. Sufficiency of
evidence is én issue for direct appeal and is barred in this proceeding.
Grounds that could have or should have been raised on direct appeal are
not authorized pUrsuant to Rule 3.850. Insufficiency of the evidence is not a
cognizable post-conviction claim, Hamilton v. State, 14 So. 3d 1089 (Fla. 5™

DCA 2009); Morris v. State, 422 So. 2d 338 (Fla. 3d DCA 1982).

GROUND X: Défendant-' claims the evidence supporting the conviction

for the first-degree murder of Wade Jones is insufficient. Sufficiency of
evidence is an issue for direct appeal and is barred in this proceeding.

- Grounds that could have or should have been raised on dfrect appeal are
not authorized pursuant to Rule 3.850. Insufficiency of the evidence is not a
cognizable post;convigtion claim. Hamilton v. State, 14 So. 3d 1089 (Fla. 5"

DCA 2009); Morris v. State, 422 So. 2d 338 (Fla. 3d DCA 1 982).

GROUND XI: In this claim, Swift asserts a dénial of due process in t‘hat
the trial court “presenting argument in opposition” to his motions, often without
“allowing the prosecution an opportunity to do so.” Appendix A, Memorandum

at 14. The one record excerpt Defendant cited (TT at 1411-27) shows the court
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questioning Defendant regarding his argument advocating. his motion for
acquittal. It could be that Swift, although proceeding pro se, didn't like being
treated like a lawyer. Judges routinely question the positions of attorneys
during argument. Regardless, if Swift felt the court was unfair, he had remedies
available at the time. In flact,'as noted above, Swift later moved for the recusal
of the court. Swift’s claim that this court’s treatment of him was a denial of due
process is conclusively refuted by the trial transcript and proceedings attached.

Grounds that could have or should have been raised on direct appeal
are not authorized pursuant to Rule 3.850. Claims of trial court error must be
raised on direct appeal. Bowles v. vState, 979 So. 2d 182 (Fla. 2008). Swift

raises no argument here that warrants relief.

GROUND XlI: Swift frames this issue as foII,oWs:

“The trial judge’s decision to ignore my demand for discovery let to

me being unfairly surprised when the prosecution began to present

evidence during trial.”
Appendix A, Memorandum at 16. Swift again raises the complaint that he did
not get discovery. Specifically, he asserts that he did not have the opportunity
to see the autopsy .photographs beforehand and that he did not see

surveillance video before trial. There is no suggestion that these materials

were not available for inspection for the six—plus'years that Swift had counsel
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actively conducting discovery. Swift claims that he would hav‘é filed rhotions to
exclude the aUtopsy photos if he had seen them before trial.

Swift elected to be his own attorney. Consequently, it was his
responsibility to request a Richardson® hearing if he believed the State had
failed to honor their discovery obligations. SWift .was warned each day of the
disadvantages of proceeding pro se. He cannot now be heard to complain that
he did not do a good job as a lawyer. |

Additionally, Swift cannot show prej_udice. An examination of thé trial
record shows that the court carefully parsed out photos that would be overly
prejudicial to the Defendant. TT at 1368-79. Swift later raised this issue by
moving fdr a mistrial. TT 1429.

His complaint regarding the surveillance video also lacks any showing of
prejudice.’® When Swift expressed a desire to present this video evidence at
trial, TT at 1429-35, this ;:o_urt'responded by ordering the production of the
videos by the State and standby counsel. The video was IAo‘cated, sh;)wn to the
Defendant, and over authentication objectién by the staté, admitted as

evidence. TT at 1649-67. At Swift's request, it was played several times befére

® Richardson v. State, 246 So. 2d 771 (Fla. 1971)(A hearing is required to
flesh out whether there is a discovery violation and, if so, what remedies are
needed to cure any prejudice.) |

19 Captured by a surveillance camera on a nearby home, this video showed a
shadowy figure near the scene of the murders. TT at 1650.
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the jury. TT at 1671. Swift also sought a mistrial on this issue. TT'at 1650.
As a result, this claim raises prthriaI procedural and trial evidentiary issues that
are now procedurally barred.

Grounds that could have or should have been raised on direct appeal are |
not authorized pursuant to Rule 3.850. Clairﬁs of trial court error must be raised

on direct appeal. Bowles v. State, 979 So. 2d 182 (Fla. 2008).

GROUND Xlll: Defendant claims ineffective assistance of direct appeal

couh_sel and that counsel argued baseless claim instead of what should have
been raised, namely Grounds 1, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9-10.

Defendant’s request for relief in connection with his direct appeal are not
propérly in this éourt pursuant to Rule 3.850 but in an appropriate petitio_n for

relief to the appellate court.

GROUND XIV:. Defendant claims evidence to support the conviction for
burglary/armed/assauit is insufficient. This claim should have been raised on
direct appeal.

Grounds that could have or should have been raised on direct appeal are

not authorized pursuant to Rule 3.850. Insufficiency of the.evidence is not a
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cognizable post-conlviction claim. Hamilton v. State, 14 So. 3d 17089 (Fla. 5%
DCA 2009); Mofris v. State, 422 So. 2d 338 (>Fla. 3d DCA 1982).

Accordingly, Defendant is not entitled to relief. .

It is hereby ORDERED AND ADJUDGED that Defendant, Joseph Swift's
Motion for Postconvictioh Relief pursuant to Florida Rule of Criminal Procedure
3.850 is hereby DENIED. |

Defendant Joseph Swift is hereby notiﬁed that he has the right to appeal -
this Order to the Third District Court of Appeal of Florida withi'n thiﬁy (30) days
' of the signing and filing of this Order.- Attached to thié o_rder pursuant to Fla.s
R.Cr. P. 3..850 (f)(5) are appendices as follows:

A. Defendant’s Motion for Post Conviction Relief;
B. Probable Cause Affidavit. |
C. Indictment
D. Verdict
E. Sentence
F. Motions for Acquittal
G. Motion to Recuse
H. Sentencing Transcript of July 20, 2020

I. The COC is directed to attach the trial transcript to this Order. (1862

pages)
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DONE AND ORDERED in Miami-Dade County, Florida, on this the / Z

day of February, 2023.

<~ RICHARD HERSCH
Circuit Judge

cc:
State Attorney’s Ofﬁce

The Clerk of Court is hereby ordered to send a copy of this Order to the
Defendant

Joseph T. Swift DC # W80731
Okeechobee Correctional Institution
420 N.E. 168" Street

. Okeechobee, FL 34972-4824 .

fu ;_.A.‘l

" CERTIFY that a copy of this order has been
the MOVANT, JoERn T - SAY

STATE OF FLORIDA, COUNTY OF MIAMI- DADE 5 covy
{HEREBY CERTIFY that the MﬁR 0 '2“;52%3 us, of & ;‘ “

original on file in this office
LUIS G. MONTALDO, CLERK AD INTEXINS B Cirpuit AN
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Third District Court of Appeal

State of Fflorfda

Opinion filed May 17, 2023.
- Not final until disposition of timely filed motion for rehearing.

No. 3D23-0576
Lower Tribunal No. F13-5321

Joseph T. Swift,
Appellant,

VS.

The State of Florida,
Appeliee.

An Appeal under Florida Rule of Appellate Procedure 9.141(b)(2) from
the Circuit Court for Miami-Dade County, Richard Hersch, Judge.

Joseph T. Swift, in proper person.

Ashley Moody, Attorney General, for appellee.

Before MILLER, GORDO and BOKOR, JJ.
PER CURIAM.

Affirmed.



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



